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II. Executive Summary 
 
The State of Delaware’s Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice (AI) is a thorough 
examination of structural barriers to fair housing choice and access to opportunity for members 
of historically marginalized groups protected from discrimination by the federal Fair Housing 
Act (FHA). The AI also outlines fair housing priorities and goals to overcome fair housing 
issues. In addition, the AI lays out meaningful strategies that can be implemented to achieve 
progress towards the State’s obligation to affirmatively furthering fair housing. The draft was 
prepared by the Lawyers’ Committee for Civil Rights Under Law (Lawyers’ Committee) and 
Poverty and Race Research Action Council (PRRAC), in consultation with the Delaware State 
Housing Authority, staff from New Castle, Kent, and Sussex Counties and staff from entitlement 
cities and local housing authorities. The goals and priorities were determined with significant 
input from a wide range of stakeholders during the initial community participation process. To 
provide a foundation for the conclusions and recommendations presented in this AI, the 
Lawyers’ Committee and PRRAC reviewed and analyzed: 

• Data from the U.S. Census Bureau and other sources about the demographic, housing, 
economic, and educational landscape of the state; 

• Various state, city, and housing authority documents and ordinances; 
• Data reflecting housing discrimination complaints; and 
• The input of a broad range of stakeholders that deal with the realities of the housing 

market and the lives of members of protected classes in Delaware. 
 
The AI draws from these sources to conduct an analysis of fair housing issues such as patterns of 
integration and segregation of members of protected classes, racially or ethnically concentrated 
areas of poverty, disparities in access to opportunity for protected classes, and disproportionate 
housing needs. The analysis also examines publicly supported housing in the city as well as fair 
housing issues for persons with disabilities. Private and public fair housing enforcement, 
outreach capacity, and resources are evaluated as well. The AI identifies contributing factors to 
fair housing issues and steps that should be taken to overcome these barriers.  
 
Overview of Delaware 
 
Delaware is part of the Philadelphia-Camden-Wilmington, PA-NJ-DE-MD combined statistical 
area. Delaware has a population of under one million residents, which ranks 45th out of 50 states. 
It is also the second smallest state in the country, but it is the sixth densest state.  

The most populous parts of the state of Delaware are largely suburbs, with some cities and rural 
areas. The state’s White population percentage is similar to that of the United States as a whole 
while the state is more heavily Black and less heavily Asian and Hispanic. Certain areas of the 
state, including major cities such as Wilmington and Dover, have moderate to high levels of 
segregation.  

Over time, the state of Delaware has become more diverse. The White population has steadily 
fallen, from 79.24% in 1990, to 72.47% in 2000, to 65.34% in 2010, and then to current day 
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levels at 63.04%. The other racial and ethnic groups have seen corresponding levels of growth, 
with the population of Black residents rising from 16.65% in 1990 to 22.12% in the most recent 
Census (though falling slightly by the most recent estimates to 21.34%). In raw numbers, the 
Black population has nearly doubled from 1990 to present day, the Asian population has 
quadrupled, the Hispanic population has increased five-fold, and the Native American population 
increased by more than 50%.  
 
Within each jurisdiction in this analysis, most racial or ethnic minority groups experience higher 
rates of housing problems, including but not limited to severe housing cost burden, than do non-
Hispanic White households. Among all racial or ethnic groups, Hispanic households are most 
likely to experience severe housing problems.  
 
The State of Delaware and its jurisdictions have enacted some policies to prevent displacement 
and increase the supply of affordable housing, including source of income protections, incentives 
for the development of affordable housing in high opportunity areas, voluntary inclusionary 
housing, and anti-discrimination laws that afford protections beyond the federal Fair Housing 
Act. Still, these protections and incentives are not enough to stem the loss of affordable housing 
and meet the housing needs of low- and moderate-income residents, including low-income 
people of color and persons with disabilities. 
 
Contributing Factors to Fair Housing Issues 

The AFH includes a discussion and analysis of the following contributing factors to fair housing 
issues:  

1. Access to financial services 
2. Access for persons with disabilities to proficient schools 
3. Access to publicly supported housing for persons with disabilities 
4. Access to transportation for persons with disabilities 
5. Admissions and occupancy policies and procedures, including preferences in publicly 

supported housing 
6. Availability of affordable units in a range of sizes 
7. Availability, type, frequency, and reliability of public transportation 
8. Community opposition 
9. Deteriorated and abandoned properties 
10. Displacement of and/or lack of housing support for victims of domestic violence, dating 

violence, sexual assault, and stalking 
11. Displacement of residents due to economic pressures 
12. Impediments to mobility 
13. Inaccessible public or private infrastructure 
14. Inaccessible government facilities or services 
15. Lack of access to opportunity due to high housing costs 
16. Lack of affordable, accessible housing in a range of unit sizes 
17. Lack of affordable in-home or community-based supportive services 
18. Lack of affordable, integrated housing for individuals who need supportive services 
19. Lack of assistance for housing accessibility modifications 
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20. Lack of assistance for transitioning from institutional settings to integrated housing 
21. Lack of community revitalization strategies 
22. Lack of local private fair housing outreach and enforcement 
23. Lack of local public fair housing enforcement 
24. Lack of local or regional cooperation 
25. Lack of meaningful language access for individuals with limited English proficiency 
26. Lack of private investment in specific neighborhoods 
27. Lack of public investment in specific neighborhoods, including services or amenities 
28. Lack of resources for fair housing agencies and organizations 
29. Lack of state or local fair housing laws 
30. Land use and zoning laws 
31. Lending discrimination 
32. Location of accessible housing 
33. Location of employers 
34. Location of environmental health hazards 
35. Location of proficient schools and school assignment policies 
36. Location and type of affordable housing 
37. Loss of affordable housing 
38. Occupancy codes and restrictions 
39. Private discrimination 
40. Quality of affordable housing information programs 
41. Regulatory barriers to providing housing and supportive services for persons with 

disabilities 
42. Siting selection policies, practices, and decisions for publicly supported housing, 

including discretionary aspects of Qualified Allocation Plans and other programs 
43. Source of income discrimination  
44. State or local laws, policies, or practices that discourage individuals with disabilities 

from living in apartments, family homes, supportive housing and other integrated 
settings 

45. Unresolved violations of fair housing or civil rights law 

Proposed Goals and Strategies 

To address the contributing factors described above, the AI plan proposes the following goals 
and strategies.  

Goal 1:  Increase the supply of affordable housing in high opportunity areas 

1. Prioritize CDBG and HOME funding and LIHTC tax credits for family developments in 
high-opportunity areas, and further incentivize LIHTC family development in areas of 
opportunity through set asides, basis boosts, and/or increased competitive points.  
Institute protocols to regularly review and report on such LIHTC performance. 
 

2. Explore developing inclusionary zoning programs in Kent County and the larger 
jurisdictions of Wilmington, Newark, and Dover. Evaluate and improve existing 
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inclusionary zoning programs in New Castle and Sussex Counties through additional 
incentives to increase production of affordable family units in high-opportunity areas. 
    

3. Explore changes to existing building and zoning codes to permit accessory dwelling 
units, multifamily housing, and smaller lot sizes. 
 

4. Encourage local jurisdictions and counties to waive or reduce fees for affordable housing. 
 

5. Historically, New Castle County has used a portion of its HOME funds for affordable 
housing projects in low-income communities of color in the City of Wilmington. In order 
for New Castle County to eliminate housing policies that perpetuate segregation, the 
County should develop a policy that prioritizes its HOME funds for family affordable 
housing developments in high opportunity areas throughout the County. 
 

6. Advocate for the repeal of SB 400, which requires the Delaware State Housing Authority 
to notify state senators and representatives of any tax credit, loan, or grant award for 
affordable housing development in their district. This a significant impediment to 
Delaware’s duty to affirmatively furthering fair housing because it increases the 
likelihood of nimbyism and its discriminatory effects. 

Goal #2:  Preserve the existing stock of affordable rental housing  

1. For municipalities with complaint-driven code enforcement policies, revise policies to 
require regular inspections to reduce displacement and fear of retaliation by landlords 
against tenants. 
 

2. Continue to extend affordability restrictions for properties with expiring subsidies 
through loan extensions, workouts, and buy-downs of affordability. 

Goal #3: Prevent displacement of Black and Hispanic low- and moderate-income residents 
through the following strategies 

1. Improve protections for manufactured homeowners in leased land communities, 
including support to facilitate conversion of parks to cooperative or nonprofit ownership. 
 

2. Pilot a “Right to Counsel” program for low-income tenants facing eviction. This program 
can expand upon the various eviction defense and appeals efforts recently launched in the 
state with funding through the Delaware State Housing Authority and FHLBank 
Pittsburgh’s Home4Good program.  
 

3. Advocate for changes to the Delaware Code that would permit tenants to appeal decisions 
from the Justice of the Peace Court to Superior Court (and, from there, to appellate 
courts). Delaware is the only state that does not have an appellate pathway for 
landlord/tenant cases. This would expand case law and ensure that appeals are being 
decided by attorneys. 
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4. Establish a minimum non-payment of rent threshold for evictions of $100 and adopt a 

rule which allows tenant to cure by paying the full amount owed up to and including the 
date of trial for eviction. 

Goal #4:  Increase community integration for persons with disabilities  

1. Develop funding sources and policies to establish project-based rental assistance to allow 
for the creation of new permanent supporting housing through the LIHTC and other 
financing programs, which is currently allowed and incentivized but the lack of ongoing 
rental assistance is a major barrier. 
 

2. Adopt preferences for persons with disabilities who are at risk of institutionalization or 
have recently left institutions to Administrative Plans for housing authorities that do not 
currently have such preferences. 
 

3. Revise Delaware’s statewide housing code and encourage other jurisdictions to change 
the definition of a family so that it does not have a numerical limit as to the number of 
unrelated persons who can live together in a unit.  
 

4. Continue to increase the supply of fully accessible units by continuing to incentivize the 
inclusion of additional accessible units in LIHTC developments. 
 

5. Provide targeted outreach, assistance, and case management to elderly persons with 
disabilities living in nursing homes to facilitate transitions to community living. 

Goal #5:  Ensure equal access to housing for persons with protected characteristics, lower-
income, and homeless  

1. Expand the Delaware Fair Housing Act’s Source of Income protections to include 
voucher holders. 
 

2. For municipalities with crime-free housing and nuisance ordinances, continue to advocate 
for the removal of these ordinances and encourage the introduction of legislation banning 
ordinances throughout the State. 
 

3. Require that all rental and homeownership applications are available in Spanish and 
ensure that paper copies are available for those without computer access. 
 

4. Ensure that housing authorities have culturally competent translators available to their 
customers. 
 

5. Cap rental application fees and eliminate fees for voucher holders in accordance with best 
practices. 
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6. Where possible, encourage landlords to follow HUD’s guidance on the use of criminal 
backgrounds in screening tenants.  
 

7. Encourage inclusive credit screening practices that do not rely on FICO scores. 
 

8. Convene the Fair Housing Task Force on a quarterly schedule to implement 
recommendations in the AI that are regional in nature. 

Goal #6: Expand access to opportunity for protected classes through the following strategies: 

1. Study and make recommendations to improve and expand Sussex County’s public 
transportation to ensure that members of protected classes can access jobs. Review public 
transportation options in New Castle and Kent Counties to ensure sufficient access to job 
centers and coordination among various agencies. 
 

2. Address the racial disparities in water and sewer hookups, water quality, and utility costs 
in Sussex County by targeting CDBG funding for infrastructure and public utility 
improvements to unincorporated communities of color. 

Goal #7: Reduce barriers to mobility through the following strategies 

1. Enter into portability agreements with neighboring PHAs to permit HCV moves to 
opportunity areas without porting. 
 

2. Enact policies that more formally provide for periodic reviews of residency and other 
preferences for fair housing impacts.   
 

3. Explore selective use of payment standards based on Small Area Fair Market Rents, to 
expand housing choice specifically in zip codes that are areas of opportunity. 
 

4. Ensure that both written and oral briefing content for voucher holders addresses moves to 
opportunity; expand content as needed.  
 

5. Explore creation of a mobility counseling program to support moves to opportunity.  
 

6. Institute policies providing for regular landlord/developer outreach and engagement, to 
encourage and support participation in the voucher program, including periodic 
workshops and an ongoing working group; and encourage the use of the landlord listing 
service DelawareHousingSearch increase availability of units – particularly in high-
opportunity areas.  
 

7. Develop a model Affirmative Fair Housing Marketing Plan and support expanded 
affirmative marketing, including to Hispanic communities.  



9 
 

The AI lays out a series of achievable action steps that will help the State of Delaware to not 
only meet its obligation to affirmatively fair housing but to become a model for equity and 
inclusion for other states.  
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III. Community Participation Process 
 

1.  Describe outreach activities undertaken to encourage and broaden meaningful 
community participation in the AFH process, including the types of outreach activities 
and dates of public hearings or meetings. Identify media outlets used and include a 
description of efforts made to reach the public, including those representing populations 
that are typically underrepresented in the planning process such as persons who reside in 
areas identified as R/ECAPs, persons who are limited English proficient (LEP), and 
persons with disabilities. Briefly explain how these communications were designed to 
reach the broadest audience possible. For PHAs, identify your meetings with the Resident 
Advisory Board. 
 

In order to ensure that the analysis contained in an AI accurately reflects conditions in a 
community and that the goals and strategies are targeted and feasible, the participation of a wide 
range of stakeholders is of critical importance. A broad array of outreach was conducted through 
community meetings, focus groups, and public hearings. 
 
In preparing this AI with assistance from the State and Counties, the Lawyers’ Committee and 
PRRAC reached out to neighborhood residents, fair housing organizations, civil rights and 
advocacy organizations, legal services provers, social services providers, housing developers, 
industry groups, landlord associations, tenant associations, neighborhood associations, and 
undocumented families to hear directly about fair housing issues affecting residents of Delaware. 
Additional meetings were held with public officials from the Planning and Zoning department 
and the County Attorney’s office. All meetings took place in facilities that are accessible to 
persons with disabilities. More than 100 organizations and individuals were consulted during the 
AI process. 
 
During the next two months, additional stakeholder meetings and public hearings will be held 
throughout the State of Delaware.  
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IV. Assessment of Past Goals and Actions 
 

a. Indicate what fair housing goals were selected by program participant(s) in recent 
Analyses of Impediments, Assessments of Fair Housing, or other relevant planning 
documents. 

 
The goals articulated in the most recent Analysis of Impediments in 2011 are found below: 
 

A. Common to all Entitlement Jurisdictions 
 
Expand access to community programs for persons with limited English proficiency (LEP).  

• FY11-17 
o Delaware State Housing Authority (DSHA) provided language assistance to 673 

LEP clients and translated 134 documents and publications. DSHA contracted 
with LTC Language Services to provide oral interpretations and written 
translations. DSHA provides reasonable accommodations for persons with 
language and/or disability barriers to access program information. 

• FY11 
o DSHA reviewed 2010 Census data and determined Spanish to still be the only 

language that requires a Language Assistance Plan (LAP) for both Kent and 
Sussex County individually and the two counties combined. 

• FY12 
o DSHA and an Advisory group of State, county, and local governments, advocacy 

organizations and nonprofits launched DelawareHousingSearch.org (DEHS.org). 
The website provides a free housing locator service, real-time and detailed 
property information in both Spanish and English (and other languages).  

• FY13  
o Both Kent and Sussex Counties completed a four-factor analysis. Kent County 

adopted a LEP plan for Spanish-speaking persons and both counties translated 
critical documents. 

o DEHS.org Advisory Group continued to promote and expand the locator service. 
It received over 1,400 visitors a week and hosted over 21,500 rental/ affordable 
for sale units. 

o The Hispanic Council provided $5,000 to develop a commercial and PSA on 
DEHS.org for Delaware’s Spanish speaking population. 

• FY14 
o Sussex County translated several key documents to Spanish. For example, 

Rehabilitation Contracts and Applications, the County’s Sewer Assistance 
Program Application and Chapter 96 of Sussex County Code and its related 
documents were translated.  

o As of May 2015, Sussex County contracted with CTS Language Link to provide 
24/7 access to over 200 languages. This service is available to all County staff for 
over-the–phone interpretations. 
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o The City of Wilmington conducted a full LEP four-factor analysis to determine 
the percent of Hispanic City residents who speak English “less than very well” 
and reviewed documents which must be made available in Spanish as well as 
English. 

• FY15 
o As a result of the four-factor LEP analysis, the City of Wilmington translated its 

website into Spanish. 
• FY17 

o In 2016, DSHA conducted another four-factor analysis and updated 2011 LAP.  
o In July 2016, Sussex County’s Marriage Bureau translated their website and all 

documents into Spanish. 
o In January 2017, marriage ceremonies were available in Spanish.  

• FY19 
o Sussex County began to offer marriage ceremonies in Haitian-Creole.    

 
Increase and enhance opportunities for fair housing outreach, education, training, and real 
estate testing throughout the state. 

• FY13 
o Both DSHA’s CDBG Administrator and Fair Housing Coordinator elevated local 

communities’ understanding of AFFH through changes in new data collection; 
coordinating training; and providing outreach to communities on various fair 
housing issues. 

o DSHA and a statewide network of three housing counseling agencies secured 
FY2013 HUD Housing Counseling Program funding. DSHA implemented 
counseling improvements that tracked outreach occurring in impacted areas. For 
example, sub-grantee agencies started to track the number of workshops 
conducted in impacted areas. 

o DSHA conducted a one-time analysis of the distribution of DSHA’s 
Homeownership Loan Program (HLP) loans and overall home purchase loans 
(HMDA) by race and ethnicity. The geographic distribution and location of HLP 
and HMDA loans were analyzed to determine any disparities. 

o CLASI and the University of Delaware Center for Community Research and 
Service (CCRS) developed a methodology to conduct mortgage tests by phone. 
The methodology was approved by HUD in fall 2013. This collaboration resulted 
in a total of 40 tests. CCRS planned to analyze the data and produce a report 
which would assess whether discriminatory conduct was occurring against 
African-Americans and include policy recommendations as appropriate. 

o Sussex County hosted a fair housing training for elected and appointed officials, 
and key staff. 

• FY14 
o DHR conducted FH housing training for Greater Wilmington Housing 

Partnership. 
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o Staff from Kent County, Sussex County, City of Dover, and DSHA attended a 
portion or all of the DHR series of Fair Housing Community Conversations: 
“Promoting Resilient and Inclusive Communities” in each county targeted to 
county planners and elected officials. 

o DHR conducted FH training for real estate students. 
o DHR collaborated with Housing Opportunities of Northern Delaware (HOND) to 

conduct FH training as part of HOND’S 19th Annual Fair Housing Law Forum. 
o City of Wilmington, New Castle County, DSHA, and DHR joined other 

organizations and government elected and appointed officials at the 32nd annual 
fair housing proclamation signing ceremony and roundtable. 

o DHR conducted fair housing training for members of the Delaware State Human 
Relations Commission. 

o Sussex County held Fair Housing training on February 28, 2014 for elected and 
appointed officials and key staff.  

o Sussex County held Fair Housing training on July 23, 2015 to educate staff on 
Fair Housing Requirements. The training was provided by Jeff May of the 
National Community Reinvestment Coalition (NCRC). 

o DSHA developed an Internal Fair Housing Training Plan according to each 
employee’s type and frequency of contact with the public. In FY14, 96 DSHA 
employees attended Fair Housing training relevant to their job. 

• FY15  
o HUD provided $111,000 to the Delaware Statewide Housing Counseling 

Network. DSHA sub-granted 90% of these funds to housing counseling agencies 
providing targeted pre-purchase and rental counseling services to low-income and 
minority households in all three counties. 

o DDHR conducted a series of Fair Housing Community Conversation: “Fair 
Housing Is Not A Trend, It’s Your Right – Quality Housing for All” in public 
libraries in each county targeted to county planners, elected officials, and the 
community. 

o DHR held a FH policy conference “Residential Segregation: Making the Fair 
Housing Act’s Commitment to Removing Barriers to Equal Housing 
Opportunities a Reality” that included an AFFH presentation by the National 
Community Reinvestment Coalition. Public and elected officials were invited. 
DSHA, New Castle County, and CLASI were co-sponsors. 

o In July 2016, DHR provided training for City of Wilmington and New Castle 
County employees jointly. The City stated that it would work with the other 
municipalities to coordinate a calendar of trainings and provide that list to 
licensing and inspection for distribution to potential developers. 

o Sussex County held Fair Housing training on June 9, 2016 for elected and 
appointed officials and key staff. 

o The City of Wilmington held two separate fair housing trainings for city/county 
employees and subgrantees who administer direct services. 

• FY16  
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o DSHA sent 23 housing managers to fair housing training, and provided $6,035 to 
send 95 DSHA employees to fair housing training relevant to their job 
responsibilities. 

o DHR conducted two Fair Housing Community Conversations: “Bridging the 
Divide” at Wesley College in Dover. 

o DHR held a Fair Housing and Community Summit “Bridging Housing 
Opportunities for Inclusive Communities” and included topics on FH basics, 
AFFH presentations, and criminal background checks. 

o CLASI continued testing mortgage lenders to gather evidence to file complaints. 
DDHR worked cooperatively with the CLASI housing testing program by 
referring potential testers. 

o DHR, DSHA, New Castle County, CLASI, and the City of Wilmington 
collaborated to have three billboards (one for each county) on fair housing 
awareness installed for the month of April. 

o Kent County continued to seek out and attend fair housing training opportunities 
for staff as well as elected and appointed officials. 

o Sussex County worked on diversity and fair housing curriculum to incorporate 
into employee and appointed/elected official trainings. 

o DHR provided fair housing information and resources to attendees at the 
Delaware Latino Summit in Dover. 

o A DHR Sussex County Investigator participated in a radio interview on Hispanic 
Radio Talk Show to discuss fair housing and the agency's enforcement authority. 

o DHR provided fair housing training to more than 250 people associated with 
property management companies, homeowners’ associations, property owners, 
governmental entities, and subgrantees. 

o DHR provided training on fair housing to a shelter for homeless women 
(Sojourner’s Place). 

o DHR and the Human Relations Commission (HRC) continued to distribute fair 
housing and equal accommodations material and resources at community fairs 
and festivals statewide including Festival Hispano (Georgetown), Pride Festival 
(Dover), AFRAM (Seaford), Veteran’s Stand, and the Peach Festival (Wyoming). 

o DHR conducted FH training for real estate students. 
• FY18 

o The City of Wilmington held annual Fair Housing training for employees and 
subgrantees in the City and County who administer direct services and oversee 
federal funds for housing and development. 

• FY19 
o The City of Wilmington held annual Fair Housing Training for City and County 

staff and subgrantees in partnership with the Delaware Community Legal Aid 
Society. 

 
Develop a regional strategy to address the historic pattern of segregation in the City of 
Wilmington. 
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• FY15 
o The City of Wilmington identified a highly distressed area that was designated a 

Downtown Development District (DDD) in 2015. State and City incentives are 
available to businesses and district investors who invest within the DDD. This 
includes the DDD Grant program, administered by DSHA, and provides a 20 
percent grant on real property investments in commercial, industrial, residential, 
and mixed-use buildings or facilities. In FY15, $5,694,302 was awarded to 14 
investors leveraging $146,737,054 of private investment in this DDD. The goal is 
to promote a variety of development to increase the economic vitality and quality 
of life in this currently distressed area. 

o DSHA began to administer the DDD grant and encourage redevelopment in 
economically depressed areas. Participating communities are required to develop 
and implement plans and incentives for these areas. Eight municipalities have 
DDDs and implemented revisions to zoning ordinances and incentives to 
encourage a range of uses including a mix of housing types in these highly 
distressed areas. 

• FY16 
o $7.4 million of DDD funds were reserved for 23 large projects. 18 DDD small 

projects were completed and received $329,307 in grant funds. Altogether, over 
$7.7 million in DDD grant funds will leverage $156 million in private investment 
in the state’s most distressed areas. 

o The City of Wilmington worked with DHR to provide fair housing training for 
City and New Castle County employees and sub-grantees. 

o DSHA increased its maximum payment standards 10% in Areas of Opportunity 
for the 900 Housing Choice Vouchers it administers in Kent and Sussex Counties 
and the 715 state-funded State Rental Assistance Program vouchers. This change 
expanded housing choice for working families in areas of high growth, near 
employment centers and quality schools. 

 
Expand the supply of accessible housing for persons with mobility and sensory impairments – 
begin by updating each Public Housing Authority’s Section 504 Needs Assessments and 
Transition Plans. 

• FY11  
o A 5% minimum set aside resulted in 19 ADA units. 

• FY12-17  
o The QAP was modified to encourage applicants to provide more than the required 

5% up to 20% of all units be accessible which has resulted in a cumulative 296 
units in addition to the 119 units that would have normally resulted with 
minimum set aside requirements.  

• FY12 
o Evictions only occur due to lease violation or non-payment. However, when a 

person with a disability is evicted due to one of these reasons, DSHA staff began 
to provide information and resources to better assist them with the eviction. 
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o The state’s affordable housing and disability communities collaborated to conduct 
a study on housing needs for people with disabilities, Community and Choice: 
Housing Needs for People with Disabilities in Delaware. 

• FY15 
o Kent County provided technical assistance to the Town of Harrington regarding 

the placement of a group homes and the American with Disabilities Act. 
o Promoted inter-jurisdictional mobility of Section 8 Housing Choice Voucher 

holders throughout the State to expand fair housing choice. 
o DSHA increased maximum payment standards 10% in Areas of Opportunity for 

the 900 Housing Choice Vouchers it administers in Kent and Sussex Counties and 
the 700 state-funded State Rental Assistance Program voucher. This change 
expands housing choice for working families in areas of high growth, near 
employment centers and quality schools. 
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Educate state senators and representatives on the potential impediments to fair housing choice 
associated with SB 400. 

• FY16  
o DHR engaged with legislators and advocates on proposed legislation for a 

Homeless Individuals’ Bill of Rights. 
 
Expand fair housing choice by encouraging the development/preservation of affordable housing 
in non-impacted areas. 

• FY11 
o DSHA modified the Low-Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC)’s Qualified 

Allocation Plan (QAP) to encourage new affordable rental in non-concentrated 
areas.  

o The non-Tax Credit HDF Loan program was modified to provide 15 points out of 
100 points to proposals for new rental construction located in non-concentrated 
areas. 

o One new construction project was awarded Tax Credits in a non-impacted area. 
• FY13  

o DSHA modified both the HDF Loan program and HDF Grant program to provide 
4 points out of 100 points to new homeownership creation proposals located in 
severely impacted areas (characterized by very low homeownership rate and high 
saturation of subsidized rentals) and also allow up to $50,000 for each unit. 

• FY15 
o DSHA reviewed new data sources and updated the geographic areas and 

investment strategies via the QAP and HDF in response. New affordable rental is 
now encouraged in Areas of Opportunity by awarding 10 points and new 
sustainable homeownership is encouraged in Distressed Areas. 

• FY16-17 
o QAP updates led to improvements in the distribution of rental communities:  

 4 rehabilitated in Distressed Areas  
 2 newly constructed in Stable Areas 
 4 rehabilitated and 2 newly constructed in Areas of Opportunity  

 
Adopt a statewide definition of areas of concentration to be utilized by all HUD entitlement 
communities in their Consolidated Plans. 

• FY12-13 
o DSHA achieved consistency between Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing 

Choice (AI), Consolidated Plan, Annual Action Plan, and the Qualified Allocation 
Plan (QAP) in 2012, and the Housing Development Fund (HDF) in 2013. 

 
Establish fair housing as a priority in the Cities’ and Counties’ long-range plans. 

• FY17-18 
o The adoption of statement summarizing Sussex County’s responsibility to 

affirmatively further fair housing occurred in 2018. Between 2017-18 there were 
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more than two dozen public workshops to assist County with drafting the 
Comprehensive Plan. Every workshop had a Spanish interpreter available. All 
public comments received online and at workshops are available online at 
www.sussexplan.com. The plan identifies the County’s mission to promote fair 
and affordable housing throughout the County. The plan identifies many 
strategies to encourage and increase development of affordable homeownership 
and rental housing, as well as expanding AFFH efforts. The Plan also recognized 
the benefits of DSHA’s Balanced Opportunities Housing Map, specifically the 
Areas of Opportunity. 

 
Expand participation of members of the protected classes on appointed boards and commissions. 

• FY12 
o DSHA applications for CDBG and HOME required local jurisdictions to provide 

information on race, gender, ethnicity, disability status, and familial status from 
current board members of County Councils and other boards and commissions 
that make land use decisions. 

• FY12-18 
o Diversity remains limited in part due to the limited turnover of boards and 

commissions. With several years of data, DSHA now includes survey results in 
CDBG monitoring to recommend making appointments that reflect their 
population’s diversity.  

• FY18 
o There are two women on Sussex County Planning & Zoning Commission and one 

woman on the Board of Adjustment. 
 
Identify ways to increase home ownership among minorities, residents of low and moderate 
income (LMI) census tracts, and LMI residents. 

• FY12 - 17 
o DSHA’s Finance staff provided housing information in presentations at both real 

estate agent and lender events: 
 75 lender events with over 3,033 attendees. 
 73 real estate agent events with over 1,512 attendees. 
 7 public presentations with 344 attendees. 

o DSHA began to market DSHA programs and services via several media outlets 
that reach minority populations. Promotions include the following: 
 Program information and brochures were provided in English and Spanish, 

both on its website and in printed materials 
 La Exitosa (Delaware’s most prominent Hispanic radio station) 
 KISS 101.7, as well as additional AM and FM Delaware stations 
 Univision Communications Inc. ran the Spanish version of a PSA on local 

television channels 941 times reflecting a $68,604 value. 
 Maxima 95.3, a Spanish-speaking radio station aired the Spanish audio 

track of the PSA 140 times. 
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o DSHA also began to participate in multiple outreach events annually that target 
minority and traditionally underserved populations. Outreach events include the 
following: 
 El Centro Cultural Festival Hispano 
 Charlton School Community events 
 Rodney Village Civic Association events 
 La Exitosa Hispanic Expo 
 Modern Maturity Center Community Awareness Fair 

o Sussex County provided letters of support for affordable housing developers 
seeking grants through FHLB of Pittsburgh and DSHA. 

o In December 2018, Sussex County Council granted $30,000 to serve as leverage 
funding for Sussex Community Crisis Housing’s grant application for a Housing 
Locator position serving Sussex County. 

• FY12 
o DSHA modified its Housing Development Fund to provide $50,000 for each 

homeownership unit that is located in severely impacted areas – characterized by 
low homeownership rates and saturated with subsidized rental units. Most of these 
areas are also LMI and/or racially and ethnically impacted census tracts. 

• FY13-14 
o DSHA expanded their statewide network from three to four housing counseling 

agencies under the FY2014 HUD Housing Counseling Program. DSHA stated 
that it would sub-grant these funds to housing counseling agencies providing 
targeted pre-purchase counseling services to low-income and minority households 
throughout the State. 

o The Delaware Community Reinvestment Action Council (DCRAC) provided 
money management and credit clinics to over 92 persons. Many of these clinics 
occurred in impacted areas. 

o The City of Dover and NCALL Research, a HUD-approved housing counseling 
agency, conducted homeownership training for mortgage lenders and real estate 
agents statewide on incentives for low- to moderate-income persons to purchase 
affordable housing in the City of Dover. 

o HUD provided $100,000 to the Delaware Statewide Housing Counseling 
Network. DSHA sub granted 100% of these funds to housing counseling agencies 
providing targeted pre-purchase and rental counseling services to low-income and 
minority households in all three counties. 

• FY17 
o Sussex County hosted three Homebuyers Fairs in the last four years. Each event 

had 100+ attendees and 25+ sponsors/exhibitors. A direct mailing was sent to 
residents of all 14 impacted communities and major County employers. The fairs 
were also advertised in English/Spanish print and radio ads. Sussex County was 
working with NCALL Research and First State Community Action Agency to 
develop a homeownership/financial literacy scholarship fund to be made available 
to LMI residents throughout Sussex County. 
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o Kent County partnered with Diamond State CLT to spend down Federal grant 
funds (and rollover funds) acquired through NSP (Neighborhood Stabilization 
Program 1 and 2). This program required homeownership counseling. Reinvested 
NSP income resulted in the creation of 22 homes with three more under 
construction. Many NSP families were minority households residing in LMI 
census tracts. 

• FY18 
o DSHA continued to administer a single-contract system with all eleven housing 

counseling agencies in Delaware. Contract language specified that services to 
clients would include counseling sessions covering topics such as rebuilding 
credit, saving, and reducing debt. 

o DSHA also conducted target outreach to community organizations that represent 
minority groups. For example, in June, DSHA and Sussex County presented 
available housing-related programs and services to La Esperanza staff. 

 
Public Housing Authorities should collaborate more fully with advocacy organizations to assist 
persons with disabilities that are threatened with eviction. 

• FY12-18 
o DSHA hosts an Annual Homebuyers Fair. The majority of attendees have 

typically been minority populations. Housing Counseling agencies, nonprofit and 
for-profit developers, realtors, lenders staffed booths to discuss services. This 
event also includes a homeownership workshop – which covers home purchase 
and homeownership, budgeting and mortgage insurance, and maintenance. 

o Amended Public Housing Authorities’ policy documents to better reflect 
compliance with applicable federal laws. 

• FY12 
o Included the AI definition of racially, ethnically, and LMI-concentrated areas in 

the HDF application package. 
o Included a list and a map of all racially, ethnically, and LMI-concentrated census 

tracts in the HDF application package. 
o Amended HDF to encourage new rental construction outside of impacted areas 

and encourage affordable homeownership in severely impacted areas. 
o Completed policy clarifying definition of Assistive Animal to ensure compliance 

with FH/ADA and that Assistive Animals are not subject to pet policy. 
 
Give first consideration to the use of federal and state funds for new family rental and for-sale 
housing developments in non-impacted areas. 

• The City of Dover and the City of Wilmington provide homeownership assistance 
annually through its CDBG program to first-time home buyers who purchase affordable 
housing in the City, city-wide.    

• FY11 
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o DSHA modified the Low-Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC)’s Qualified 
Allocation Plan (QAP) to encourage new affordable rental in non-concentrated 
areas.  

o The non-Tax Credit HDF Loan program was modified to provide 15 points out of 
100 points to proposals for new rental construction located in non-concentrated 
areas. 

o One new construction project was awarded Tax Credits in a non-impacted area. 
• FY13  

o DSHA modified both the HDF Loan program and HDF Grant program to provide 
4 points out of 100 points to new homeownership creation proposals located in 
severely impacted areas (characterized by very low homeownership rate and high 
saturation of subsidized rentals) and also allow up to $50,000 for each unit. 

• FY15 
o DSHA reviewed new data sources and updated the geographic areas and 

investment strategies via the QAP and HDF in response. New affordable rental is 
now encouraged in Areas of Opportunity by awarding 10 points and new 
sustainable homeownership is encouraged in Distressed Areas. 

• FY16 - 17 
o QAP updates led to improvements in the distribution of rental communities:  

 4 rehabilitated in Distressed Areas  
 2 newly constructed in Stable Areas 
 4 rehabilitated and 2 newly constructed in Areas of Opportunity  

 
Require all HOME-assisted new construction to meet visitability standards. 

• The state’s affordable housing and disability communities collaborated to conduct a study 
on housing needs for people with disabilities, Community and Choice: Housing Needs 
for People with Disabilities in Delaware. 

• Of HOME-financed sites in FY17, 100% of common areas are visitable and 100% of 
units are visitable. 

 
County and local government entities throughout the State should reduce and/or waive their 
respective sewer, water, and/or public facilities and services impact fees for area developers and 
non-profit organizations seeking to build affordable housing units, both renter and owner units. 

• FY13 
o The City of Dover waived impact fees for the construction of affordable rental 

housing in the central downtown area. This fee waiver is one example of the 
incentives the City is evaluating to encourage new development in the downtown 
area. 

• FY16 
o As part of Dover's DDD incentives, impact fees were waived for projects by non-

profits and housing developers. 
o Kent County contributed $17,500 to housing non-profits in FY16 including the 

Delaware Housing Coalition, Diamond State Community Land Trust, Milford 
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Housing Development Corporation, Delaware State Housing Authority, Central 
Delaware Habitat for Humanity, Shepard’s Place, and NCALL Research. 

o Sussex County defers sewer impact fee assessments for up to one year for non-
profit affordable housing developers. Since 2016, 17 affordable housing units 
have benefited from this opportunity. 

• FY17 
o Sussex County created a policy regarding affordable housing projects seeking 

support. Conditional letters may be provided upon proof of affordability (i.e. 
DSHA Tax Credit Program, Habitat for Humanity Deed Restrictions, etc.). The 
support letter, not only commends affordable housing construction, but also 
assists the County in meeting need to promote rental housing in non-impacted 
areas. In addition, the County actively engages developers on the incentives 
available, such as tax abatement for non-profit properties. Sussex County defers 
sewer impact fee assessments for non-profit affordable housing developers for up 
to one year. 

 
Collaborate with DART to identify opportunities for the development of affordable family 
housing along existing transit routes. 

• FY12-18 
o DSHA began to collaborate with DART to identify opportunities for the 

development of affordable housing along existing transit routes. Through this, 
DSHA modified the QAP to incentivize applications within Transit Services 
areas, or are transit ready. Memorandums of Agreement have been executed to 
ensure affordable rental communities were served by transit.  

o The Dover Transit Center was completed in December of 2010 and is centrally 
located in Dover which includes a larger bus depot to accommodate more buses, 
internal loop road, shelters, parking lot and a storm water system. This new 
facility is located along the rail line allowing for possible use as a train station in 
the future if funding for a capital project were available. There are several 
affordable housing initiatives to develop and preserve affordable housing along 
the existing transit routes 

• FY15 
o Memorandums of Agreements have been executed by tax credit applicants with 

DART to ensure three affordable rental communities serving 246 households will 
be served by transit. 

• FY16 
o Memorandums of Agreements were executed with DART to ensure three 

affordable rental communities serving 142 households will be served by transit. 
 
Improve various policies and programs of statewide advocacy organizations. 

• FY14-15 
o DSHA expanded its statewide network from three to four housing counseling 

agencies to apply for funding from the FY14 HUD Housing Counseling Program. 
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In FY15 HUD increased the funding for the Delaware Statewide Housing 
Counseling Network from $107,000 to $111,000. DSHA stated that it would sub-
grant 90% of these funds to housing counseling agencies providing targeted pre-
purchase and rental counseling services to low-income and minority households 
in all three counties. 

• FY14 
o DHR increased the number of Spanish language fair housing publications 

distributed in its outreach and education efforts. 
o DHR hired a multi-lingual investigator whose skills have increased DHR’s 

interactions with persons with LEP. 
o In October, DHR disseminated fair housing and equal accommodations 

information (English/Spanish) at Hispanic Heritage Celebration & Community 
Fair in Georgetown. 

o In November, DHR staff participated in the First Delaware Latino Summit in 
Dover. 

o DHR expanded its community outreach and education efforts to enhance 
Delawareans’ awareness of anti-discrimination laws efforts to identify 
discriminatory practices. 

o DHR led dialogue with the Attorney General’s Office on Commission-initiated 
complaints. 

o DHR reviewed and discussed with the DHRC its authority to investigate and 
initiate discrimination complaints. 

o DHR publicized examples of case settlements in its Fair Housing 101 workshops; 
training evaluations indicate case examples are most helpful to participants in 
recognizing and understanding housing discrimination. 

o DHR was developing a dynamic and user-friendly, multimedia fair housing 
webpage with HUD Partnership grant funds that would provide residents with 
informational tools to encourage filing of complaints. 

o DHR was reviewing case files for website publishing. 
 
Eliminate discriminatory language in real estate advertisements. 

• FY18 
o The City of Wilmington notified local news outlets of their obligation to 

Affirmatively Further Fair Housing by monitoring housing advertisements online 
and including a caveat that all parties posting housing opportunities on the 
platform are subject to Fair Housing laws. 

 
Map the location of all new CDBG- and HOME-assisted housing projects, as to whether they are 
located in impacted or non-impacted areas, in Consolidated Plans. 

• No reported progress towards this goal.  
 

B. City of Wilmington 
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Replace demolished public housing units with new units in locations that expand fair housing 
choice. 

• No reported progress toward this goal. 
 
Encourage and assist Section 8 Housing Choice Voucher holders in making affirmative moves to 
non-impacted neighborhoods both in the City and in areas outside of the City. 

• No reported progress toward this goal. 
 
Encourage landlords registered through the City’s Rental Property Licensing program to attend 
fair housing training. 

• FY15 
o DHR provided fair housing training to more than 200 people associated with 

property management companies, homeowners’ associations, landlords, 
governmental entities, and sub-grantees. 

 
Track the movement and contact information of public housing residents that have been 
displaced as a result of demolition activities. 

• The Wilmington Housing Authority would be responsible for having a displacement plan 
for demolition activities.  

• The City of Wilmington continues to work with the department of licensing and 
inspection to look for ways to increase communication to landlords and property owners 
on fair housing.  

 
Enforce or update the City’s Fair Housing Ordinance. 

• FY16  
o The City’s Fair Housing Ordinance was updated to name the Division of Human 

Relations as the City’s enforcement agency for monitoring and addressing 
allegations of discrimination within the City of Wilmington. Annually, the City 
requests data from the Division of Human Relations to identify trends and address 
any systemic issues accordingly.  

 
C. New Castle County 

 
Encourage landlords registered through the County’s rental program to attend fair housing 
training. 

• No reported progress toward this goal. 
 
Define specific geographical areas suitable for multi-family housing and work to overcome 
regulatory barriers to affordable housing in these areas. 

• No reported progress toward this goal. 
 
Expand initiatives and incentives to build new affordable rental and owner units in non-impacted 
areas. 
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• The County exceeded the majority of the Annual Goals outlined in the 2015-2020 
Consolidated Plan through various public service housing and public facility activities. 
To meet the goal of providing Decent Affordable Housing for owners, the County greatly 
exceeded expected outcomes by providing direct financial assistance to homebuyers 
through the Down payment and Settlement Loans Program. This program provides a 
$5,000 loan for first time homebuyers. During the program year, the County closed 100 
loans utilizing all funds that existed. During the program year, a total of 57 households 
received housing rehabilitation and related services. Those programs include: Three 
Homebuyer Incentive Program (HIP) Loans, one General Rehabilitation Loan, 19 
Emergency Repair Loans, 13 Senior Minor Home Repair Grants, and two Architectural 
Accessibility Improvements.  

 
Amend the County’s zoning ordinance to reduce minimum lot sizes. 

• No reported progress toward this goal. 
 
Ensure that local units of government that receive CDBG and HOME funds understand their 
individual obligation to affirmatively further fair housing. 

• FY18 
o NCC has seven housing priorities: Expanding the Supply of Housing for 

Affordable Homeownership; Expanding the Supply of Housing for Affordable 
Homeownership; Housing Rehabilitation for LMI Homeowners and Seniors; 
Increasing Homeownership Opportunities; Expanding the Supply of Rental 
Housing for LMI Households; Support Housing for Persons with Disabilities; 
Assisting Those at Risk of Becoming Homeless, and Assist Homeless 
Populations. NCC recognizes the need to continue supporting programs that help 
us address these priorities. For Program Year 2018 a little over $3.2 million in 
CDBG, ESG and HOME funds combined have been allocated to programs that 
will continue serving the housing needs of the people in our jurisdiction. NCC 
strives to exceed our goals of providing safe, affordable, decent housing for our 
most vulnerable populations.  

 
Play a more proactive role in seeking out and encouraging developers to participate in the 
Workforce Housing Program. 

• FY14 
o NCC created an Affordable Housing Trust Fund to build housing for households 

making below 50% of area median income. The County added an Accessory 
Dwelling Unit (ADU) to its zoning code in 2008 and adopted inclusionary 
Workforce Housing zoning as an important tool to expand the supply of 
affordable housing in the County. The workforce housing provisions established a 
voluntary mechanism by which developers could opt to set aside 20% of a 
project’s dwelling units for housing priced for low income and moderate-income 
households. In 2014, NCC Council approved the Traditional Neighborhood 
Housing Program, the first mandatory inclusionary housing program in NCC. The 
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Program will create additional homeownership and rental units for low to 
moderate income residents of NCC by requiring rezoning in NCC to include a 
percentage of affordable units or Moderately Priced Development Units (MPDUs) 
in their rezoning plans.  

 
Conduct a demonstration program under the County’s workforce housing program. 

• See above. 
 

D. City of Dover 
 
Expand initiatives and incentives to build new affordable rental and owner units in non-impacted 
areas. 

• The City of Dover has a designated DDD and has identified incentives and impact fees to 
be waived for projects that are undertaken by non-profits and housing developers in the 
designated DDD area. 

 
Facilitate and promote land use policies and regulations that enable an increase in the supply of 
affordable rental housing in areas with adequate infrastructure. 

• FY15 
o The City of Dover provided a grant to NCALL Research, a HUD-approved 

housing counseling agency to provide housing counseling directly to at least 51% 
of low-income households to assist in purchasing affordable housing in the City 
of Dover. 

 
Encourage landlords registered through the City’s Rental Dwelling Housing Inspections 
program to attend fair housing training. 

• FY14-18 
o The City of Dover has provided Fair Housing Training to landlords in the City 

through the Crime Free Multi-Housing Training Program for landlords. The City 
collaborated with the Delaware Department of Justice and the Dover Police 
Department that sponsors this training semi-annually. Fair Housing Training is 
included in the training presented by the Deputy Attorney General for the State 
Delaware. The following topics are discussed in the training: 
 The role of the Community Legal Aid society 
 The definition of Fair Housing 
 What is prohibited under the Fair Housing Act 
 Types of treatment that may be considered discriminatory 
 What properties are covered by the Fair Housing Law 
 What is permissible under the Fair Housing Act 
 Issues relating to persons with disabilities 
 Remedies for people who encounter discrimination  
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Amend the City’s zoning ordinance to update the definition of “family” and to remove undue 
restrictions on group homes. 

• There are no restrictions in the City’s Zoning Ordinance on group homes. The same 
regulations of single-family homes apply to group homes as outlined in the State of 
Delaware’s Code of Ordinances Title 22, Chapter 3, Sec. 309. Although the City Zoning 
Ordinance has a provision that limits the number of unrelated persons that may live in a 
single household to five, this ordinance does not apply to State Licensed Group Homes.  

 
E. Delaware State Housing Authority (DSHA) (includes Kent and Sussex Counties) 

 
DSHA should amend the QAP and related documents to more accurately reflect Delaware’s 
commitment to affirmatively further fair housing. 

• FY12 
o DSHA reviewed all DSHA programs to determine how and where DSHA should 

invest resources to promote housing choice in both impacted and non-impacted 
areas.  

o DSHA reviewed and modified the LIHTC QAP to encourage new affordable 
rental in non-concentrated areas of the State. 

o DSHA redefined impacted areas to include census tracts located in areas of racial, 
ethnic, and/or LMI concentration.  

o DSHA defined Census tracts that are severely impacted using DSHA’s definition 
and impacted using AI’s definition. 

o LIHTC program incentives changed to promote ADA units 
o Changes resulted in an additional 23 accessible units as compared to the expected 

15 units from previous program guidelines 
o Total accessible units: 38 (13% of all awarded tax credit units) 
o Category 22 has been removed. 
o DSHA amended QAP to include specific information on the nature and frequency 

of fair housing training provided to management staff. 
o DSHA amended QAP requiring management staff to receive fair housing training 

every two years and to maintain documentation training. 
• FY13 

o DSHA reviewed the HDF and made changes to encourage new rental in non-
impacted areas, and strongly encourage affordable homeownership in severely 
impacted areas. 

o DSHA allocated $50,000 in CDBG to Sussex County to assist in the evaluation of 
rural impacted communities, as outlined in the terms of its Voluntary Compliance 
Agreement with HUD. The evaluation assisted the County in prioritizing 
investment strategies for infrastructure and community development in these rural 
impacted communities. 

o Sussex County was formulating a policy regarding affordable housing projects 
seeking a letter of support for approval and funding through a non-profit, local, 
state, or federal housing program. Once a project has been approved or awarded 
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funds, the county could consider waivers of certain fees. The letters would not be 
available for new rental projects in impacted areas to encourage new rental in 
non-impacted areas. 

 
 

• FY14 
o Modifications to the QAP that encouraged additional accessible units over the 

required 5% continued to be effective. In FY14, an additional 73 accessible units 
were created over and above the required 29 units that would have normally 
resulted.  

o From FY10-FY14 DSHA facilitated the creation of an additional 182 accessible 
units over the 75 that were required. 

• FY15 
o DSHA reviewed new data sources and updated the geographic areas and 

investment strategies via the QAP and HDF in response. See FY2015 CAPER, 
Appendix 1: Areas of Distress, Stability, and Opportunity maps for updated 
geographic areas. 

o New affordable rental encouraged in ‘Areas of Opportunity’  
o New sustainable homeownership encouraged in ‘Distressed Areas’ 
o In FY15, Memorandums of Agreements were executed with DART to ensure 

three affordable rental communities serving 246 households will be served by 
transit. The QAP incentivizes applications that are within Transit Services areas, 
or are transit ready. DSHA collaborated with DART to encourage the 
development of affordable housing along existing transit routes.  

• FY16 
o DSHA incorporated the Areas of Distress, Stability, and Opportunity maps into an 

online web map app, Balanced Housing Opportunities, to encourage developers to 
utilize the ‘Areas of Opportunity’ and ‘Distressed Areas’ layers in their planning 
process.  

o QAP guidelines were modified to provide 10 points (out of 100) for new 
construction in Areas of Opportunity.  

o Non-Tax Credit HDF Loan program modified to provide 15 points to proposals 
for new construction projects in Areas of Opportunity.  

o DSHA incorporated recommended layers from HUD in Balanced Housing 
Opportunities map including school performance and racially/ethnically 
concentrated areas of poverty (R/E CAPs). See FY2016 CAPER, Appendix 1: 
Balanced Housing Opportunities maps for updated geographic areas. 

• FY17 
o As of FY17 the modifications to the QAP that encouraged additional accessible 

units over the required 5% continued to be effective. In FY17, an additional 33 
accessible units were created above the required 17 units. 

o Memorandums of Agreements were executed with DART to ensure two 
affordable rental communities serving 128 households will be served by transit. 
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Kent County and Sussex County should expand initiatives and incentives to build new affordable 
rental and owner units in non-impacted areas. 

• FY14 
o Sussex County adopted an Affordable and Fair Housing Marketing Plan to more 

aggressively engage affordable housing developers in county programs as well as 
market units produced through these programs to more diverse populations. 

• FY17 
o The Levy Court revised its Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance (APFO) so 

calculation of school fee is based on housing type, which significantly lowers fee 
for multi-family and manufactured housing. 

o Kent County was close to adopting the 2018 Comprehensive Plan. Their 
commitment to affirmatively furthering fair housing was discussed throughout the 
draft Plan. Housing policy emphasis includes:  

o Encourage well-designed, diverse, affordable, and convenient housing community 
choices for people/families in all stages of life and all income ranges throughout 
County by following objectives: 

o Ensure sufficient land for compact mixed-use development with emphasis on 
creating communities comprised of a range of housing options such as 
apartments, townhouses, duplexes, and single-family detached dwellings, as well 
as easy access to goods/services rather than stand-alone subdivisions; 

o Foster multi-modal and transit options enabling those without easy access to 
automobiles to interact meaningfully within their communities; 

o Encourage expansion of housing types, such as apartments, townhouses, 
duplexes, and single-family detached dwellings, to serve a diverse population; 

o Provide homeownership opportunities to low- to moderate-income as well as 
above the median family income; 

o Coordinate with State/Federal Governments to provide opportunities to increase 
rental supply affordable to extremely low-income residents; and 

o Maintain or improve the condition of housing stock throughout County without 
causing displacement. 

o To support municipalities in revitalizing its designated DDD, both Kent and 
Sussex County match DDD grants, up to $10,000, for projects located in a DDD. 
FY17, Sussex County granted $68,000 to qualifying projects. Kent County 
granted $51,459 to support nine projects (four residential). 

• FY18 
o During Sussex County’s Comprehensive Plan process in 2016-2018, there was 

substantial discussion and public comment about affordable housing in southern 
Delaware. To address this, Sussex County Council approved an affordable 
housing study RFP in October 2018. In February 2019, County Council approved 
a contract with LSA Planning, a Virginia-based consulting firm, to assess the 
county’s housing needs and develop recommendations and strategies for 
Council’s consideration in fall 2019.  
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Kent County and Sussex County should facilitate and promote land use policies and regulations 
that enable an increase in the supply of affordable rental housing in areas with adequate 
infrastructure. 

• FY12  
o The state’s affordable housing/ disability communities collaborated to conduct the 

study, Community and Choice: Housing Needs for People with Disabilities in 
Delaware. The State Council for Persons with Disabilities (SCPD) uses the study 
to make recommendations. 

• FY14 
o Sussex County established two methods of reducing lot sizes to 7500 sf. for lots 

served by central water and central sewer. 
o DSHA conducted a statewide study to determine the supply/demand 

characteristics of housing for persons with mobility and sensory impairments. 
o Sussex County’s most recent Comprehensive Plan (March 2019), offers extensive 

objectives and strategies with the Housing Element and Future Land Use sections 
to increase affordable rental units and encourage more diverse housing types. The 
Plan also recognized the benefits of DSHA’s Balanced Opportunities Housing 
Map, specifically the Areas of Opportunity. 

 
Sussex County should play a more proactive role in seeking out and encouraging developers to 
participate in it MPHU and SCRP programs 

• FY13 
o The County passed an ordinance in April 2013 to modify its Moderately Priced 

Housing Unit (MPHU) Program to apply to homebuyers earning 50% to 120% of 
the County’s median income. The County also has established an Affordable and 
Fair Housing Market Plan to more aggressively market units produced through 
these two programs to more diverse populations, as well as, provide information 
to developers on the two programs. 

• FY16-18 
o During Sussex County’s Comprehensive Plan process in 2016-2018, there was 

substantial discussion and public comment about affordable housing in southern 
Delaware. To address this, Sussex County Council approved an affordable 
housing study RFP in October 2018. In February 2019, County Council approved 
a contract with LSA Planning, a Virginia-based consulting firm, to assess the 
county’s housing needs and develop recommendations and strategies for 
Council’s consideration in the Fall of 2019.  

 
Amend Sussex County’s zoning ordinance to update the definition of “family” and to remove 
undue restrictions on group homes. 

• Sussex County revised how it defines Occupancy of a Single Unit so that it does not 
discriminate against persons with disabilities and that the definition of “family” 
emphasizes how the members of the unit function as a cohesive unit. 
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Amend Kent County zoning ordinance to remove undue restrictions on group homes. 
• No reported progress toward this goal. 

 
Ensure that local jurisdictions that receive CDBG and HOME funds understand their individual 
obligation to affirmatively further fair housing. 

• FY12 
o DSHA and Fair Housing Coordinator worked with local communities to promote 

understanding of AFFH through changes in data collection, coordinated training, 
and outreach to communities with FH issues.  

o DSHA met with local officials to discuss their housing responsibilities under 
CDBG 

o DSHA provided technical assistance to Sussex County to help implement 
agreements between the County and both U.S. Department of Justice (DOJ) and 
HUD 

o DSHA modified the applications for CDBG and HOME funds to now require 
local jurisdictions to provide information on race, gender, ethnicity, disability 
status, and familial status, from current board members of County Council and 
other Boards/Commissions that make land use decisions. 

o DSHA modified CDBG application to provide 5 points (out of 100) to 
applications that target R/E CAPs. 

• FY14  
o DSHA performed spatial analysis on historical CDBG and HOME assistance 

records to gauge the effectiveness of program changes. The analysis also included 
discussions with CDBG staff to further insight into the geographic distribution of 
CDBG and HOME assistance. Although the program changes seemed to be 
somewhat effective DSHA continued to follow up with CDBG and County staff 
to determine if additional modifications were necessary to further direct funds to 
concentrated areas.  

• FY16  
o DSHA included the analysis of CDBG and HOME fund distribution in the 2016 

CAPER. As part of this analysis DSHA recommended to both Kent and Sussex 
County to make appointments on these boards and commissions that reflect their 
population's diversity based on the information on race, gender, ethnicity, 
disability status, and familial status provided with CDBG and HOME 
applications. 

• FY17-present 
o The adoption of statement summarizing Sussex County’s responsibility to 

affirmatively further fair housing occurred in 2018. Between 2017-18 there were 
more than two dozen public workshops to assist County with drafting the 
Comprehensive Plan. Every workshop had a Spanish interpreter available. All 
public comments received online and at workshops are available online at 
www.sussexplan.com. The draft plan identified the County’s mission to promote 
fair and affordable housing throughout the County. The plan identified many 
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strategies to encourage and increase development of affordable homeownership 
and rental housing, as well as expanding AFFH efforts. The Plan also recognized 
the benefits of DSHA’s Balanced Opportunities Housing Map, specifically the 
Areas of Opportunity. 

o In September 2016, Sussex County completed a rural Impacted Communities 
Study to determine investment strategies, priority designation those elements of 
infrastructure over which the County has primary governing authority.  

o The County has already incorporated study results into its 2018 CDBG 
application process through prioritizing targeted area funding requests.  

o In Spring 2018, the County partnered with DFLI/The Money School to provide a 
3-part financial literacy series to the Mount Joy community was reflective of the 
demographics of that community. Financial literacy was identified as need in 
study across all 14 communities.  

o The County Administrator sent direct letters to DNREC and DelDOT in Sept 
2017 summarizing needs identified by the 14 communities that were associated 
with those agencies. 

o Sussex County provided technical assistance to Pinetown, Diamond Acres, and 
Messick Development (Coverdale) communities that sought to establish 
streetlighting districts. Pinetown and Diamond Acres had successful referendums 
and streetlights are installed. Messick Development is currently going through the 
referendum process as of 2019. 

o Sussex County’s Engineering Department worked closely with the Ellendale 
Civic Association and community residents to establish a water district. After a 
failed referendum in 2017, the community and County worked together to provide 
significant education and outreach. In fall 2018, the referendum passed. 
Construction will begin in 2-3 years.  

 
DSHA should market and provide outreach on its’ Online Affordable and Accessible Housing 
Locator to area service providers and disability advocates. 

• DelawareHousingSearch.org was integrated into the state’s Section 811 Project Rental 
Assistance (PRA) Demonstration program. The web-based referral system, designed to 
screen for Section 811 program eligibility, feeds applicant information directly into a 
centralized waiting list. This list interfaces with DelawareHousingSearch.org, so as 
landlords update vacancy information, the Section 811 waiting list manager is 
automatically notified, and can refer an eligible applicant to the available unit. This 
expedites the process of connecting people with disabilities with affordable, available, 
community-based housing.  

• Extensive DelawareHouinsgSearch.org training continued to be provided in FY15 to 
caseworkers as part of Delaware's Section 811 PRA Demo program. 

• FY16 
o 104 case managers attended fair housing training sponsored by DSHA that 

included the locator tool. The curriculum was tailored to focus on the fair housing 
needs and concerns of persons with disabilities and their advocates. 
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o PAIR expanded to accommodate a new stream of applicants for rent-restricted 
units set aside at participating Tax Credit properties. These integrated “target 
units” are available to house low-income Delawareans with special needs, 
including people with disabilities, young people exiting foster care, people 
experiencing or at risk of homelessness, veterans, and survivors of domestic 
violence. As of July 2018, 55 Target Units have come online. 

• FY18  
o DelawareHousingSearch.org partners conducted outreach to new audiences in an 

effort to target housing and related services to challenged populations, including 
survivors of domestic violence and populations with involvement in the criminal 
justice system. 

o The DelawareHousingSearch.org collaboration continues to actively promote the 
service, using social media, email, radio, and printed materials.  

 
b. Discuss what progress has been made toward the achievement of fair housing goals. 

 
See above.  
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V. Fair Housing Analysis 

A. Demographic Summary 

This Demographic Summary provides an overview of data concerning race and ethnicity, sex, 
familial status, disability status, limited English proficiency, national origin, and age. The data 
discussed below reflects the composition of the state, each of the counties, and each of the three 
entitlement cities of Wilmington, Newark, and Dover, including comparisons to the larger 
Philadelphia Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA). In addition to capturing current conditions, 
the data reflects any changes over time in the nearly three decades since the 1990 Census. The 
broader discussion in the succeeding sections of this Analysis of Impediments builds upon the 
demographic analysis in this section and at times will refer back to this section.  
 
Demographic Patterns Since 1990 
 
*Please note some jurisdictions have been grouped together to save room, even though they are 
not always a part of each other’s regional analysis. 
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Table 1 Demographics Wilmington, DE; Philadelphia-Camden-Wilmington, PA-NJ-DE-
MD Region 
 

    
Wilmington, DE 

Philadelphia-Camden-Wilmington, PA-
NJ-DE-MD Region 

Race/Ethnicity  # % # % 
White, Non-Hisp. 20,188 28.32% 3,793,936 62.55% 
Black, Non-Hisp. 40,757 57.18% 1,231,099 20.30% 
Hispanic 7,700 10.80% 546,680 9.01% 
Asian/Pacific Island, 
Non-Hisp. 1,047 1.47% 

347,716 5.73% 

Native American, 
Non-Hisp. 123 0.17% 

7,727 0.13% 

National Origin 
#1 country of origin  Mexico 2,036 3.10% India 65,128 1.16% 
#2 country of origin Jamaica 433 0.66% Mexico 53,736 0.96% 

#3 country of origin Colombia 149 0.23% 

China 
excl. 
Hong 
Kong & 
Taiwan 37,755 0.67% 

#4 country of origin Kenya 149 0.23% Vietnam 28,206 0.50% 
#5 country of origin Germany 137 0.21% Korea 25,980 0.46% 

#6 country of origin 
Guatemal
a 130 0.20% 

Dominica
n Republic 18,042 0.32% 

#7 country of origin Liberia 130 0.20% 
Philippine
s 17,882 0.32% 

#8 country of origin 

Dominica
n 
Republic 126 0.19% Jamaica 17,795 0.32% 

#9 country of origin Italy 114 0.17% Ukraine 15,561 0.28% 
#10 country of origin India 100 0.15% Italy 13,297 0.24% 
Limited English Proficiency (LEP) Language 
#1 LEP Language Spanish 3,042 4.63% Spanish 141,836 2.52% 
#2 LEP Language Chinese 61 0.09% Chinese 33,585 0.60% 
#3 LEP Language Portuguese 39 0.06% Vietnamese 19,385 0.34% 
#4 LEP Language Greek 32 0.05% Korean 14,394 0.26% 
#5 LEP Language Gujarati 29 0.04% Russian 13,495 0.24% 

#6 LEP Language 

Other Indo-
European 
Language 17 0.03% 

Other Asian 
Language 

10,229 0.18% 

#7 LEP Language Hindi 13 0.02% Italian 8,174 0.15% 

#8 LEP Language Polish 12 0.02% 
Other Indic 
Language 

7,596 0.14% 

#9 LEP Language African 9 0.01% Gujarati 7,310 0.13% 
#10 LEP Language Arabic 9 0.01% French 6,850 0.12% 
Disability Type 
Hearing difficulty 1,924 2.15% 177,435 2.96% 
Vision difficulty 1,973 2.87% 132,417 2.21% 
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Cognitive difficulty 3,807 5.53% 298,472 4.98% 
Ambulatory difficulty 4,868 7.07% 388,371 6.49% 
Self-care difficulty 1,762 2.56% 157,162 2.62% 
Independent living 
difficulty 2,952 4.29% 289,918 4.84% 
Sex 
Male 33,448 49.63% 2,932,332 48.34% 
Female 37,828 53.07% 3,133,312 51.66% 
Age 
Under 18 16,377 22.98% 1,342,727 22.14% 
18-64 45,493 63.83% 3,819,425 62.97% 
65+ 9,406 13.20% 903,492 14.90% 
Family Type 

Families with children 6,428 44.34% 614,338 
42.25

% 
Note 1: All % represent a share of the total population within the jurisdiction or region, except family type, which 
is out of total families.  Note 2: 10 most populous places of birth and languages at the jurisdiction level may not 
be the same as the 10 most populous at the Region level, and are thus labeled separately.  Note 3: Data Sources: 
Decennial Census; ACS.  Note 4: China does not include Hong Kong and Taiwan.  Note 5: Refer to the Data 
Documentation for details www.hudexchange.info/resource/4848/affh-data-documentation. 
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Table 2 Demographics Dover, DE; Kent County, DE (Region) 
 

  Dover, DE Kent County (Region) 
Race/Ethnicity  # % # % 
White, Non-Hisp. 15,608 42.06% 108,627 61.50% 
Black, Non-Hisp. 15,134 40.78% 41,729 25.3% 
Hispanic 3,251 8.76% 11,820 7.20% 
Asian/Pacific Island, Non-Hisp. 1,085 2.92% 3504 1.70% 
Native American, Non-Hisp. 194 0.52% 967 0.30% 
National Origin 
#1 country of origin  Jamaica 344 1.00% Haiti 708 0.46% 
#2 country of origin Philippines 259 0.76% India 627 0.41% 
#3 country of origin Haiti 195 0.57% Philippines 616 0.40% 
#4 country of origin Mexico 189 0.55% Mexico 604 0.39% 
#5 country of origin India 131 0.38% Jamaica 508 0.33% 
#6 country of origin Spain 85 0.25% Guatemala 449 0.29% 
#7 country of origin Liberia 84 0.25% Korea 333 0.22% 
#8 country of origin Korea 83 0.24% Germany 306 0.20% 

#9 country of origin Germany 71 0.21% 
Trinidad & 
Tobago 244 0.16% 

#10 country of origin Taiwan 66 0.19% Other UK 242 0.16% 
Limited English Proficiency (LEP) Language 
#1 LEP Language Spanish 410 1.20% Spanish 2,007 1.30% 

#2 LEP Language 
French 
Creole 96 0.28% 

French 
Creole 518 0.34% 

#3 LEP Language 
Vietnames
e 92 0.27% 

Other West 
Germanic 
Language 445 0.29% 

#4 LEP Language French 87 0.25% German 324 0.21% 

#5 LEP Language 

Other 
Asian 
Language 75 0.22% Tagalog 172 0.11% 

#6 LEP Language Tagalog 48 0.14% Hindi 165 0.11% 

#7 LEP Language 
Other Indic 
Language 45 0.13% Gujarati 160 0.10% 

#8 LEP Language African 36 0.11% 

Other 
Asian 
Language 145 0.09% 

#9 LEP Language German 31 0.09% Chinese 102 0.07% 
#10 LEP Language Chinese 28 0.08% French 100 0.06% 
Disability Type 
Hearing difficulty 839 2.35% 4,700 2.77% 
Vision difficulty 763 2.14% 3,118 1.84% 
Cognitive difficulty 2218 6.21% 10,205 6.01% 
Ambulatory difficulty 2800 7.84% 13,734 8.09% 
Self-care difficulty 1002 1.44% 4,861 2.86% 
Independent living difficulty 1636 4.58% 7,806 4.60% 
Sex 
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Male 17,698 
47.70

% 83,544 48.30% 

Female 19,411 
52.30

% 89,601 51.70% 
Age 

Under 18 7,837 
21.11

% 40,551 23.42% 

18-64 24,080 
64.89

% 105,261 60.79% 

65+ 5,192 
13.99

% 27,333 15.79% 
Family Type 

Families with children 3,525 
45.63

% 18,461 41.74% 
Note 1: All % represent a share of the total population within the jurisdiction or region, except family type, which 
is out of total families.  Note 2: 10 most populous places of birth and languages at the jurisdiction level may not 
be the same as the 10 most populous at the Region level, and are thus labeled separately.  Note 3: Data Sources: 
Decennial Census; ACS.  Note 4: China does not include Hong Kong and Taiwan.  Note 5: Refer to the Data 
Documentation for details www.hudexchange.info/resource/4848/affh-data-documentation. 
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Table 3 Demographics, Delaware; New Castle County 
 

  Delaware New Castle County 
Race/Ethnicity  # % # % 
White, Non-Hisp. 594,911 63.04% 324,937 58.54% 
Black, Non-Hisp. 201,411 21.34% 133,538 24.06% 
Hispanic 84,793 8.98% 53,113 9.57% 
Asian/Pacific Island, 
Non-Hisp. 36295 3.85% 30,215 5.44% 
Native American, 
Non-Hisp. 2,887 0.31% 1,162 0.21% 
National Origin 
#1 country of origin  Mexico 16,454 1.93% Mexico 10,540 2.38% 
#2 country of origin India 8,838 1.04% India 7,909 1.78% 

#3 country of origin 

China excl. 
Hong Kong & 
Taiwan 4,438 0.52% 

China excl. 
Hong Kong 
& Taiwan 4,078 0.92% 

#4 country of origin Guatemala 3,899 0.46% Philippines 1,470 0.33% 
#5 country of origin Philippines 2,572 0.30% Jamaica 1,268 0.29% 
#6 country of origin Haiti 2,406 0.28% Pakistan 1,211 0.27% 
#7 country of origin Jamaica 2,260 0.27% Korea 1,169 0.26% 
#8 country of origin Germany 1,792 0.21% Kenya 986 0.22% 
#9 country of origin Korea 1,690 0.20% Germany 891 0.20% 
#10 country of origin Pakistan 1,402 0.16% Canada 798 0.18% 
Limited English Proficiency (LEP) Language 
#1 LEP Language Spanish 25,777 3.02% Spanish 12,865 2.90% 
#2 LEP Language Chinese 2,930 0.34% Chinese 2,573 0.58% 
#3 LEP Language French Creole 1,378 0.16% Gujarati 831 0.19% 

#4 LEP Language Gujarati 1,069 0.13% 
Other Asian 
Language 621 0.14% 

#5 LEP Language 
Other Asian 
Language 801 0.09% French 524 0.12% 

#6 LEP Language French 722 0.08% Italian 498 0.11% 
#7 LEP Language Italian 631 0.07% Korean 495 0.11% 

#8 LEP Language Vietnamese 591 0.07% 
Other Indic 
Language 467 0.11% 

#9 LEP Language Korean 581 0.07% Urdu 366 0.08% 
#10 LEP Language German 572 0.07% African 346 0.08% 
Disability Type 
Hearing difficulty  28.554 3.07% 14,376 2.63% 
Vision difficulty 19,290 2.08% 11,278 2.06% 
Cognitive difficulty 42,565 4.58% 22,486 4.11% 
Ambulatory difficulty 59,657 6.42% 29,759 5.44% 
Self-care difficulty 22,644 2.44% 12,295 2.25% 
Independent living 
difficulty 39,025 4.20% 21,121 3.86% 
Sex 
Male 456,876 48.8% 268,818 48.43% 
Female 486,856 51.6% 286,218 51.57% 
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Age 
Under 18 204,053 21.62% 41,512 14.50% 
18-64 579,117 61.36% 190472 66.55% 
65+ 160,565 17.01% 54,234 18.95% 

Family Type 
Families with 
children 89,595 38.04% 53,342 40.48% 
Note 1: All % represent a share of the total population within the jurisdiction or region, except family type, which 
is out of total families.  Note 2: 10 most populous places of birth and languages at the jurisdiction level may not 
be the same as the 10 most populous at the Region level, and are thus labeled separately.  Note 3: Data Sources: 
Decennial Census; ACS.  Note 4: China does not include Hong Kong and Taiwan.  Note 5: Refer to the Data 
Documentation for details www.hudexchange.info/resource/4848/affh-data-documentation. 
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Table 4 Demographics, Newark, DE; Sussex County 
 

  Newark, DE Sussex County 
Race/Ethnicity  # %  # % 
White, Non-Hisp. 23,923 71.96% 168,829 74.90% 
Black, Non-Hisp. 3,086 9.28% 25,217 11.20% 
Hispanic 2,345 7.05% 21,113 9.40% 
Asian/Pacific Island, 
Non-Hisp. 3,012 9.06% 2,803 1.20% 
Native American, Non-
Hisp. 96 0.29% 499 0.20% 
National Origin 

#1 country of origin  
China (excl. Hong 
Kong and Taiwan) 1,352 4.07% Mexico 3,505 1.63% 

#2 country of origin India 423 1.27% Guatemala 3,377 1.57% 

#3 country of origin 

United Kingdom 
(incl. Crown 
Dependencies)  182 0.55% Haiti 1,615 0.75% 

#4 country of origin Mexico 130 0.39% Philippines 505 0.23% 
#5 country of origin Saudi Arabia  124 0.37% El Salvador 494 0.23% 
#6 country of origin Bangladesh 113 0.34% Germany 311 0.15% 
#7 country of origin Germany 102 0.31% Vietnam 274 0.13% 
#8 country of origin Iran 95 0.29% Canada 271 0.13% 
#9 country of origin Colombia 92 0.28% Turkey 249 0.12% 
#10 country of origin Canada 83 0.25% Ecuador 241 0.11% 
Limited English Proficiency (LEP) Language 

#1 LEP Language 
Asian and Pacific 
Island languages 929 2.88% Spanish 7,170 3.51% 

#2 LEP Language 

Other Indo-
European 
languages 250 0.77% 

Other Indo-
European 
languages 1,519 0.74% 

#3 LEP Language Spanish 202 0.63% 

Asian and 
Pacific 
Island 
languages 764 0.37% 

#4 LEP Language Other languages 130 0.40% 
Other 
languages 24 0.00% 

Disability Type 
Hearing difficulty 681 2.05% 9,478 4.45% 
Vision difficulty 419 1.26% 4,894 2.30% 
Cognitive difficulty 1,180 3.55% 9,874 4.64% 
Ambulatory difficulty 1,207 3.63% 16,164 7.59% 
Self-care difficulty 515 3.02% 5,488 2.58% 
Independent living 
difficulty 1,004 3.02% 10,098 4.74% 
Sex 
Male 15,855 47.69% 109,173 48.45% 
Female 17,388 52.31% 116,149 51.55% 
Age 
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Under 18 3,592 10.81% 41,512 19.30% 
18-64 25,670 77.22% 119805 55.58% 
65+ 3,981 11.98% 54,234 25.20% 
Family Type 
Families with children 1,593 31.91% 17,792 29.90% 
Note 1: All % represent a share of the total population within the jurisdiction or region, except family type, which 
is out of total families.  Note 2: 10 most populous places of birth and languages at the jurisdiction level may not 
be the same as the 10 most populous at the Region level, and are thus labeled separately.  Note 3: Data Sources: 
Decennial Census; ACS.  Note 4: China does not include Hong Kong and Taiwan.  Note 5: Refer to the Data 
Documentation for details www.hudexchange.info/resource/4848/affh-data-documentation. 



 
 

Delaware 
 
Race is defined by the Census Bureau as a person’s self-identification with one or more social 
groups. An individual can report as White, Black or African American, Asian, American Indian 
and Alaska Native, Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander, or some other race. Survey 
respondents may report multiple races. 
 
Ethnicity is categorized based on whether a person is of Hispanic origin. For this reason, 
ethnicity is broken up into two categories, Hispanic or Latino and Not Hispanic or Latino. 
Hispanics may report as any race. 
 
In all of the tables used in this analysis, the Race groupings include only those who report that 
they are not of Hispanic origin. Those of Hispanic origin are reported under the Race groupings 
as Hispanic. Hispanic includes people of any of the races above. 
 
Race and Ethnicity 
 
The most recent data available is from the 2013-2017 American Community Survey 5-year 
estimates. As of 2017, 63.04% of residents were non-Hispanic White, 21.34% of residents were 
non-Hispanic Black, 8.98% were Hispanic or Latino, 3.85% were non-Hispanic Asian 
Americans or Pacific Islanders, 0.31% were non-Hispanic Native Americans, 2.29% were non-
Hispanic multiracial individuals, and 0.19% identified as some other race. As discussed in the 
Segregation/Integration section of this Assessment, diversity and integration are not 
synonymous, and the state has areas of racial and ethnic concentration as well as more integrated 
cities and neighborhoods. 
 
Over time, the state of Delaware has become more diverse. The White population has steadily 
fallen, from 79.24% in 1990, to 72.47% in 2000, to 65.34% in 2010, and then to current day 
levels at 63.04%. The other racial and ethnic groups have seen corresponding levels of growth, 
with the population of Black residents rising from 16.65% in 1990 to 22.12% in the most recent 
Census (though falling slightly by the most recent estimates to 21.34%). In raw numbers, the 
Black population has nearly doubled from 1990 to present day, the Asian population has 
quadrupled, the Hispanic population has increased five-fold, and the Native American population 
increased by more than 50%.  
 
National Origin 
 
The ten most common national origins in the state are, from most populous to least populous, 
Mexico, India, China (excluding Hong Kong and Taiwan), Guatemala, the Philippines, Haiti, 
Jamaica, Germany, Korea, and Pakistan. Foreign born individuals do not tend to make up a 
significant proportion of the population. The most represented country, Mexico, has only 16,454 
residents statewide, making up just 1.93% of the total population. The next most represented 
country, India, is roughly half that.  
 
  



44 
 

Limited English Proficiency 
 
The ten most commonly spoken first languages of individuals with Limited English Proficiency 
(LEP) in the state are, from most populous to least populous, Spanish, Chinese, French Creole, 
Gujarati, Other Asian Language, French, Italian, Vietnamese, Korean, and German. Spanish, 
with about 26,000 LEP speakers, is nine times more likely to be spoken than the next most 
spoken language, Chinese. However, none of these languages represents a significant percentage 
of the population.   
 
Disability 
 
Ambulatory difficulties (6.42%) and cognitive difficulties (4.58%) have the highest rates of 
incidence in the state. While the total civil non-institutionalized population has a disability rate 
of about 12%, residents 65 years and older have disabilities at a rate of more than 30%. After 
ambulatory and cognitive difficulties, independent living difficulty (4.20%) was the most 
common, followed by hearing (3.07%), self-care (2.44%), and vision difficulties (2.08%).  
 
Sex 
 
In the state, 51.6% of residents are female while 48.8% are male. Statewide, this has remained 
extremely consistent over time, staying within the same percentage point value even as the 
population of the state increased by 42% since 1990.  
 
Age 
 
Throughout the state, the population is distributed with working age adults as the clear majority 
(61.36%), followed by minors under 18 (21.62%) and seniors aged 65+ (17.01%). These 
numbers are very similar to the Philadelphia MSA, and most jurisdictions within the state adhere 
to this trend, with the exception of one clear outlier, Newark (which has a supermajority of 
working age adults, at 77.22%). 
 
Familial Status 
 
Statewide, 38.04% of families are families with children under 18. This percentage is highly 
comparable to the Philadelphia MSA and most other jurisdictions in this analysis, except for 
Newark and Sussex, which are outliers due to the presence of the University of Delaware in 
Newark and the large elderly population in Sussex. 
 
Philadelphia Region 
 
The Philadelphia-Camden-Wilmington, PA-NJ-DE-MD Metro Area is the Region for the city of 
Wilmington, the city of Newark, and New Castle County. Regional analysis as it applies to those 
jurisdictions is noted in this section, and readers may refer back. 
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Race and Ethnicity 
 
The most recent data available is from the 2013-2017 American Community Survey 5-year 
estimates. As of 2017, 62.55% of residents were non-Hispanic White, 20.30% of residents were 
non-Hispanic Black, 9.01% were Hispanic or Latino, 5.73% were non-Hispanic Asian 
Americans or Pacific Islanders, 0.13% were non-Hispanic Native Americans.  
 
Over time, the Philadelphia Metro Area has become more diverse. The White population has 
steadily fallen in raw numbers as well as population share, from 75.91% in 1990, to 70.61% in 
2000, to 64.97% in 2010, and then to current day levels at 62.55%. The Hispanic population has 
seen the most growth in the population share of the Philadelphia area, starting in 1990 with 
3.44% of the population share, and ending in the present with 9.01%, with almost 200% growth 
over the past three decades.  Percentages of Asian Americans and Pacific Islanders have also 
grown significantly, starting at 2% of the population and ending at 5.41%. The raw numbers 
grew by over 200% in that time. The Native American population had some significant growth 
over the last few decades, but is currently at lower levels than in 1990 (0.15% in 1990, 0.30% in 
2000, 0.35% in 2010, and 0.13% in the present). Finally, the Black population has grown 
modestly, with the population share fluctuating between 18% and 21%, and with a 24% growth 
in raw numbers.  
 
National Origin 
 
The ten most common national origins in the state are, from most populous to least populous, 
India, Mexico, China (excluding Hong Kong and Taiwan), Vietnam, Korea, Dominican 
Republic, the Philippines, Jamaica, Ukraine, and Italy. Foreign born individuals do not make up 
a significant proportion of the population. The most represented country, India, has 65,128 
residents, or 1.16%. Though this number dwarfs the highest statistic for the state of Delaware 
(Mexico: 16,454 residents statewide, or 1.93%), the population of the Philadelphia metro area is 
roughly six times the size of the state of Delaware, and the percentages are nonetheless quite 
similar.  
 
Limited English Proficiency 
 
The ten most commonly spoken first languages of individuals with Limited English Proficiency 
(LEP) in the Philadelphia Metro Area are, from most populous to least populous, Spanish, 
Chinese, Vietnamese, Korean, Russian, Other Asian Language, Italian, Other Indic Language, 
and Gujarati. Spanish, with about 141,836 LEP speakers, is more than four times as likely to be 
spoken as the next most spoken language, Chinese. However, none of these languages represents 
a significant percentage of the population.   
 
Disability 
 
Ambulatory difficulties (6.49%) and cognitive difficulties (4.98%) have the highest rates of 
incidence in the Region. While the total civil non-institutionalized population has a disability rate 
of about 12%, residents 65 years and older have disabilities at a rate of more than 33%. After 
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ambulatory and cognitive difficulties, independent living difficulty (4.84%) was the most 
common, followed by hearing (2.96%), self-care (2.62%), and vision difficulties (2.21%).  
 
Sex 
 
In the Region, 51.66% of residents are female while 48.34% are male. Across the Region, this 
has stayed extremely consistent over time, wavering in one direction or the other by only one 
percentage point, even as the population of the Region increased by 12% since 1990.  
 
Age 
 
The age distribution for the Philadelphia Region closely tracks the statewide average: the 
population is distributed with working age adults as the clear majority (62.97%), followed by 
minors under 18 (22.14%) and seniors aged 65+ (14.90%). These numbers are also similar to 
Wilmington and New Castle County, which are in the Region. The clear outlier is Newark, 
which is in the Region but has a supermajority of working aged adults. This is mostly likely due 
to the presence of the University of Delaware.  
 
Familial Status 
 
The Philadelphia Metro Area’s percentage of families with children (42.25%) is relatively higher 
than the statewide average (38.04%). New Castle County’s family share follows close behind, at 
40.48%. 
 
New Castle County 
 
Race and Ethnicity 
 
The most recent data available is from the 2013-2017 American Community Survey 5-year 
estimates. As of 2017, 58.54% of residents were non-Hispanic White, 24.06% of residents were 
non-Hispanic Black, 9.57% were Hispanic or Latino, 5.44% were non-Hispanic Asian 
Americans or Pacific Islanders, 0.21% were non-Hispanic Native Americans. Population growth 
in New Castle County has followed a strange pattern. The share of White residents has steadily 
fallen (86.70% in 1990 and 58.54% in present day). Meanwhile, the raw numbers rose by 2.8%, 
then fell by 5.6%, and then rose again by 4.1%, while being roughly equal to 1990 levels. Black, 
Hispanic, and Asian American or Pacific Islander residents have all seen strong growth since 
1990. Since 1990, Black residents have increased by nearly 300%, and went from 9.45% to 
24.06% of the population. Hispanic residents increased by nearly 700%, going from 1.80% to 
9.57% of the population. Similarly, the Asian American and Pacific Islander population 
increased by 350%, going from 1.77% to 5.44% of the population. The only minority group not 
to follow this trend has been Native Americans. Although the raw number of Native Americans 
has more than doubled, in 2000 and 2010 there were more total residents and they made up a 
larger share of the population than now.  
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National Origin 
 
The ten most common national origins in the County are, from most populous to least populous, 
Mexico, India, China (excluding Hong Kong and Taiwan), the Philippines, Jamaica, Pakistan, 
Korea, Kenya, Germany, and Canada. Foreign born individuals do not tend to make up a 
significant proportion of the population. The number one most represented country, Mexico, has 
only 10,540 residents countywide, or 2.38%. Only the next highest country, India, represents 
more than 1.00% of the population (1.78%).   
 
Limited English Proficiency 
 
The ten most commonly spoken first languages of individuals with Limited English Proficiency 
(LEP) in the County are, from most populous to least populous, Spanish, Chinese, Gujarati, 
Other Asian Language, French, Italian, Korean, other Indic Language, Urdu, and African. 
Spanish, with about 13,000 LEP speakers, is five times more likely to be spoken than the next 
most spoken language, Chinese. However, none of these languages represents a significant 
percentage of the population.   
 
Disability 
 
Ambulatory difficulties (5.44%) and cognitive difficulties (4.11%) have the highest rates of 
incidence in the County. While the total civil non-institutionalized population has a disability 
rate of about 11% (trailing most other jurisdictions in this analysis), residents 65 years and older 
have disabilities at a rate of 27% (the lowest of all the jurisdictions in this analysis). After 
ambulatory and cognitive difficulty, independent living difficulty (3.86%) was the most 
common, followed by hearing (2.63%), self-care (2.25%), and vision difficulties (2.06%).  
 
Sex 
 
In the County, 51.57% of residents are female while 48.43% are male. Countywide, this has 
stayed extremely consistent over time, staying within the same percentage point value even as 
the population of the state increased by 50% since 1990.  
 
Age 
 
The age distribution in New Castle County closely tracks the statewide average. The population 
is distributed with working age adults as the clear majority (66.55%), followed by seniors 65+ 
(18.95%) and minors under 18 (14.50%). There is a higher percentage of seniors than children, 
which might suggest a strong elderly home presence in the County.  
 
Familial Status 
 
New Castle County as a whole has a much higher share of families with children than one city 
within it (Newark), but is quite similar to Wilmington. With a 40.48% family rate, it tracks close 
to the statewide and Philadelphia Metro rates. New Castle County contains all of the suburbs of 
Wilmington and Newark, as well as some of the area just outside Philadelphia.  
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Kent County 
 
Kent County and the Region for the city of Dover are coterminous. This report analyzes Kent 
County once, and regional conclusions may be drawn based on that analysis.  
 
Race and Ethnicity 
 
The most recent data available is from the 2013-2017 American Community Survey 5-year 
estimates. As of 2017, 61.50% of residents were non-Hispanic White, 25.30% of residents were 
non-Hispanic Black, 7.20% were Hispanics, 1.70% were non-Hispanic Asian Americans or 
Pacific Islanders, 0.30% were non-Hispanic Native Americans. 
 
Over time, the County has become more diverse. While raw numbers have still increased, the 
White population share has steadily fallen, starting at 77.52% in 1990, to 72.08% in 2000, to 
65.20% in 2010, and then to current day levels at 61.50%. Most other racial groups have 
experienced net gains over time. From 1990 to current day, the Black population as well as the 
Asian American and Pacific Islander population have more than doubled. The Black share of the 
population has also increased, from 18.29% to 25.30%. The Asian American and Pacific Islander 
population share has not experienced such significant gains, mostly due to its low raw number. 
The Hispanic population has seen the largest gains, going from 2.28% to 7.20%, with an increase 
of more than 500%. However, the number and percent share of Native Americans are currently 
below 1990 levels (576 people, or 0.30% today, versus 581 people, or 0.52% in 1990).  
 
National Origin 
 
The ten most common national origins in the County are, from most populous to least populous, 
Haiti, India, the Philippines, Mexico, Jamaica, Guatemala, Korea, Germany, Trinidad & Tobago, 
and Other UK. Foreign born individuals make up a miniscule percentage of the population, with 
the most represented country, Haiti, having 708 residents, or 0.46%.  
 
Limited English Proficiency 
 
The ten most commonly spoken first languages of individuals with Limited English Proficiency 
(LEP) in the County are, from most populous to least populous, Spanish, French Creole, Other 
West Germanic Language, German, Tagalog, Hindi, Gujarati, Other Asian Language, Chinese, 
and French. Spanish, with about 12,862 LEP speakers, is five times more likely to be spoken 
than the next most spoken language, Chinese. However, none of these languages represents a 
very significant percentage of the population.   
 
Disability 
 
Ambulatory difficulties (8.09%) and cognitive difficulties (6.01%) have the highest rates of 
incidence in the County. While the total civil non-institutionalized population has a disability 
rate of over 14% (the highest of any jurisdiction in this analysis), residents 65 years and older 
have disabilities at a rate of nearly 35%. After ambulatory and cognitive difficulties, independent 
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living difficulty (4.60%) was the most common, followed by self-care (2.86%), hearing (2.77%), 
and vision difficulties (1.84%).  
 
Sex 
 
In the County, 51.70% of residents are female while 48.30% are male. The county has seen more 
variance in gender distribution than other jurisdictions in this analysis. In 1990, men made up 
49.06% of the population, in 2000 it was 47.96, in 2010 it was 48.40, ending at current day with 
48.30%. The population has also increased by about 20% since 1990.  
 
Age 
 
In the County, the population is distributed with working age adults as the clear majority 
(60.79%), followed by minors under 18 (23.42%) and seniors aged 65+ (15.79%). These 
statistics do not drastically depart from Dover, the only city within Kent County in this analysis. 
Dover has a slightly higher percentage of working aged people, befitting a capital city.  
 
Familial Status 
 
Kent County has a relatively high percentage of families with children, at 41.74%. This rate trails 
Dover, the only city within the County relevant to this analysis, which is 45.63% families.  
 
Sussex County 
 
The most recent data available is from the 2013-2017 American Community Survey 5-year 
estimates. As of 2017, 74.90% of residents were non-Hispanic White, 11.20% of residents were 
non-Hispanic Black, 9.40% were Hispanic or Latino, 1.20% were non-Hispanic Asian 
Americans or Pacific Islanders, 0.20% were non-Hispanic Native Americans.  
 
While the overall White population has increased, the population share has fallen, from 78.45% 
in 2000, to 75.6% in 2010, to 74.90% in present day. Meanwhile, though the Black population 
has grown, its population share has also fallen. The Black population has grown by about 10%, 
but its percentage share has gone from 14.69% to 11.20%. The Hispanic population has seen the 
most significant gains since 2000. The population has nearly doubled in size, and the population 
share has risen from 4.41% in 2000 to 9.40% in the present day. Meanwhile, the Asian 
population has more than doubled in size, but the small population share has only grown from 
0.77% to 1.20% since 2000. Native Americans are the only group who have ended up with both 
a smaller population share and lower raw numbers since 2000. In 2000, there were 755 Native 
Americans, or 0.48% of the population. This statistic fell in 2010, with 526 people, or 0.30%, 
and fell further still to 499 people, or 0.20% in the present day.  
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National Origin 
 
The ten most common national origins in the County are, from most populous to least populous, 
Mexico, Guatemala, Haiti, the Philippines, El Salvador, Germany, Vietnam, Canada, Turkey, 
and Ecuador. Foreign born individuals do not tend to make up a significant proportion of the 
population. The most represented country, Mexico, has only 3,505 residents countywide, or 
1.56%. Guatemala follows closely behind, but the third highest country, Haiti, has roughly half 
that.  
Limited English Proficiency 
 
Since Sussex County is not a HUD grantee, HUD data addressing the most commonly spoken 
first languages of individuals with Limited English Proficiency (LEP) is not available. The best 
proxy is available through American Community Surveys, which groups the most spoken 
languages besides English into the categories of Spanish, Other Indo-European languages, Asian 
and Pacific Island languages, and other languages. Spanish LEP speakers make up 2.87% of the 
population, or 6,140 people. Each additional language group makes up less than 1.5% of the 
population.  
 
Disability 
 
Ambulatory difficulties (7.59%) and independent living difficulties (4.74%) have the highest 
rates of incidence in the County, which most likely aligns with the relatively higher rate of 
disability among elderly people as they age. While the total civil non-institutionalized population 
has a disability rate of about 14%, residents 65 years and older have disabilities at a rate of about 
29%. After ambulatory and independent living difficulties, cognitive difficulty (4.64%) was the 
most common, followed by hearing (4.45%), self-care (2.58%), and vision difficulties (2.30%).  
 
Sex 
 
In the County, 51.55% of residents are female while 48.45% are male. Countywide, this has 
stayed extremely consistent over time, staying within the same percentage point value even as 
the population of the state increased by over 40% since 2000 (the last year this data was 
available).  
 
Age 
 
Sussex has the highest percentage of seniors aged 65+, at 25.20%. The population is distributed 
with working age adults as the clear majority (55.58%), followed by seniors aged 65+ (25.20), 
and minors under 18 (19.30%).  
 
Familial Status 
 
Sussex has the lowest percentage of families with children (29.90%). Kent and New Castle 
Counties are roughly equal, and about 10 points higher, than Sussex. Sussex also has the highest 
percentage of seniors, which might explain this trend.  
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Wilmington 
 
Race and Ethnicity 
 
Wilmington is unique among the analyzed jurisdictions here because the majority of the city’s 
population is Black, at 57.18%. White residents make up only 28.32% of the city, with 10.80% 
Hispanic residents, 1.47% Asian American or Pacific Islander residents, and 0.17% Native 
American. The large African American population in Wilmington makes up roughly half of the 
entire Black population in New Castle County, and the County, unlike the city, is predominantly 
White.  
 
In Wilmington, the White population has fallen in both raw numbers and percentage over time. 
While it has only lost about 9,000 people, the percentage share has been reduced by 12 points, 
from 40.52% in 1990 to just 28.32% in the current day. Meanwhile, the Black population has 
gone up 6 points, from 51.55% in 1990 to 57.18% in present day. The Hispanic population has 
increased by 50% since 1990, and moved from 7.08% of the population to 10.80%. The most 
significant gains have been made by Asian American and Pacific Islanders. In 1990, there were 
just 294 Asian Americans or Pacific Islanders in Wilmington, or 0.41%. In the present day, there 
are 1,047, or 1.47%. This is a gain of over 350%. The Native American population is the only 
group that has fallen in raw numbers and share besides the White population. In 1990, it made up 
0.18%, while today it is 0.17%. There were significant gains of 48% in 2000 and an additional 
12% 2010, but these gains have disappeared without any discernible explanation.  
 
National Origin 
 
The top ten countries of national origin in Wilmington are Mexico, Jamaica, Colombia, Kenya, 
Germany, Guatemala, Liberia, Dominican Republic, Italy, and India. Mexico is the most 
common country of origin, with 2,036 residents, or 3.10% of the population. The other countries 
of origin trail far behind Mexico, with the next highest, Jamaica, making up 0.66% of the 
population with 433 residents.  
 
Limited English Proficiency 
 
The top ten languages spoken by residents with Limited English Proficiency in Wilmington are 
Spanish, Chinese, Portuguese, Greek, Gujarati, Other Indo-European Language, Hindi, Polish, 
African, and Arabic. Spanish is by far the most widely spoken, with 3,042 LEP speakers, or 
4.63% of the population; three of the top ten countries of national origin, Mexico, Colombia, 
Guatemala, and the Dominican Republic are also Spanish speaking. However, the next most 
widely spoken language, Chinese, only represents 0.09% of the population of Wilmington. Nor 
does China (or other countries where Chinese is spoken) appear in the top ten list of national 
origins.   
 
Sex 
 
Wilmington has seen slightly more fluctuation in gender distribution than most other 
jurisdictions in this analysis. It is also the current outlier, with 46.93% men and 53.07% women 
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(the next highest percentage of women is 52.3%, and all jurisdictions rank in the 51-52% range). 
In 1990, it had 46.39% men. In 2000, Wilmington was 47.76% men. In 2010 it was 47.51% men. 
In current day, there are 46.93% men and 53.07% women. Meanwhile, the population of 
Wilmington has actually fallen, from 71,387 in 1990 to 71,276 as of the 2013-2017 5-year ACS 
Estimates.   
 
Age 
 
Wilmington’s age distribution largely tracks the statewide average. The clear majority of people 
are working aged (63.83%), with 22.98% of residents below 18, and 13.20% 65+.  
 
Familial Status 
 
Wilmington has the second highest share of families with children of any of the jurisdictions in 
this analysis, at 44.34%. It closely tracks New Castle County (40.48%) and the Region (42.25%).  
 
Disability 
 
Ambulatory difficulties (7.07%) and cognitive difficulties (5.53%) have the highest rates of 
incidence among residents of Wilmington. While the civil, noninstitutionalized population has a 
disability rate of 13%, for the elderly population 65 and older, the rate is over 38% (the highest 
of any jurisdiction in this analysis). After ambulatory and cognitive difficulties, independent 
living difficulty (4.29%) was the most common, followed by vision (2.87%), hearing (2.79%), 
and self-care difficulties (2.56%).  
 
Newark  
 
Race and Ethnicity 
 
The most recent data available is from the 2013-2017 American Community Survey 5-year 
estimates. As of 2017, 71.96% of residents were non-Hispanic White, 9.28% of residents were 
non-Hispanic Black, 7.05% were Hispanic or Latino, 9.06% were non-Hispanic Asian 
Americans or Pacific Islanders, 0.29% were non-Hispanic Native Americans.  
 
Over time, the City has become more diverse, although it remains one of the least diverse 
jurisdictions in this analysis. The White population has fallen overall in both raw numbers and 
percentage, from 85.70% in 2000, to 79.83% in 2010, and then to current day levels at 71.96%. 
The Black population has grown by more than 80% since 2000, gaining more than 4 percentage 
points from its 2000 level (5.92%). The Hispanic population has seen the most significant 
growth, increasing by more than 300% since 2000 (when Hispanics were just 2.53% of the 
population). Asian Americans and Pacific Islanders have seen similar levels of growth, 
increasing by more than 250% since 2000, and gaining 5 percentage points. Even the Native 
American share has grown, from 0.15% in 2000 to 0.29% in the present day, with the population 
more than doubling.  
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National Origin 
 
The ten most common national origins in the state are, from most populous to least populous, 
China (excluding Hong Kong and Taiwan), India, United Kingdom (including Crown 
Dependencies), Mexico, Saudi Arabia, Bangladesh, Germany,), Iran, Colombia, and Canada. 
Foreign born individuals do not tend to make up a significant proportion of the population. China 
is the clear leader, with 1,352 residents, or 4.07% of the population. The next highest country, 
India, has only 423 residents, or 1.27%.  
 
Limited English Proficiency 
 
Since Newark is not a HUD grantee, HUD data addressing the most commonly spoken first 
languages of individuals with Limited English Proficiency (LEP) is not available. The best proxy 
is available through American Community Surveys, which groups the most spoken languages 
besides English into the categories of Spanish, Other Indo-European languages, Asian and 
Pacific Island languages, and other languages. Asian and Pacific Island languages are the most 
common among LEP speakers, with 929 individuals, or 2.88% of the population. Every other 
language group makes up less than 1.0% of the population.  
 
Disability 
 
Newark has the lowest levels of disability in every category except Dover, which has the lowest 
levels of self-care difficulty. This is likely due to the large percentage of the population which 
attends the University of Delaware. Ambulatory difficulties (3.63%) and cognitive difficulties 
(3.55%) have the highest rates of incidence in the City. While the total civil non-institutionalized 
population has a disability rate of about 7.5%, residents 65 years and older have disabilities at a 
rate of more than 30%. The disability rate among the elderly is much more closely aligned with 
the rest of the jurisdictions in the state, further reinforcing the idea that students who have self-
selected to attend college have lower rates of disability. After ambulatory and cognitive 
difficulties, self-care difficulty (3.02%) and independent living difficulty (3.02%) tied for most 
common, followed by hearing (2.05%) and vision difficulties (1.26%).  
 
Sex 
 
In the City, 52.31% of residents are female while 47.69% are male. These statistics have 
fluctuated over time, with men making up 45.49% of the population in 2000, 43.79% in 2010, 
and 47.69 in the present. The population has only increased by 16% since 2000 (the last year this 
data was available). Due to Newark’s nature as a college down, these varying gender 
distributions and slow population growth are probably driven by the population on campus.  
 
Age 
 
Newark is the clear outlier jurisdiction when it comes to age distribution. It has the lowest 
percentage of minors under 18, at 10.81%. Newark also has the lowest percentage of seniors 65 
and over (11.98%). The supermajority of the population belongs to working age adults (18-64), 
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at 77.22%. These clear trends are most likely driven by the presence of the University of 
Delaware in the city.  
 
Familial Status 
 
Newark is an outlier when it comes to the share of families with children as compared to the 
other jurisdictions, at 31.91%. It significantly trails New Castle County and the Region, likely 
offset by the presence of the university.  
 
Dover 
 
Race and Ethnicity 
 
The most recent data available is from the American Community Survey 2013-2017 5-year 
estimates. As of 2017, 42.06% of residents were non-Hispanic White, 40.78% of residents were 
non-Hispanic Black, 8.76% were Hispanic or Latino, 2.92% were non-Hispanic Asian 
Americans or Pacific Islanders, 0.52% were non-Hispanic Native Americans.  
 
Over time, the White population has fallen in both number and percentage, from 65.91% in 
1990, 55.99% in 2000, 48.63% in 2010, and then to current day levels at 42.06%. The Black 
population has grown by more than 85% since 1990, increasing from 28.62% in 1990 to 40.78% 
now. It is worth noting that the 2010 and present-day statistics for the Black population are 
virtually identical, and the raw numbers only increased by 3.8%. The Hispanic population has 
seen the most significant growth, increasing by more than 400% since 1990 (when Hispanics 
were just 2.75% of the population). The Asian Americans and Pacific Islander population has 
also experienced some strong growth, increasing by more than 200% since 1990. The Native 
American share of the population has technically decreased, although in raw numbers it has gone 
up by about 7%. However, in 2000 and 2010, the Native American population saw some 
significant growth (growing by 50% in 2000 and another 20% in 2010), but those gains were lost 
by the current day.  
 
National Origin 
 
The top ten countries of national origin are, from most to least, Jamaica, the Philippines, Haiti, 
Mexico, India, Spain, Liberia, Korea, Germany, and Taiwan. Foreign born individuals do not 
make up a significant share of the population. The most prevalent country of origin, Jamaica, has 
only 344 residents in the city of Dover, or 1% of the population. Every other national origin 
group has less than 300 residents.  
 
Limited English Proficiency 
 
The top ten languages spoken by individuals with limited English proficiency are Spanish, 
French Creole, Vietnamese, French, Other Asian Language, Tagalog, Other Indic Language, 
African, German, and Chinese. LEP individuals do not make up a significant percentage of the 
City’s population, with the number one language, Spanish, only boasting 410 individuals, or 
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1.20% of the population. The second most prominent language, French Creole, has only 96 LEP 
speakers, less than one quarter of the rate of Spanish LEP speakers.  
 
Sex 
 
In Dover, 52.30% of residents are female while 47.70% are male. Citywide, this statistic has 
fluctuated slightly more so than in other jurisdictions in this analysis. While most jurisdictions 
have maintained their male-to-female ratio within the same percentage point, in 1990 the male 
population was 47.14%, in 2000 it was 46.55%, in 2010 it was 46.49%, and in the present it is 
47.70%. The overall population has also increased by 30% since 1990.  
 
Age 
 
Dover’s age distribution closely tracks the statewide average. The clear majority of Dover’s 
residents are working aged (64.89%), while 21.11% are under 18, and 13.99% are 65+.  
 
Familial Status 
 
Dover has the highest percentage of families of any jurisdiction in this analysis, at 45.63%. Kent 
County as the Region follows close behind, at 41.74%.   
 
Disability 
 
Ambulatory difficulties (7.84%) and cognitive difficulties (6.21%) have the highest rates of 
incidence among the residents of Dover. While the civilian, non-institutionalized population has 
a disability rate of about 14%, for the elderly population 65 and older, the rate is over 36%. After 
ambulatory and cognitive difficulties, independent living difficulty (4.58%) was the most 
common, followed by hearing (2.35%), vision (2.14%), and self-care difficulties (1.44%).  
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A. General Issues 
 
i. Segregation/Integration  
 

The most populous parts of the state of Delaware are largely suburban, with some cities and rural 
areas. The state’s White population percentage is similar to that of the United States as a whole 
while the state is more heavily Black and less heavily Asian and Hispanic. Certain areas of the 
state, including major cities such as Wilmington and Dover, have moderate to high levels of 
segregation. The following provides a detailed analysis of segregation and integration patterns 
and trends at the state, regional, and city/town levels.  

1. Analysis 
Describe and compare segregation levels in the jurisdiction and region. Identify the 
racial/ethnic groups that experience the highest levels of segregation. 

Dissimilarity Index 

  Value Level of Segregation 

Dissimilarity Index 
Value (0-100) 

0-40 Low Segregation 

 41-54 Moderate Segregation 

 55-100 High Segregation 

 

Table 1 Dissimilarity Index Values by Race and Ethnicity for Non-Entitlement 
Jurisdictions in Delaware 

  
Delaware Non-Entitlement Areas (State Non-Entitlement Areas) 

Racial/Ethnic Dissimilarity 
Index 1990 Trend 2000 Trend 2010 Trend Current 

Non-White/White 20.35 30.06 29.80 34.12 
Black/White 20.88 32.14 32.29 37.55 
Hispanic/White  29.44 35.90 34.18 37.01 
Asian or Pacific 
Islander/White 35.13 31.55 31.44 34.70 

Source: HUD AFFH Tool Table 3 – Racial/Ethnic Dissimilarly Trends 

 

  



57 
 

Table 2 Dissimilarity Index Values by Race and Ethnicity for New Castle County 

  (New Castle County, DE CDBG, 
HOME, ESG) Jurisdiction 

(Philadelphia-Camden-Wilmington, 
PA-NJ-DE-MD) Region 

Racial/Ethnic 
Dissimilarity 
Index 

1990 
Trend 

2000 
Trend 

2010 
Trend 

Current 1990 
Trend 

2000 
Trend 

2010 
Trend 

Current 

Non-
White/White 

28.55 31.44 30.90 38.15 67.19 61.00 55.62 59.56 

Black/White 37.87 40.07 39.47 47.59 74.78 70.12 67.04 70.93 

Hispanic/White  22.66 35.91 39.19 42.76 60.83 58.39 55.06 56.93 

Asian or Pacific 
Islander/White 

28.17 27.46 27.93 37.00 42.22 42.38 40.28 45.74 

      

Table 3 Dissimilarity Index Values by Race and Ethnicity for Wilmington, DE 

  (Wilmington, DE CDBG, HOME, 
ESG) Jurisdiction 

(Philadelphia-Camden-Wilmington, 
PA-NJ-DE-MD) Region 

Racial/Ethnic 
Dissimilarity 
Index 

1990 
Trend 

2000 
Trend 

2010 
Trend 

Current 1990 
Trend 

2000 
Trend 

2010 
Trend 

Current 

Non-
White/White 

59.18 56.47 53.14 56.20 67.19 61.00 55.62 59.56 

Black/White 60.61 59.46 55.41 58.89 74.78 70.12 67.04 70.93 

Hispanic/White  58.99 52.11 51.99 59.66 60.83 58.39 55.06 56.93 

Asian or Pacific 
Islander/White 

37.44 28.62 24.23 35.27 42.22 42.38 40.28 45.74 
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Table 4 Dissimilarity Index Values by Race and Ethnicity for Dover, DE 

  (Dover, DE CDBG) Jurisdiction (Dover, DE) Region 

Racial/Ethnic 
Dissimilarity 
Index 

1990 
Trend 

2000 
Trend 

2010 
Trend 

Current 1990 
Trend 

2000 
Trend 

2010 
Trend 

Current 

Non-
White/White 

23.56 20.82 19.70 25.96 27.63 30.30 24.60 29.40 

Black/White 27.08 22.65 21.33 30.02 28.37 32.96 27.28 33.35 

Hispanic/White  15.43 19.68 22.94 25.69 26.27 27.39 22.72 25.19 

Asian or Pacific 
Islander/White 

17.02 17.82 14.09 18.98 35.22 32.19 27.74 32.41 

 
The tables above reflect the Dissimilarity Indices for each jurisdiction. The Dissimilarity Index 
measures the percentage of a certain group’s population that would have to move to a different 
census tract in order to be evenly distributed within a city or metropolitan area in relation to 
another group. The higher the Dissimilarity Index value, the higher the extent of the segregation. 
For example, if a city’s Black/White Dissimilarity Index was 65, then 65% of Black residents 
would need to move to another neighborhood in order for Blacks and Whites to be evenly 
distributed across all neighborhoods in the city. As a whole, the state of Delaware does not 
experience significant levels of segregation. Non-entitlement areas have low Dissimilarity 
Indices that fall within the range for low levels of segregation. A different picture, however, 
emerges when examining entitled counties and cities.  
 
New Castle County, excluding the city of Wilmington experiences low to moderate levels of 
segregation. This is most prominent in Black and Hispanic populations within the county. 
Furthermore, dissimilarity indices have increased across Non-White/White populations since 
2010, indicating that the county is becoming more segregated over time. The county is still less 
segregated than the Philadelphia-Camden-Wilmington region as a whole, though, which 
experiences high levels of segregation. The city of Wilmington experience high levels of 
segregation. This is especially pronounced in Black and Hispanic populations in the city. 
Asian/Pacific Islander population have low levels of segregation by this standard, though. The 
city has experienced rising segregation since 2010. Dover experiences low levels of segregation 
across its populations. It is also experiencing a recent trend towards increasing segregation, 
however. 
 
In addition to the Dissimilarity Index, social scientists also use the Isolation and Exposure 
Indices to measure segregation. These indices, when taken together, capture the neighborhood 
demographics experienced, on average, by members of a particular racial or ethnic group within 
a City or metropolitan area. The Isolation Index measures the extent to which minority members 
are exposed only to one another. Values for the Isolation Index range from 0 to 100. The 
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Exposure Index is a group's exposure to all racial groups. Values for the Exposure Index also 
range from 0 to 100. A larger value means that the average group member lives in a census tract 
with a higher percentage of people from another group. 
 

Table 5 Isolation Index Values by Race and Ethnicity in Delaware 

Dover 1980 1990 2000 2010 

Isolation Index     

White/White 72.6 67.7 56.3 48.4 

Black/Black 40.7 37.6 41.9 46.4 

Hispanic/Hispanic 2.1 3.1 4.6 7.3 

Asian/Asian 1.8 2.4 4.6 4 

      

Table 6 Isolation Index Values by Race and Ethnicity in Wilmington  

Wilmington 1980 1990 2000 2010 

Isolation Index     

White/White 69 66.1 57.5 52.1 

Black/Black 70.8 69.9 71.3 70 

Hispanic/Hispanic 15.6 22 23.2 24.7 

Asian/Asian 0.7 0.7 1.1 1.8 

 

Table 7 Isolation Index Values by Race and Ethnicity in Newark 

Newark 1980 1990 2000 2010 

Isolation Index     

White/White 92.6 89.4 85.8 79.7 

Black/Black 6.7 7.9 7.5 8.6 

Hispanic/Hispanic 1.5 1.7 2.8 5.3 

Asian/Asian 2.3 3.8 5.9 9.6 
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Table 8 Exposure Index Values for Dover 

Dover 

Exposure Index 1980 1990 2000 2010 

Black/White 55.7 57.1 49.3 42.9 

Hispanic/White 69.4 63.4 51.4 43.9 

Asian/White 70 65.2 52.8 47 

White/Black 23.3 27.1 35.2 41 

Hispanic/Black 26.3 30.9 39.5 44.7 

Asian/Black 25.6 28.9 37.4 41.7 

White/Hispanic 1.9 2.8 4 6.3 

Black/Hispanic 1.7 2.9 4.3 6.7 

Asian/Hispanic 1.9 2.9 4 6.3 

White/Asian 1.5 2 3.5 3.4 

Black/Asian 1.3 1.8 2.3 3.1 

Hispanic/Asian 1.5 2 3.5 3.2 

 

Statistics are only available for the cities of Wilmington, Dover and Newark. In these cities, the 
Isolation Index has declined for Whites while increasing for all other groups.  

 

  



61 
 

Table 9 Exposure Index Values for Wilmington and Newark 

Wilmington     
Exposure Index 1980 1990 2000 2010 
Black/White 23.4 22.3 18.8 17.4 
Hispanic/White 30.5 26.6 25.1 21.8 
Asian/White 55.9 45.9 42.9 40.2 
White/Black 26.9 28.4 33.3 36.1 
Hispanic/Black 53.3 50.7 50.4 52.2 
Asian/Black 39.6 47.0 46.3 48.2 
White/Hispanic 3.4 4.7 7.7 9.7 
Black/Hispanic 5.2 7 8.7 11.2 
Asian/Hispanic 3.3 6 9.2 9.3 
White/Asian 0.3 0.5 1 1.6 
Black/Asian 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.9 
Hispanic/Asian 0.2 0.4 0.7 0.8 
Newark     
Exposure Index 1980 1990 2000 2010 
Black/White 90.1 87 84.6 77.6 
Hispanic/White 91.9 88.8 85.3 78.4 
Asian/White 91.8 89 84.6 78 
White/Black 4.2 5.4 6.3 7.1 
Hispanic/Black 4.4 5.5 6.6 8 
Asian/Black 3.8 5.3 6.2 7.2 
White/Hispanic 1.3 1.5 2.5 4.7 
Black/Hispanic 1.3 1.4 2.6 5.3 
Asian/Hispanic 1.4 1.6 2.4 4.6 
White/Asian 1.4 3.4 4.6 7.9 
Black/Asian 1.3 3.3 4.5 8 
Hispanic/Asian 1.6 3.7 4.4 7.7 

      

The Exposure Index values for Black/White, Hispanic/White, and Asian/White have consistently 
fallen over time in these areas, with corresponding rises in the index values for the other groups. 
The overall trend indicates that segregation levels are falling within these areas, though the 
White population in Newark has a high Isolation Index that is decreasing less quickly than in 
other cities.  
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Table 10 Average Census Tract Composition by Race and Ethnicity (Isolation and 
Exposure Indices) – Wilmington, Dover and Newark – 2010 Census  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Of the three cities for which data is available, patterns of segregation are most prominent in 
Wilmington. The Isolation Index for Black residents is 70.0 whereas the White-Black Exposure 
Index is 36.1, or nearly half, though the city is majority Black. The White Isolation Index is 52.1, 
whereas the Black-White and Hispanic-White Exposure Indices are low at 17.4 and 21.8 
respectively. The Asian or Pacific Islander Isolation and Exposure Indices for Wilmington are 
more consistent, probably due to the low Asian or Pacific Islander population in the city in the 
first place. For Dover and Newark, Exposure Indices are far more consistent across populations 
than in Wilmington, suggesting less segregation in these cities. For example, the White-Black, 
Hispanic, and Pacific Islander Exposure Indices in Dover are 41, 44.7 and 41.7 respectively, 

Wilmington 
Race or 
Ethnicity 

White Black Hispanic Asian or 
Pacific 
Islander 

White 52.1 36.1 9.7 1.6 
Black 17.4 70 11.2 0.9 
Hispanic 21.8 52.2 24.7 0.8 
Asian or 
Pacific 
Islander 

40.2 48.2 9.3 1.8 

Dover     
Race or 
Ethnicity 

White Black Hispanic Asian or 
Pacific 
Islander 

White 48.4 41 6.3 3.4 
Black 42.9 46.4 6.7 3.1 
Hispanic 43.9 44.7 7.3 3.2 
Asian or 
Pacific 
Islander 

47 41.7 6.3 4 

Newark     
Race or 
Ethnicity 

White Black Hispanic Asian or 
Pacific 
Islander 

White 79.7 7.1 4.7 7.9 
Black 77.6 8.6 5.3 8 
Hispanic 78.4 8 5.3 7.7 
Asian or 
Pacific 
Islander 

78 7.2 4.6 9.6 
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which are all close to the Black Isolation Index of 46.4. Similar patterns exist in Newark, though 
Newark also has a larger White population than does Dover or Wilmington.  

Identify areas in the jurisdiction and region with relatively high segregation and 
integration by race/ethnicity, national origin, or LEP group, and indicate the 
predominant groups living in each area. 
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Map 2: Race/Ethnicity, New Castle County, DE 

 

New Castle County is more heavily populated in the north, especially around metropolitan areas 
surrounding Wilmington and Newark. Some patterns of segregation are present in the region, 
with more White residents present in the suburbs of Wilmington and Newark, including Pike 
Creek, Wood Mill, Marshallton, Elsmere, Talleyville, Arden, and Claymont. Higher 
concentrations of Black residents exist below I-95, in a belt spanning from Wilmington Manor 
and New Castle to Bear and Glasgow. Asian residents are the most evenly dispersed throughout 
this area, though there are higher concentration of Asian residents in the area northeast of 
Newark. Hispanic residents are also concentrated more heavily in certain areas of the county, 
including Wilmington, Elsmere, and Bear.  
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Map 3: Race/Ethnicity, Kent County, DE 

 

Kent County’s population is most concentrated in Dover and Smyrna. The area between them, 
along Route 1, is similarly heavily populated until Frederica and Felton. The more rural areas 
along the western border of the county are less populated and primarily have White residents. 
Black and Hispanic residents live closer to the more heavily populated areas of the county. While 
Dover itself has distinct patterns of segregation, the suburbs surrounding the city are more 
integrated than the city itself. Smyrna and Clayton, at the northern edge of the county, have 
higher concentrations of White residents than does Dover. 
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Map 4: Race/Ethnicity, Sussex County, DE

In Sussex County, populations are mostly concentrated in Georgetown, along the east coast, and 
along Route 13 spanning from Bridgeville to Laurel. Some patterns of segregation are present in 
this area. Georgetown has a higher concentration of Hispanic residents that are located in the 
northeast part of the city. Seaford similarly has a higher concentration of Black residents than 
does the rest of the county. Notably, the east coast of the county is mostly White when compared 
with the rest of the county. So, too, are the more rural areas of the county, such as along the 
southern border. 
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Map 5: Race/Ethnicity, Wilmington, DE 

 

Maps of Wilmington indicate some housing patterns along racial and ethnic lines, with a higher 
concentration of White residents in the northwest area of the city. Black and Hispanic residents 
are concentrated south of Pennsylvania Ave and/or east of I-95. Except for this area, the city is 
segregated along I-95, with White residents living mostly west of I-95 and Black residents living 
mostly east of the highway. White residents also tend to live in the suburbs of Wilmington, 
especially in Belleforte, Elsmere, Hockessin, and Talleyville, Hispanic residents are more evenly 
dispersed throughout the rest of the city and its surrounding region, except for the concentrations 
mentioned above. 
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Map 6: Race/Ethnicity, Newark, DE 

 

Maps of Newark and its surrounding areas do not indicate major patterns of residential 
segregation. The city is majority White but has significant minority populations as well, likely 
due to the presence of the University of Delaware. Brookside and the areas further southeast of 
Newark have slightly higher concentrations of Black residents than do the areas immediately 
adjacent to the University of Delaware campus. There is a significant Asian or Pacific Islander 
presence in this city as well, especially in the southwest portion of the city. 
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Map 7: Race/Ethnicity, Dover, DE 

 

Dover’s population is somewhat segregated, with parts of the city having higher concentrations 
of Black residents in the areas by Fort Branch and Silver Lake. The Dover Air Force Base is in 
east Dover and has a lower population density than the rest of the city. There are higher 
population concentrations of Black residents especially in the east of the city by Delaware State 
University (a Historically Black University) and Delaware Technical Community College, while 
to the north there are higher concentrations of White residents by Dupont Manor and Dover 
Mall. Another concentration of Black residents is in Towne Point. Two especially high 
concentrations of Black residents exist towards the center of the city; the first is in the area 
between West State College Road, Walker Road, and McKee Road. The second concentration is 
in the area between West Division Street and West North Street. 

Statewide, most of the population is concentrated in New Castle County, especially around the 
city of Wilmington. This area is part of the greater Philadelphia-Camden-Wilmington, PA-NJ-
DE-MD Metropolitan Statistical Area. The city of Dover and its surrounding area, as well as 
Milford and the east coast of Sussex County, similarly also have higher population densities. 

In Delaware, Hispanic residents, are also mostly concentrated in urban and suburban areas. The 
state’s largest Hispanic population is in New Castle County, extending from Wilmington to 
Newark and Bear. There is less of a presence of Hispanic residents further south in the state, in 
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both Kent and Sussex Counties. Where there is a Hispanic presence in some areas, some 
segregation occurs, with Hispanic populations being more visible in neighborhoods than others. 

The Asian or Pacific Islander population in Delaware is extremely low, and restricted almost 
entirely to the north half of New Castle County, above the Chesapeake and Delaware Canal. 
There are few Asian or Pacific Islander residents in Wilmington itself. Instead, Asian or Pacific 
Islander residents live north of Wilmington, by Claymont, or in the suburbs in North Star, Pike 
Creek and Bear. 

Integration 
 
The most integrated parts of Delaware tend to be the immediate suburbs of cities.  
 
Urban areas such as Wilmington, Dover, and Georgetown have higher populations of non-White 
residents than does the rest of the state, but these cities are also overtly segregated. Clear and 
stark lines of segregation exist in Wilmington, especially, where the Isolation Index for Black 
residents is 70.0. Though the suburbs have higher White populations than do cities, non-White 
populations are more evenly dispersed throughout these towns.  
 
Rural areas, for the most part, tend to have higher concentrations of White residents. There is 
little presence of Black, Hispanic, or Asian or Pacific Islander populations in the rural areas of 
Delaware. 
 
Black residents disproportionately reside in areas with higher population densities, overall. This 
is true especially of Wilmington, which has a higher than average concentration of Black 
residents and is also more densely populated in general. Black residents are also more integrated 
in the belt spanning from Wilmington Manor to Bear and Glasgow, especially as opposed to the 
north of New Castle County, which has fewer Black residents than average. In Kent County, 
Black residents mostly live in Dover and the suburbs of the city, as well as larger towns along 
Routes 1 and 13. There are few Black residents in the rural areas of the county. The same holds 
for Sussex County, with Black residents being more evenly dispersed and present in and around 
major towns, such as Georgetown, Milford, and Seaford. 
 
Hispanic residents are more evenly dispersed throughout the state. While in more densely 
populated cities, such as Wilmington or Georgetown, clear lines of segregation exist, Hispanic 
residents are also more evenly dispersed throughout suburbs in the state.  
 
Asian or Pacific Islander residents are primarily found in suburbs. Notably, there is less of a 
presence of Asian or Pacific Islander presence in Wilmington itself, despite the city being 
densely populated. Most Asian or Pacific Islander residents are found in New Castle County, 
though there are significant populations in Dover and its suburbs as well. Again, there are almost 
no Asian or Pacific Islander residents in rural areas of Delaware. 
 
National Origin 
 
In considering patterns of segregation and integration on the basis of national origin and limited 
English proficiency (LEP) status, it is important to keep in mind that, although certain national 
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origins are likely to be correlated with LEP individuals who speak the primary languages of 
those countries, there are nuances to the analysis. For instance, recent immigrants, who are more 
likely to have LEP status, may be concentrated in different neighborhoods than second or third 
generation Americans. This can have important implications for the implementation of local 
housing and community development policies. It may not make sense to prioritize resources for 
translated materials in a neighborhood that is, for example, 20% Filipino but within which just 
1% of residents are LEP Tagalog speakers. At the same time, if a neighborhood is 10% Filipino 
but 5% of residents are LEP Tagalog speakers, such an investment may be more effective. 
Apparent discrepancies between which neighborhoods have national origin concentrations and 
which have LEP concentrations are reflective of the underlying HUD-provided data, and those 
differences may be useful for planning purposes. 
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Map 8: National Origin, New Castle County, DE 
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Map 9: National Origin, Kent County, DE 
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Map 10: National Origin, Sussex County, DE 
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Map 11: National Origin, Wilmington, DE 
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Map 12: National Origin, Newark, DE 
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Map 13: National Origin, Dover, DE 

 

Regionally, it is difficult to track major patterns of residency based on national origin. HUD-
provided maps do not display national origin data for the state as a whole. 

In New Castle County, immigrants from Mexico are concentrated in the area stretching from 
Wilmington Manor to Newark and Bear. They are also more dispersed through the south of the 
county, and have less of a presence along the densely populated northern border of the county. 
The most prominent concentrations of immigrants from Mexico are in Elsemere, Stanton, 
Wilmington Manor, Bear, and Brookside. In Kent County, immigrants from Mexico reside 
primarily in Dover, but also have some presence on the east coast of the county. In Sussex 
County, people of Mexican national origin are concentrated in the far southeastern, northeastern, 
and northwestern portions of the county. 

Immigrants from India, who are the second most populous group of a different national origin, 
reside primarily in North Star, Pike Creek, Talleyville, Brookside, Bear Glasgow, and Stanton. 
There is little to no presence of immigrants from India south of Middletown, in New Castle 
County. There are some residents from India in the suburbs of Dover, especially to its south and 
west. 
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Residents from China, excluding Hong Kong and Taiwan, primarily live around Newark, where 
the University of Delaware might be a significant draw. There is no significant presence of 
immigrants from China excluding Hong Kong and Taiwan in Kent County. 

Immigrants from the Philippines reside primarily in Bear within New Castle County, and are 
more widely dispersed in neighboring Brookside and Glasgow. There are also some residents 
from the Philippines at the very northern border of the county, by Claymont. Residents in Kent 
County are more integrated than they are in New Castle County, with a presence in Smyrna, 
Dover, Highland Acres and Little Creek. 

Immigrants from Jamaica are found mostly in Wilmington Manor. They are also more evenly 
dispersed in the suburbs by Middletown.  

Immigrants from Guatemala are most commonly found in Kent County, specifically in the area 
surrounding Dover and north to Cheswold and Smyrna. There are significant populations in the 
north of Dover, as well as south to Highland Acres. Lastly, there is a significant population in 
Georgetown in Sussex County. 

Haitian immigrants, though found primarily in Kent County, are around in certain neighborhoods 
of Dover as well as to its immediate south, east and west. There is also a notable population of 
Haitian immigrants by Milford, at the very southern border of the county. Lastly, there is a 
significant population near Seaford in Sussex County. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



79 
 

Limited English Proficiency (LEP) 

Map 14: Limited English Proficiency, New Castle County, DE 
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Map 15: Limited English Proficiency, Wilmington, DE 
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Map 16: Limited English Proficiency, Dover, DE 

 

In Wilmington, the top five most populous languages spoken by those with Limited English 
Proficiency are Spanish, Chinese, Portuguese, Greek, and Gujarati. Of these, Spanish is by far 
the most widely spoken language. Spanish language speakers are for the most part evenly 
dispersed throughout the city, except for an area of concentration ranging from the Hilltop to 
Hedgewood and Union Park Gardens neighborhoods. Chinese speakers reside in the 
neighborhoods surrounding St. Francis Healthcare Center. The other populations are generally 
too small for recognizable residential patterns to form, though they do generally live on the west 
side of the city. 

In Dover, the five most populous languages spoken by those with Limited English Proficiency 
are Spanish, French Creole, Vietnamese, French, and Other Asian Languages. Clear patterns of 
language segregation are present in the city. Spanish Speakers again are dispersed evenly 
throughout most of the city, except at the west edge of the city limits, which has a higher 
population of French speakers. The area by Schutte Park has an especially high concentration of 
Spanish speakers. French Creole speakers are most commonly found below Wyoming Avenue 
and between New Burton Road and Route 13, as well as the neighborhoods of Fairview and 
Woodcrest.  

In New Castle County as a whole, the five most populous languages spoken by those with 
Limited English Proficiency are Spanish, Chinese, Gujarati, Other Asian Languages, and French. 
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As reflected in the city of Wilmington, Spanish speakers are by far the most populous language 
in the county. They reside primarily in Wilmington, the city’s suburbs (including Stanton and 
Wilmington Manor), Pike Creek, Brookside and Bear. This mirrors residential patterns of 
Hispanic immigrants previously discussed. The other populations are more evenly dispersed 
throughout the county.  

Explain how these segregation levels and patterns in the jurisdiction and region have 
changed over time (since 1990). 

Some broad conclusions can be drawn about segregation and integration trends in Delaware. At 
the time, information on Dissimilarity, Isolation and Exposure Indices are only available for 
some cities and areas of the state.  
 
Dissimilarity Index Values for non-entitlement jurisdictions have been increasing over the past 
decades. The Non-White/White Racial/Ethnic Dissimilarity Index increased from 1990 to 200, 
dropping slightly in 2010 before increasing again to its current value of 34.12. This value still 
falls under low levels of segregation, but is a marked increase from the 1990 value of 20.35. 
These changes are most pronounced in jumps for Black/White and Hispanic/White Dissimilarity 
Indices, and have remained fairly consistent for the Asian or Pacific Islander/White value.  
      
Dissimilarity Index Values are available for the entitlement jurisdictions of New Castle County, 
Wilmington and Dover. Across these areas, though there was a general decline of Dissimilarity 
Index Values from 1990 to 2010, the current value has risen since 2010. While Dover follows 
this trend, values remain under low levels of segregation. This is not true of New Castle County, 
and specifically Wilmington. Wilmington has the most pronounced segregation of these areas, 
with Non-White/White Dissimilarity Index Values ranging from 53.14 in 2010 to 59.18 in 1990. 
Again, these trends are most obvious in Black/White and Hispanic White indices.  
 
Data suggests that Dover has become somewhat less segregated since 1980, the earliest year for 
which Isolation and Exposure Indices are available. Isolation Indices are decreasing for White 
residents, but have increased for Black, Hispanic, and Asian or Pacific Islander residents since 
the 1980s. Exposure Indices paint a similar picture, with Black/White, Hispanic/White and Asian 
or Pacific Islander/White values decreasing since the 1980s. This suggests that though White 
residents are being exposed to more and more non-White residents, the reverse is not the case. 
One possible explanation for this is that Dover itself has had an increase in non-White residents 
since the 1980s, or that White residents have been leaving the city over past decades.  
 
Similar patterns hold true for Wilmington. Wilmington’s Exposure Indices for Non-White/White 
residents is far lower than those of Dover and Newark. The Black/White Exposure Index value 
has been decreasing since 1980, and is now at 17.4. While the White/Black Exposure Index 
value has risen since that time, the city remains highly segregated. This may be because of more 
internal segregation within the city or because an increase in the proportions of Black and 
Hispanic residents in the city over time.  
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Newark has significantly higher Exposure Indices, but these values have dropped considerably 
since 1980. The Black/White value dropped from 90.1 to 77.6, the Hispanic/White value from 
91.9 to 78.4, and the Asian/White value from 91.8 to 78. Again, this is despite the fact that White 
Isolation Indices are decreasing, suggesting some level of White migration from the city. 
 

Consider and describe the location of owner and renter occupied housing in the 
jurisdiction and region in determining whether such housing is located in segregated or 
integrated areas, and describe trends over time. 

 

Map 17: Housing Tenure by Renters with R/ECAPs, Delaware 

 

About one third, of households in Delaware are renters. Most renters reside in or near 
metropolitan areas such as Wilmington and Dover. The belt stretching from Wilmington to 
Wilmington Manor to Newark in New Castle County has the highest renting numbers in the 
state, with Wilmington being the most visible of these areas. The percent of renters can reach as 
high as 88.54% in Wilmington, as opposed to about 5% in more rural areas of the state, such as 
rural Kent and Sussex Counties. 
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Map 18: Housing Tenure by Owners with R/ECAPs, Delaware 

 
 

Two thirds of households in Delaware own their homes. This is most visible in the more rural 
areas of the state. Homeowners typically reside in the suburbs and rural areas of New Castle 
County, with especially high concentrations along the county’s southern border. In Kent County, 
homeowners are most present along the western border of the state, and in Sussex County, 
homeowners are slightly more evenly dispersed.   

The cities of Wilmington, Newark and Georgetown follow similar patterns. Some areas of 
Wilmington have as little as 30% homeowners. Newark has as little as 15% homeowners, though 
this might also be due to the number of University of Delaware students in the area. Dover and 
Georgetown have neighborhoods with home ownership rates ranging from 30-45%.  

Additional Information 

Beyond the HUD-provided data, provide additional relevant information, if any, about 
segregation in the jurisdiction and region affecting groups with other protected 
characteristics. 
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Religion 

HUD does not provide and the Census Bureau does not collect data concerning religious 
affiliation, but religion remains a prohibited basis for discrimination under the Fair Housing Act. 
Although the data discussed above with respect to national origin and LEP status can provide 
some insight into residential patterns with respect to religious given correlations between 
language, national origin, and religion, the resulting picture is merely a rough proxy. It is also a 
proxy that does not genuinely capture minority religious communities whose members are less 
likely to be recent immigrants. Data from Google Maps was used to find non-Christian Houses 
of Worship for entitled cities and towns in Delaware. Although congregations vary in size and 
not all congregants live in or even near the cities in which their congregations are located, the 
location of congregations of minority faiths still contributes to a broad impressionistic picture of 
where religious adherents live.  

 
Table 10: Non-Christian Houses of Worship by City/Town 

City/Town Buddhist Muslim Jewish 

Wilmington 0 3 1 

Dover 0 1 1 

Newark 0 0 2 

 

Data from the Pew Research Center states that 69% of residents of Delaware are Christian, 3% 
are Jewish, 1% are Muslim, <1% are Buddhist, and 2% are Hindu.  

Discuss whether there are any demographic trends, policies, or practices that could lead 
to higher segregation in the jurisdiction in the future. Participants should focus on 
patterns that affect the jurisdiction and region rather than creating an inventory of local 
laws, policies, or practices. 

More information can be found in the Contributing Factors of Segregation. 
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Contributing Factors of Segregation 

Consider the listed factors and any other factors affecting the jurisdiction and Region.  
Identify factors that significantly create, contribute to, perpetuate, or increase the severity of 
segregation. 

Community opposition 

Community opposition is a significant contributing factor for segregation in Delaware. Examples 
of the Not in My Backyard (“NIMBY”) sentiment in Delaware include opposition to proposed 
housing developments and expanding businesses. 

In New Castle County, some community opposition was voiced against redeveloping the former 
Three Little Bakers Golf Course, on the grounds of environmental degradation and a lack of 
existing zoning laws allowing the redevelopment.1 Concerns about traffic, drainage, and 
decreasing green space led to the project eventually being rejected by the County Council.2 
Community opposition in Wilmington has further led to conflict over zoning and redevelopment 
in the city. Despite the city undergoing major redevelopment efforts in recent years, residents 
have expressed concerns about how allowing liquor licenses to different businesses might 
increase noise and public nuisance. These concerns were targeted at the Constitution Yards Beer 
Garden3 and a small Italian restaurant in the area4. Other projects with significant community 
opposition include the Barley Mill Plaza project, which would have created high-end residences 
and shops in Greenville. Though the existing complex was vacant for a decade, previous 
proposals in the area were met by significant community opposition, citing worries of increased 
traffic and lesser green space. The area has changed owners multiple times in the last few years.5 

In Kent County, Dover experienced significant pushback when Victory Church attempted to 
build tiny homes on its land for the city’s homeless population. Though the effort meant to 
decrease homelessness while still ensuring that the Church’s land would remain drug and 
alcohol-free, there was significant community opposition to the initiative when it first began in 

                                                           
1 https://www.delawareonline.com/story/opinion/contributors/2019/01/11/new-castle-county-council-
should-stand-firm-three-little-bakers/2548095002/ 
2 https://www.delawareonline.com/story/news/2019/02/21/whats-next-proposal-develop-three-little-
bakers-golf-course/2938596002/ 
3 https://www.delawareonline.com/story/news/2016/07/07/wilmington-beer-garden-decision-
looms/86834694/  
4 https://www.delawareonline.com/story/opinion/columnists/matthew-
albright/2018/07/20/neighborhoods-italian-food-fight-shows-delawares-nimby-pandemic/804150002/  
5 https://www.delawareonline.com/story/news/2019/01/29/developer-pitch-plans-barley-mill-plaza-
redevelopment/2703589002/  

https://www.delawareonline.com/story/opinion/contributors/2019/01/11/new-castle-county-council-should-stand-firm-three-little-bakers/2548095002/
https://www.delawareonline.com/story/opinion/contributors/2019/01/11/new-castle-county-council-should-stand-firm-three-little-bakers/2548095002/
https://www.delawareonline.com/story/news/2019/02/21/whats-next-proposal-develop-three-little-bakers-golf-course/2938596002/
https://www.delawareonline.com/story/news/2019/02/21/whats-next-proposal-develop-three-little-bakers-golf-course/2938596002/
https://www.delawareonline.com/story/news/2016/07/07/wilmington-beer-garden-decision-looms/86834694/
https://www.delawareonline.com/story/news/2016/07/07/wilmington-beer-garden-decision-looms/86834694/
https://www.delawareonline.com/story/opinion/columnists/matthew-albright/2018/07/20/neighborhoods-italian-food-fight-shows-delawares-nimby-pandemic/804150002/
https://www.delawareonline.com/story/opinion/columnists/matthew-albright/2018/07/20/neighborhoods-italian-food-fight-shows-delawares-nimby-pandemic/804150002/
https://www.delawareonline.com/story/news/2019/01/29/developer-pitch-plans-barley-mill-plaza-redevelopment/2703589002/
https://www.delawareonline.com/story/news/2019/01/29/developer-pitch-plans-barley-mill-plaza-redevelopment/2703589002/
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2016 due to noise and safety concerns.6 The effort was revisited in 2018, with more optimism 
that community opposition would not prevent the tiny houses from being built.7 

In Sussex County, some community opposition has reared its head in Rehoboth Beach. NIMBY 
sentiment underlay a proposal designed to preserve the idyllic qualities of the city by prohibiting 
renters on the beach from using pools, but would hurt renters in the area.8 Similar regulations in 
the town have been proposed with the same effect. Sussex County signed a Voluntary 
Compliance Agreement (VCA) with HUD on November 28, 2012 relating to the prior denial of 
New Horizons, a 50-lot affordable housing subdivision plan proposed by Diamond State 
Community Land Trust. 

Displacement of residents due to economic pressures 

Displacement of residents due to economic pressures is not a contributing factor to segregation, 
but it is a contributing factor to R/ECAPs and Disproportionate Housing Needs. Neither the state 
of Delaware nor any of its municipalities have any rent control ordinances to help stem the 
displacement of residents due to economic pressures. Statewide, the median housing unit value 
has followed a reverse bell curve from 2008 to 2017, beginning around $240,000, dipping to 
$232,000 at its lowest point, and climbing back up to $239,000 as of 2017. According to the 
Delaware Health Tracker, county-by-county from 2013-2017, Kent County ($205,800). Sussex 
County ($242,900), and New Castle County ($248,100) have not seen any significant changes in 
terms of median housing unit value. Wilmington’s median housing unit value for 2013-2017 is 
$165,300, while Dover’s median housing unit value is $174,900. Newark’s, on the other hand, is 
$274,100, likely driven by the presence of the University of Delaware and the highly educated 
workforce there. With Kent County and New Castle County at significantly higher rates than the 
in-city rates, it seems more likely that economic pressures keep low-income people concentrated 
in cities rather than suburbs, and do not necessarily push them out in the traditional, 
gentrification sense. Gentrification is not a strong concern in Delaware, with the possible 
exception of the Rehoboth Beach area. The cycle of eviction in disinvested areas, which has been 
discussed during the community engagement process, is the main driver of the displacement of 
residents and resulting, rising housing costs burdens.  

Lack of community revitalization strategies  

Lack of Community Revitalization Strategies is a contributing factor to segregation and 
R/ECAPs. Delaware has had a range of revitalization and development programs targeted at 
major cities and towns in the state. In recent years, special attention has been paid to urban areas 
in need of more development. 25 communities in Delaware were designated Opportunity Zones 
by the US Department of Treasury, which means they are eligible for tax incentives to encourage 

                                                           
6 https://www.delawareonline.com/story/news/local/2016/08/30/dovers-tiny-homeless-village-meets-
resistance/89522494/ 
7 https://www.delawareonline.com/story/news/2018/07/24/grant-breathes-new-life-into-stalled-dover-
tiny-house-village-plan/767239002/ 
8 https://www.washingtonian.com/2016/07/14/rehoboth-gone-wild-inside-insane-feud-delaware-beach-
town/ 

https://www.delawareonline.com/story/news/local/2016/08/30/dovers-tiny-homeless-village-meets-resistance/89522494/
https://www.delawareonline.com/story/news/local/2016/08/30/dovers-tiny-homeless-village-meets-resistance/89522494/
https://www.delawareonline.com/story/news/2018/07/24/grant-breathes-new-life-into-stalled-dover-tiny-house-village-plan/767239002/
https://www.delawareonline.com/story/news/2018/07/24/grant-breathes-new-life-into-stalled-dover-tiny-house-village-plan/767239002/
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private investment.9 Various funds and grants awarded to Delaware communities aim to 
encourage investment in underdeveloped areas of the state.  

Delaware 

The three programs used by the state government to encourage community revitalization are 
Downtown Development Districts, the Strong Neighborhoods Housing Fund, and the Housing 
Development Fund. Downtown Development Districts include Dover, Georgetown, Harrington, 
Laurel, Milford, Seaford, Smyrna and Wilmington.10 These projects have included a cumulative 
$420 million in private investment and $24 million in state investment since 2015. Much of this 
funding has been allocated to rehabilitation of existing buildings rather than new construction. 
The Strong Neighborhoods Housing Fund (SNHF) focuses on renovating and reselling blighted 
or vacant properties across the state. The Fund has been allocated $3 million for the current year. 
The Housing Development Fund focuses specifically on loan financing for Low Income Tax 
Credit Housing (LICHT) projects. Overall, the Delaware state government has renewed their 
focus on revitalization efforts in recent years, with the bulk of state funding allocated through 
these programs. Special attention is paid to areas in which urban populations are decreasing as 
residents choose to live in the suburbs instead, and to Kent and Sussex Counties, which have 
received less attention despite similar issues with decreasing populations and abandoned 
buildings.11 

Region: Philadelphia-Camden-Wilmington, PA-NJ-DE-MD 

Philadelphia has been the site of major revitalization programs in the last few years. One of the 
largest programs is the $500 million Sharswood/Blumberg Choice Neighborhoods 
Transformation Plan, which explicitly aims to “transform the existing Blumberg Public Housing 
site through demolition of existing family housing units, Rehabilitation of the existing Senior 
Tower, and reconfiguration of street layouts and redevelopment of new lower-density, energy 
efficient units”12. Affordable housing is a key part of this plan, but some concerns exist about 
rising eviction rates to make way for redevelopment.13  

New Castle County 

Though most revitalization efforts in New Castle County have been directed at Wilmington, the 
most populous city in the county and state, some efforts have been made towards revitalization 
of other areas of the county. Claymont, Delaware, has plans for a new $54 million SEPTA 
station that would connect to the Wilmington/Newark line. New Castle County, the Delaware 
Transportation Trust Fund, and the US Department of Transportation will fund the project.14 The 

                                                           
9 https://governor.delaware.gov/communities/  
10 http://www.destatehousing.com/Developers/developermedia/ddd_annual_report_2018.pdf  
11 https://www.wmdt.com/2019/02/4-6-million-awarded-to-help-revitalize-delaware-cities-and-towns/  
12 
https://static1.squarespace.com/static/53765450e4b02c5d20505681/t/5665f2b040667a0e20c943a5/14495
21840727/2015-Blumberg+Transformation+-+RevisedPlan-web23.pdf  
13 https://billypenn.com/2018/04/13/one-downside-of-phillys-revitalization-a-high-eviction-rate/  
14 https://www.nccde.org/DocumentCenter/View/21255/Comp-Plan-2016-Annual-Report?bidId=  

https://governor.delaware.gov/communities/
http://www.destatehousing.com/Developers/developermedia/ddd_annual_report_2018.pdf
https://www.wmdt.com/2019/02/4-6-million-awarded-to-help-revitalize-delaware-cities-and-towns/
https://static1.squarespace.com/static/53765450e4b02c5d20505681/t/5665f2b040667a0e20c943a5/1449521840727/2015-Blumberg+Transformation+-+RevisedPlan-web23.pdf
https://static1.squarespace.com/static/53765450e4b02c5d20505681/t/5665f2b040667a0e20c943a5/1449521840727/2015-Blumberg+Transformation+-+RevisedPlan-web23.pdf
https://billypenn.com/2018/04/13/one-downside-of-phillys-revitalization-a-high-eviction-rate/
https://www.nccde.org/DocumentCenter/View/21255/Comp-Plan-2016-Annual-Report?bidId
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latest plan for development and planning in New Castle County is the 2012 Comprehensive 
Development Plan. Though the plan has a broad scope, the Workforce/Traditional Neighborhood 
Housing Programs and Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU) Program assist those in low and 
moderate income households. The Bayberry and Whitehall communities have been designated 
for mixed-use centers of housing.  

Wilmington 

Much time and resources have been invested in the revitalization of Wilmington in recent years. 
The city itself has a Downtown Development District Plan which would encourage private 
investment, renovate blighted housing stock, and solicit local input on development processes. 
Various tax exemptions and programs would incentivize private investment in the area, and 
upgrading the existing housing stock is a priority for the plan.15  

Wilmington’s Riverside neighborhood has been designated as Purpose Built by the non-profit 
Purpose Built Communities, meaning that the organization will work alongside community 
members to increase mixed-income housing and other opportunities for residents. Plans include 
400 new units of mixed income housing for the neighborhood.16 $100 million has been budgeted 
for the project, with the bulk of funding coming from income housing tax credits, donations and 
grants.17  

The Wilmington Housing Partnership, which buys and rebuilds blighted properties for affordable 
housing, ran out of money at the start of 2019. This left several properties in lurch as 88 
properties valued at $3.1 million had no development plans. The city took over the project at the 
start of 2019.18  

At the same time, the Wilmington Neighborhood Conservancy Land Bank came online in 2017 
and continues to serve as a catalyst for affordable housing development in the City. 

Dover, Kent County 

Vacant properties in Dover are being renovated as part of the Downtown Development District 
program, and using funds awarded by the Delaware State Housing Authority. The lots will be 
redeveloped and used for affordable homeownership in the coming years, as part of an initiative 
to eliminate blight in the city.19 Though this project seeks to improve homeownership and 

                                                           
15 https://www.wilmingtonde.gov/home/showdocument?id=164  
16 https://delawarebusinessnow.com/2018/11/riverside-purpose-built-effort-aims-to-revitalize-northeast-
wilmington-neighborhood/  
17 https://www.delawareonline.com/story/news/2018/11/14/100-million-plan-would-revitalize-
wilmington-neighborhood/1946491002/  
18 
https://www.google.com/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=web&cd=3&cad=rja&uact=8&ved=2ahU
KEwjB4PvfkcPhAhXuw1kKHSN6DEsQFjACegQIAhAB&url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.delawareonline
.com%2Fstory%2Fnews%2F2019%2F01%2F18%2Fcity-take-over-financially-failing-wilmington-
housing-partnership%2F2617806002%2F&usg=AOvVaw1-0vfw7ereGxCDRLRxGiy9  
19 https://delawarestatenews.net/news/nine-properties-set-for-for-revitalization-in-downtown-dover/ 

https://www.wilmingtonde.gov/home/showdocument?id=164
https://delawarebusinessnow.com/2018/11/riverside-purpose-built-effort-aims-to-revitalize-northeast-wilmington-neighborhood/
https://delawarebusinessnow.com/2018/11/riverside-purpose-built-effort-aims-to-revitalize-northeast-wilmington-neighborhood/
https://www.delawareonline.com/story/news/2018/11/14/100-million-plan-would-revitalize-wilmington-neighborhood/1946491002/
https://www.delawareonline.com/story/news/2018/11/14/100-million-plan-would-revitalize-wilmington-neighborhood/1946491002/
https://www.google.com/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=web&cd=3&cad=rja&uact=8&ved=2ahUKEwjB4PvfkcPhAhXuw1kKHSN6DEsQFjACegQIAhAB&url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.delawareonline.com%2Fstory%2Fnews%2F2019%2F01%2F18%2Fcity-take-over-financially-failing-wilmington-housing-partnership%2F2617806002%2F&usg=AOvVaw1-0vfw7ereGxCDRLRxGiy9
https://www.google.com/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=web&cd=3&cad=rja&uact=8&ved=2ahUKEwjB4PvfkcPhAhXuw1kKHSN6DEsQFjACegQIAhAB&url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.delawareonline.com%2Fstory%2Fnews%2F2019%2F01%2F18%2Fcity-take-over-financially-failing-wilmington-housing-partnership%2F2617806002%2F&usg=AOvVaw1-0vfw7ereGxCDRLRxGiy9
https://www.google.com/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=web&cd=3&cad=rja&uact=8&ved=2ahUKEwjB4PvfkcPhAhXuw1kKHSN6DEsQFjACegQIAhAB&url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.delawareonline.com%2Fstory%2Fnews%2F2019%2F01%2F18%2Fcity-take-over-financially-failing-wilmington-housing-partnership%2F2617806002%2F&usg=AOvVaw1-0vfw7ereGxCDRLRxGiy9
https://www.google.com/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=web&cd=3&cad=rja&uact=8&ved=2ahUKEwjB4PvfkcPhAhXuw1kKHSN6DEsQFjACegQIAhAB&url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.delawareonline.com%2Fstory%2Fnews%2F2019%2F01%2F18%2Fcity-take-over-financially-failing-wilmington-housing-partnership%2F2617806002%2F&usg=AOvVaw1-0vfw7ereGxCDRLRxGiy9
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private investment, addressing affordable housing is not a specific priority within this plan.20 The 
city is focusing on job growth and attracting commercial investment as well. 

Milford, Kent County and Sussex County 

Milford was one of eight cities and towns across Delaware designated a Downtown 
Development District. Since then, private investment in the city has amounted to over $4 
million.21 Initial projects have appeared to be more geared towards attracting visitors and 
business to the area. Plans exist to improve housing stock and reduce vacancy rates within 
Milford. Rebates, tax credits, tax abatements and fee waivers act as incentives for redevelopment 
and investment in the area.   

Lack of private investment in specific neighborhoods 

Lack of private investment in specific neighborhoods is not a significant contributing factor to 
segregation. One reliable indicator of a lack of private investment in specific neighborhoods is 
the presence of food deserts in a jurisdiction. A food desert is defined as a lack of grocery stores 
in a particular area, such that residents will have to travel more than one mile in urban areas, or 
ten miles in rural areas, to access a grocery store. The map below indicates areas that are food 
deserts. The area colored in green indicates an area where a significant number or share of 
residents is more than 1 mile (urban) or 10 miles (rural) from the nearest supermarket. The area 
colored in orange indicates an area where a significant number or share of residents is more than 
½ mile (urban) or 10 miles (rural) from the nearest supermarket. The area colored in yellow 
indicates a low-income census tract where more than 100 housing units do not have a vehicle and 
are more than ½ mile from the nearest supermarket, or a significant number or share of residents 
are more than 20 miles from the nearest supermarket.  

 

  

                                                           
20 https://evogov.s3.amazonaws.com/media/27/media/44772.pdf 
21 https://www.delawarebusinesstimes.com/milford-banks-on-mispillion-river-for-revitalization/ 

https://www.delawarebusinesstimes.com/milford-banks-on-mispillion-river-for-revitalization/
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New Castle County 

 

The areas most prone to food desert circumstances are urban rather than rural. The R/ECAPs in 
Wilmington and Dover are orange (1/2 mile from a grocery store) rather than green (1 mile from 
a grocery store), which is better as far as food desert designations go. Even though there are 
significant chunks of the cities labeled as either green or orange, that the most disinvested areas 
(as far as concentrated poverty) are faring better than some of the neighboring areas might 
suggest that a lack of private investment in specific neighborhoods may not be a pressing equity 
issue for Delaware.  

Another reliable indicator of a lack of private investment in certain neighborhoods is a lack of 
pharmacies. Pharmacies tend to be located in grocery stores, but additionally, there are several 
choices of Walgreens, Rite Aid, and others throughout the city. In Newark, pharmacies form a 
perimeter around the University of Delaware, which in turn track the residential patterns of the 
city. In Wilmington, pharmacies tend to be located along Highway 95 and in the Central 
Business District. While convenient thoroughfares, this largely neglects the residential 
neighborhoods throughout the city. Pharmacies in Dover tend to follow S Dupont Highway or 
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cut westward along W Division Street and the surrounding streets. This pattern indicates that 
Dover has the best distribution of pharmacies to service most of its neighborhoods.  

A third indicator of a lack of private investment in certain neighborhoods is a lack of banks. The 
distribution of banks in both Newark and Dover follow a roughly similar pattern to the 
distribution of pharmacies, with the addition of more banks in downtown Newark. Banks in 
Wilmington are more numerous than pharmacies, with a clear concentration downtown, and with 
a more scattered distribution than pharmacies.  

A final indicator of a lack of private investment in certain neighborhoods is the issuance of 
building permits across the jurisdiction. Local data should be consulted to determine whether 
more building permits have been granted for certain neighborhoods compared to others, and 
whether that indicates a development preference for more affluent areas to the detriment of 
poorer areas.  

Lack of public investment in specific, neighborhoods, including services and amenities 

Lack of public investment in specific neighborhoods, including services and amenities is not a 
significant contributing factor to R/ECAPs, Publicly Supported Housing, or Disproportionate 
Housing Needs, but it is a significant contributing factor to Segregation and Disparities in Access 
to Opportunity. One indicator of a lack of public investment in specific neighborhoods is the 
relation of school proficiency to demographics. In the maps below, darker shades indicate more 
proficient schools. There are clear disparities across Wilmington and Dover regarding school 
proficiency, which align roughly with racial distribution. Better schools tend to be outside the 
city limits, in more affluent suburbs, although this trend is not present in Newark. Newark is 
more affluent than Wilmington or Dover due to the presence of the University of Delaware, 
which explains why it doesn’t follow the trend. Two of Wilmington’s four R/ECAPS do have 
quite high school proficiency rankings, in the 60s, as compared to the areas closer to the Central 
Business District, indicating that there has not been total public disinvestment from these areas. 

Lack of local or regional cooperation 

Lack of local or regional cooperation is not a contributing factor to segregation. Because this is a 
state analysis, incorporating key jurisdictions, including all three counties, local and regional 
cooperation is mostly analyzed in the context of the Delaware state government. The other 
region to be considered is the Philadelphia region, which Wilmington and New Castle County 
feed into considerably. Philadelphia has more affordable and fair housing improvement policies 
on the horizon, including the possibility of a right to counsel for low-income people facing 
eviction. However, the forces of gentrification pushing people out of Philadelphia and toward 
New Castle County are more likely to have a regional effect than any inclination of 
impoverished people to move from New Castle County to Philadelphia in search of more 
affordable housing options.  

Managing the regional nature of transportation and environmental health is more relevant to this 
analysis. Many people commute into work in the Philadelphia area from New Castle County, and 
there are several transportation options. The entire state is serviced by one bus company, DART, 
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which helps eliminate hurdles for people who need to travel between towns or counties, and 
switch buses. There are also commuter train lines provided by SEPTA and Amtrak.  

The environmental health of New Castle County is noticeably lower than in Kent County and 
Sussex County. New Castle County has the highest population, is well-trafficked by people 
traveling up and down the East Coast, and houses a significant proportion of people who 
commute into Philadelphia for work. Patterns of poor environmental health is caused by this 
influx of traffic and the sheer numbers of residents going about their lives. Kent County and 
Sussex County, on the other hand, are much more rural, do not see much traffic except for local 
travel, and have far fewer residents. In order to bring the environmental health of New Castle 
County in line with its sister counties, regional cooperation within the Philadelphia Region 
would be more important than cooperation between the three counties, themselves.  

Delaware is part of the Delaware River Basin Commission, along with Pennsylvania, Delaware, 
New Jersey, and New York. The purpose of this commission is to ensure the cooperative health 
of the Delaware River as its waters flow through the four states. Delaware is also a member of 
the Delaware River and Bay Authority, along with New Jersey. It operates the Delaware 
Memorial twin suspension bridges, the Cape May-Lewes Ferry, the Forts Ferry Crossing, and the 
Salem County Business Center, in addition to Wilmington Airport, Cape May Airport, Millville 
Airport, Delaware Airpark, and the Civil Air Terminal at Dover AFB. These intergovernmental 
agreements are longstanding, and have helped contribute to the health of the Delaware River and 
the smooth functioning of interstate travel.  

Land Use and Zoning Laws 

Land use and zoning laws are a significant contributing factor to segregation. Some parts of the 
City of Wilmington are zoned for low, low-medium, medium, and high-density multifamily 
housing. Nevertheless, the city is predominantly zoned for single family homes. There are 
certainly areas near the central business district zoned for multifamily use, but there are also not 
insignificant percentages of land zoned for multifamily use that are at the very outskirts of the 
city, or near poor locations such as the sewage treatment plant and the correctional facility. 
Wilmington also has the oldest housing stock and the highest concentration of poor residents. 
The older the housing stock, the less likely it is to be accessible to people with disabilities, and 
the greater chance of the presence of lead paint. The lack of areas zoned for high density 
apartments means that even if private developers or the city wanted to take steps to counteract 
these negative side effects of Wilmington’s row houses, they would be restricted in where they 
could build.  

Newark has a wealth of apartments, due to the high student population, although the overall 
percentage of the city zoned for apartments is clearly lower than in Wilmington. The majority of 
residential land is zoned for single family homes. Newark also has a much newer housing stock. 
Areas zoned for garden apartments allow up to 16 units per acre, and areas zoned for high-rise 
apartments allow for up to 36 units per acre. These are not especially large unit allowances. The 
individual areas zoned for garden apartments are relatively small, but well scattered across the 
city, mainly surrounding the University of Delaware campus. Areas zoned for high-rise 
apartments are few and far between.  
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It is difficult to make a comprehensive study of Dover because its zoning maps require that one 
zoom all the way into the city block to see how each block is zoned, and cross reference the 
codes with the municipal zoning ordinance. There seems to be a significant chunk of land in the 
southwest corner that is zoned for medium density residence. Those areas zoned for more than 
single family homes seem to be found at the outskirts of the city limits, rather than in the central 
business district. There are also a few large areas designated for manufactured housing, mostly 
on the outskirts as well. 

Three jurisdictions in Delaware have some form of inclusionary zoning: Sussex County, new 
Castle County, and the Town of Bridgeville. The Sussex County program is voluntary, and 
targets the creation of homeownership units for workforce households for people with incomes 
from 80-125% of the county median. Sussex County also has a voluntary rental program and 
offers density bonuses and expedited review to developers that include affordable rental units in 
their new developments. The New Castle County program encourages workforce housing via 
density bonuses, building permit fee waivers, and reductions in site requirements like open 
space, setbacks, lot sizes, height limits, and landscaping. Fees from the program are directed to a 
Housing Trust Fund. The Bridgeville program is mandatory for all new annexations, and tries to 
create homeownership units priced below $225,000 for moderate-income households.  

Lending discrimination 

Lending discrimination is a significant contributing factor to segregation, R/ECAPs, and 
disparities in access to opportunity throughout the entire state of Delaware. Given the scarcity of 
affordable rental housing and the rising cost of living within the state, loan opportunities for 
home improvement, purchase, and refinancing are important tools for moderate and low-income 
households. Using Home Mortgage Disclosure Act (HMDA) data, the tables below show the 
racial discrepancies in the likelihood that a person’s loan application, based on their race, will 
result in an originated loan or a denial22. In addition, the data below indicates rates at which 
certain races receive high-priced loans. Across loan type and jurisdiction, whites have more 
favorable outcomes than almost every other racial group. Asian borrowers typically remain 
closer to white outcomes, while Black and Latino borrowers face significantly more negative 
outcomes. While the disparities for Black and Latino borrowers are stark across the state and 
region, some areas have higher disparities than others. Lack of access to loans for Black and 
Latino borrowers prices these households out of owner-occupied single-family homes, and 
increases the cost burden over time as rent continues to increase across the state.   

Philadelphia 

Philadelphia’s HMDA data shows that the aforementioned trends are indicative of lending 
discrimination in the larger region. Borrowers of color are consistently less likely to have their 
loans originated and to have their loan applications denied. In addition, Black and Latino 
borrowers are almost five times as likely to have their application result in a high-cost loan. 
Compared to the state of Delaware, analyzed by county and city below, the disparities between 

                                                           
22 This data does not account for credit score, though more efforts should be targeted in that direction. 
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White borrowers and Black and Latino borrowers remain similarly wide. In contrast, Asian 
borrowers are better off in Delaware than the Philadelphia region. Throughout the state, Asian 
lending outcomes mirror white outcomes the majority of the time. In Philadelphia, Asian 
borrowers occupy more of a middle position where their outcomes are better off than Black and 
Latino borrowers, but are not equivalent to white borrowers. The fact that Asian borrowers are 
far less represented in the larger population in Delaware may explain this disparity.  

Percentage of Loan Applications Resulting in Originated Loans by Race or Ethnicity and Loan Purpose 
in the Philadelphia, PA Metropolitan Statistical Area, 2014-2017 Home Mortgage Disclosure Act Data 

Race or Ethnicity Home Purchase Refinancing Home Improvement 

White, Not Hispanic 66.3% 48.5% 47.2% 

Black, Not Hispanic 56.7% 30.34% 23% 

Asian, Not Hispanic 64.8% 39.7% 32.5% 

Hispanic/Latino 53.2% 31.6% 19% 

 

Percentage of Loan Applications Denied by Race or Ethnicity and Loan Purpose in the Philadelphia, PA 
Metropolitan Statistical Area, 2014-2017 Home Mortgage Disclosure Act Data 

Race or Ethnicity Home Purchase Refinancing Home Improvement 

White, Not Hispanic 6% 21.4% 37.4% 

Black, Not Hispanic 16% 38.7% 69% 

Asian, Not Hispanic 10.5% 28.8% 54% 

Hispanic/Latino 13.6% 36% 72.8% 

      

Percentage of Originated Loans That Were High-Cost by Race or Ethnicity in the Philadelphia, PA 
Metropolitan Statistical Area, 2014-2017 Home Mortgage Disclosure Act Data 

Race or Ethnicity Number of Loans Originated Percentage High-Cost 

White, Not Hispanic 63,553 4.6% 

Black, Not Hispanic 16,304 20% 

Asian, Not Hispanic 6433 3.6% 

Hispanic/Latino 5631 19% 
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New Castle County 

In New Castle County, Black and Latino borrowers consistently experience more negative 
lending outcomes than white and Asian borrowers. Black and Latino borrowers are half as likely 
to have loans originate as white borrowers, and twice as likely to have home purchase loans 
denied. Black and Latino borrowers are also three times as likely to be given a high-cost loan 
than white borrowers. 

Percentage of Loan Applications Resulting in Originated Loans by Race or Ethnicity and Loan Purpose 
in New Castle County, DE, 2014-2017 Home Mortgage Disclosure Act Data 

Race or Ethnicity Home Purchase Refinancing Home Improvement 

White, Not Hispanic 67.88% 52% 59.91% 

Black, Not Hispanic 54.44% 37.16% 31.1% 

Asian, Not Hispanic 63.58% 52.13% 40.24% 

Hispanic/Latino 59.8% 38.2% 31.8% 

 

Percentage of Loan Applications Denied by Race or Ethnicity and Loan Purpose in New Castle County, 
DE, 2014-2017 Home Mortgage Disclosure Act Data 

Race or Ethnicity Home Purchase Refinancing Home Improvement 

White, Not Hispanic 6.19% 18.58% 34.1% 

Black, Not Hispanic 13.97% 30.75% 60.29% 

Asian, Not Hispanic 8.67% 18.54% 39.05% 

Hispanic/Latino 13.06% 28.9% 57.1% 

 

Percentage of Originated Loans That Were High-Cost by Race or Ethnicity in New Castle County, DE, 
2014-2017 Home Mortgage Disclosure Act Data 

Race or Ethnicity Number of Loans Originated Percentage High-Cost 

White, Not Hispanic 27,403 6% 

Black, Not Hispanic 5,946 18.7% 

Asian, Not Hispanic 2,257 1.97% 

Hispanic/Latino 1922 18.67% 
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Kent County/Dover 

The data for Kent County and Dover is concerning given that Black and White residents each 
make up over 40% of the population. Despite the similarities in population, Black borrowers are 
twice as likely to be denied for home purchase loans as white borrowers. In addition, Black 
borrowers are twice as likely to be given high-cost loans. 

Percentage of Loan Applications Resulting in Originated Loans by Race or Ethnicity and Loan Purpose 
in the Kent County/Dover, DE Metropolitan Statistical Area, 2014-2017 Home Mortgage Disclosure Act 

Data 

Race or Ethnicity Home Purchase Refinancing Home Improvement 

White, Not Hispanic 62.5% 47.9% 44.4% 

Black, Not Hispanic 49% 37% 21.2% 

Asian, Not Hispanic 66% 37.5% 50% 

Hispanic/Latino 51.27% 38.9% 25.2% 

 

Percentage of Loan Applications Denied by Race or Ethnicity and Loan Purpose in the Kent 
County/Dover, DE Metropolitan Statistical Area, 2014-2017 Home Mortgage Disclosure Act Data 

Race or Ethnicity Home Purchase Refinancing Home Improvement 

White, Not Hispanic 11.02% 22.6% 42.07% 

Black, Not Hispanic 20.04% 30.8% 70.5% 

Asian, Not Hispanic 10.4% 28.4% 40% 

Hispanic/Latino 23.5% 33.3% 51.2% 

 

Percentage of Originated Loans That Were High-Cost by Race or Ethnicity in the Kent County/Dover, 
DE Metropolitan Statistical Area, 2014-2017 Home Mortgage Disclosure Act Data 

Race or Ethnicity Number of Loans Originated Percentage High-Cost 

White, Not Hispanic 9,069 7.7% 

Black, Not Hispanic 2,272 14.4% 

Asian, Not Hispanic 240 3.7% 

Hispanic/Latino 471 13.5% 
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Sussex County 

Disparities in lending outcomes are extremely prevalent in Sussex County. Given the lack of 
rental housing in the area, the ability to obtain housing loans is necessary for many residents. 
However, Black and Latino borrowers are only half as likely to have loans originate in Sussex 
County. In addition, borrowers of both races twice as likely to have loans applications denied 
and to be given high-cost loans. 

Percentage of Loan Applications Resulting in Originated Loans by Race or Ethnicity and Loan Purpose 
in Sussex County, DE, 2014-2017 Home Mortgage Disclosure Act Data 

Race or Ethnicity Home Purchase Refinancing Home Improvement 

White, Not Hispanic 61.5% 48.8% 46.5% 

Black, Not Hispanic 38% 32.3% 22.6% 

Asian, Not Hispanic 63.4% 43.5% 40% 

Hispanic/Latino 42.9% 39.7% 25.9% 

 

Percentage of Loan Applications Denied by Race or Ethnicity and Loan Purpose in  
Sussex County, DE, 2014-2017 Home Mortgage Disclosure Act Data 

Race or Ethnicity Home Purchase Refinancing Home Improvement 

White, Not Hispanic 12.6% 23.4% 40.1% 

Black, Not Hispanic 31.3% 38.2% 69.6% 

Asian, Not Hispanic 14.1% 24.2% 53.3% 

Hispanic/Latino 24.4% 31.7% 66.3% 

 

Percentage of Originated Loans That Were High-Cost by Race or Ethnicity in Sussex County, DE, 2014-
2017 Home Mortgage Disclosure Act Data 

Race or Ethnicity Number of Loans 
Originated 

Percentage High-Cost 

White, Not Hispanic 14,398 5.4% 

Black, Not Hispanic 712 12.9% 

Asian, Not Hispanic 145 4.1% 

Hispanic/Latino 457 14.6% 
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Wilmington 

HMDA data from Wilmington is particularly disturbing, given that Wilmington has one of the 
highest black populations in the state. Across all loan types, Black borrowers were at least 20% 
less likely to have their loan applications result in originated loans, and were double or triple as 
likely to have their loan applications denied as white borrowers. In addition, Black borrowers in 
Wilmington were five times as likely to receive a high-cost loan. Latino borrowers fare slightly 
better, but remain only 7-10% more likely than Black borrowers to have a loan originate at all, 
and to have an originated loan that isn’t high cost.  

Percentage of Loan Applications Resulting in Originated Loans by Race or Ethnicity and Loan Purpose 
in Wilmington, DE, 2014-2017 Home Mortgage Disclosure Act Data 

Race or Ethnicity Home Purchase Refinancing Home Improvement 

White, Not Hispanic 79.9% 50.2% 46.6% 

Black, Not Hispanic 50.56% 27.3% 20.8% 

Asian, Not Hispanic 70.7% 31.4% 55.5% 

Hispanic/Latino 59.8% 26.5% 22% 

 

Percentage of Loan Applications Denied by Race or Ethnicity and Loan Purpose in  
Wilmington, DE, 2014-2017 Home Mortgage Disclosure Act Data 

Race or Ethnicity Home Purchase Refinancing Home Improvement 

White, Not Hispanic 5.5% 19% 38.1% 

Black, Not Hispanic 15.7% 39.6% 71.3% 

Asian, Not Hispanic 9.2% 31.4% 33.3% 

Hispanic/Latino 8.1% 39.4% 59.3% 

 

Percentage of Originated Loans That Were High-Cost by Race or Ethnicity in Wilmington, DE, 2014-
2017 Home Mortgage Disclosure Act Data 

Race or Ethnicity Number of Loans Originated Percentage High-Cost 

White, Not Hispanic 1774 6.9% 

Black, Not Hispanic 597 29.4% 

Asian, Not Hispanic 62 6.4% 

Hispanic/Latino 125 22.4% 
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Newark 

The aforementioned trends extend to Newark as well. Black and Latino borrowers are less likely 
to have loans originated than white and Asian borrowers. However, the disparities are most stark 
regarding denials and high-cost loans. In Newark, Black and Latino borrowers are twice as likely 
to have loans denied as white and Asian borrowers. They are also three to four times as likely to 
be given a high-cost loan. 

Percentage of Loan Applications Resulting in Originated Loans by Race or Ethnicity and Loan Purpose 
in Newark, DE, 2014-2017 Home Mortgage Disclosure Act Data 

Race or Ethnicity Home Purchase Refinancing Home Improvement 

White, Not Hispanic 67.9% 53.7% 53% 

Black, Not Hispanic 57.5% 40.7% 42.2% 

Asian, Not Hispanic 64.9% 49.3% 60% 

Hispanic/Latino 60.2% 43.8% 30.7% 

 

Percentage of Loan Applications Denied by Race or Ethnicity and Loan Purpose in  
Newark, DE, 2014-2017 Home Mortgage Disclosure Act Data 

Race or Ethnicity Home Purchase Refinancing Home Improvement 

White, Not Hispanic 6.1% 16.8% 28.8% 

Black, Not Hispanic 14.1% 34.6% 44.4% 

Asian, Not Hispanic 8.2% 23.6% 26.6% 

Hispanic/Latino 14.9% 17.8% 50% 

 

Percentage of Originated Loans That Were High-Cost by Race or Ethnicity in Newark, DE, 2014-2017 
Home Mortgage Disclosure Act Data 

Race or Ethnicity Number of Loans 
Originated 

Percentage High-Cost 

White, Not Hispanic 2.283 4.4% 

Black, Not Hispanic 256 14% 

Asian, Not Hispanic 256 0.7% 

Hispanic/Latino 125 16.8% 

 



106 
 

Location and type of affordable housing 

The location and type of affordable housing is a significant contributing factor to segregation. 
The location of affordable housing may contribute to patterns of racial and socioeconomic 
concentration, especially when such housing is not distributed in a balanced manner throughout a 
jurisdiction or region. The type of affordable housing – for example, the income levels for which 
the housing is affordable, or whether the housing is designated for seniors, those with 
disabilities, or families (including multi-bedroom apartments) – may also affect access to 
housing, and the housing choices available to protected class groups in particular areas. For any 
given community or region, the availability and distribution of affordable housing are factors that 
are created cumulatively over time: that is, they reflect both past siting policies and practices and 
those of the present day. For this reason, in order to most effectively expand choice and address 
segregation, it is especially important that current and future siting policies be designed to 
proactively promote better locational balance, so as to overcome the ongoing effects of past 
siting decisions. It is also important to attend to whether policies intended to create locational 
balance and expand opportunity (such as Qualified Allocation Plan incentives for building in 
Opportunity Areas) are doing so for housing that may be more challenging to site - for example, 
for families with children. In addition, the location and type of affordable housing is closely tied 
to related contributing factors discussed elsewhere – such as zoning, community opposition, site 
selection policies for publicly-supporting housing, and others. 
  
Although it is not possible to precisely map the location of accessible housing, it tends to exist 
where there are concentrations of new, multifamily housing and where there are concentrations 
of publicly supported housing. These two dimensions cut in somewhat contradictory directions. 
The American Community Survey does not facilitate the disaggregation of housing units by units 
in structure and year structure built together but does allow a look at those two data points 
separately. As map X shows, denser housing tends to be clustered in parts of New Castle County, 
especially around Newark and Wilmington. Multifamily housing also appears present in Dover 
and in shore communities in Sussex County. There are concentrations of newer housing 
throughout the state, although less so in Wilmington and surrounding tracts.  
  
With regard to publicly supported housing, in Delaware as a whole, public housing most 
frequently is concentrated in neighborhoods with higher concentrations of black residents. Other 
types of publicly supported housing have more variable locational patterns at the statewide level, 
but show segregated clustering in particular areas. For example, in Wilmington (which is located 
within New Castle County, but administers its public housing separately), a significant majority 
of publicly-supported housing developments and units are located in heavily Black areas. About 
37 percent of public housing statewide is located in R/ECAPs. More broadly, there is an overall 
lack of sufficient affordable housing within Delaware, with 46,523 households in the state 
(including 24,904 family households) experiencing severe housing cost burden. These data 
reflect a need to expand the supply of low-cost housing (through both private and public sector 
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strategies), but also to ensure locational balance in such housing options. In addition, it indicates 
that families in publicly supported housing within Wilmington tend to lack affordable housing 
choices across a range of locations, in particular outside areas of racial concentration.  
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Loss of affordable housing 

Loss of affordable housing contributes to segregation and the creation of R/ECAPs. In addition, 
loss of affordable housing negatively affects access to opportunity and disproportionate housing 
needs. According to Housing Alliance Delaware, affordability restrictions will expire within the 
next five years for over 60% of publicly supported rental units.23 The most recent Delaware 
Housing Needs Assessment also noted that a large number of subsidized units in the state are at 
risk of being lost due to age, limited funding for repairs, and market pressure in high demand 
areas.24 Many renters already experience challenges in finding affordable units. As of 2018, 
Delaware has fewer affordable rentals for extremely low-income individuals (who account for 
25% of renters) than the national average, ranking as the 15th most expensive state for renters.25 
Kent County has the highest number of affordable units while New Castle County has the least.26 

                                                           
23 The State of Housing & Homelessness in The First State. 
24 Delaware Housing Needs Assessment.  
25 Id.  
26 Id.  
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According to the National Low-Income Housing Coalition, there is a shortage of 17,114 units for 
extremely low-income renters.27  

When low-income people are unable to afford housing, they are limited in where they are able to 
live, entrenching patterns of segregation and R/ECAP formation. When low-income renters are 
cost-burdened, families are prevented from spending money on other needs such as food, 
transportation, and healthcare. Additionally, low-income renters are more likely to live in 
substandard housing conditions if they are unable to access affordable housing.  

Occupancy Codes and Restrictions 

Occupancy codes and restrictions are a contributing factor to segregation. Delaware State Code 
allows for its individual counties throughout the state to adopt their own building, plumbing, 
electrical, and other similar codes. 28 There is, however, a statewide housing code that defines a 
family as “an individual or married couple and the children thereof with not more than 2 other 
persons, living together as a single housekeeping unit in a dwelling unit.”29 This definition is 
extremely restrictive, as it limits the number of unmarried persons who can live together in a 
unit. It has the potential to restrict even small group homes and shared living arrangements for 
persons with disabilities. It could also potentially restrict extended family members from caring 
for children not born of an individual or married couple living in the dwelling unit. There are no 
statewide restrictions regarding where voucher holders can or cannot live. 

New Castle County 

New Castle County adopted the International Building Code with the exception of the portion 
related to the International Fire Code. 30 The County has also adopted the International 
Residential Code.31 The Code of Ordinances does not define a family but the county is covered 
by the definition in the statewide code. There are no restrictions regarding where voucher holders 
can or cannot live. 

Kent County 

The Kent County Code uses the same definition of a family as the statewide code.32 There are no 
restrictions regarding where voucher holders can or cannot live. 

Sussex County 

The Kent County Code uses the same definition of a family as the statewide code.33 There are no 
restrictions regarding where voucher holders can or cannot live. 

 

                                                           
27 National Low-Income Housing Coalition, “2019 Delaware Housing Profile,” (2019).  
28 16 Del. C. 1953, § 7601. 
29 65 Del. Laws, c. 153 §4106 (a) (14).  
30 New Castle County Code of Ordinances, §6.04.001, 6.04.001. 
31 New Castle County Code of Ordinances, §6.05.001 
32 Kent County Code, §143-6 
33 Sussex County Code, §71-6B (14) 

https://nlihc.org/sites/default/files/SHP_DE.pdf
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Wilmington 

There are no restrictions regarding where voucher holders can or cannot live, but all of the public 
housing in Wilmington is located within the same zoning district of the city. See Contributing 
Factor Land Use and Zoning Laws for more information. 

Newark 

Newark’s Municipal Code does not define a family, but the city is covered by the definition in 
the statewide code. There are no restrictions on where voucher holders can live. 

Dover 

Dover’s Municipal Code does not define a family, but the city is covered by the definition in the 
statewide code. There are no restrictions on where voucher holders can live. 

Private discrimination  

Private discrimination is a significant contributing factor to segregation. Despite several 
statewide governmental and nonprofit fair housing enforcement agencies, private discrimination 
runs rampant throughout the entire state. Whether through lack of organizational capacity or lack 
of complaints, the state investigative and enforcement bodies are not adequately addressing the 
problem. Nonprofit enforcement is limited by funding and staffing limitations. It is also difficult 
to ascertain the full scope of even reported private discrimination, as the Division of Human 
Relations does not publish these numbers and often requires records requests for anyone to 
receive them.  

Statewide 

Though each city and county face unique challenges, the community engagement process 
revealed many types of private discrimination that occur statewide. One example is that of 
nuisance or crime free ordinances. The ordinances attach eviction consequences to either an 
“excessive” number of calls for law enforcement services or a determination of criminal activity 
based on an extremely low/non-existent burden of proof. Nuisance and crime-free ordinances 
have a disparate impact on anyone who relies heavily on law enforcement responses, such as 
survivors of domestic violence, and those with mental or physical disabilities that require 
frequent emergency hospitalization. In addition, given that communities of color are more likely 
to be stopped, arrested, cited, and convicted of crimes, they are more likely to face displacement 
at the hands of a nuisance or crime-free ordinance. These ordinances encourage private 
discrimination as landlords often attempt to evict or push out tenants to avoid citations or other 
civil penalties. 

As the only statewide agency tasked with investigation of fair housing violations, the Division of 
Human Relations offers data with significant insight into private discrimination in housing. Case 
record data from the last two and a half years reveals 154 housing complaints reported to the 
DHR. Of those complaints, the vast majority alleged discrimination on the basis of race or color. 
The second and third most allegations were discrimination on the basis of disability and 
marriage/family status. Several complaints alleged discrimination based on multiple grounds.  
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Philadelphia 

Private discrimination is still very prevalent in Philadelphia despite numerous state and city civil 
rights laws. Though protected under Philadelphia law, source of income discrimination is 
rampant in the city. A recent study conducted by the Urban Institute conducted 422 “voucher 
acceptance tests” to unpack the experiences of voucher holders throughout the city as they tried 
to obtain rental housing. The study revealed that 67% of landlords refused to accept vouchers, 
and an additional 10% placed rental term restrictions or conditions on those with vouchers.34 
Even more distressing, Philadelphia had the highest differential between high-poverty and low-
poverty areas when it came to voucher acceptance. In high-poverty areas, 83% of landlords 
refused to accept housing vouchers, a 27% higher rate than in low poverty areas.35 

New Castle County 

Meetings with New Castle County stakeholders revealed a significant problem with criminal 
background screenings. Landlords are either not aware or refuse to follow the HUD Guidance on 
Criminal History Screenings and continue to refuse rental housing to prospective tenants based 
on 50-year criminal background checks. In addition, given the small town nature of Wilmington 
and New Castle County, several stakeholders felt that many clients they serve failed to speak out 
against landlords or developers for fear of blackballing and retaliation. Lastly, as many 
application processes take place almost exclusively online, this has posed significant challenges 
for those using subsidized housing vouchers. Even with help from a housing counselor, these 
forms can be very difficult or even impossible to fill out. 

Kent County 

Though surely occurring statewide, stakeholders in Kent County were especially concerned 
about the shortage of affordable housing that is fueling discrimination. Because there are more 
prospective tenants than available housing, landlords can afford to be choosy when it comes to 
selecting tenants. Those that have salaried jobs, meet strict credit requirements, and can pay high 
application fees are chosen at higher rates. Typically, this means those with large families, low-
income people of color, people with criminal histories, and people using housing choice 
vouchers are often not selected.  

Sussex County 

Discrimination in Sussex County is quite prevalent. Elected officials fuel “Not In My Back 
Yard” sentiments with comments such as “Section 8 recipients don’t want to work,” and “they 
are drug dealers.” Further, those who use subsidized housing are being pushed out as landlords 
refuse to renew leases for those using vouchers. The prevalence of seasonal and farming jobs 
corresponds with undocumented populations in the area. These populations often live in 
substandard housing with landlords who constantly threaten them with immigration reporting or 
eviction if they complain about conditions or discrimination. 

  

                                                           
34 
https://www.urban.org/sites/default/files/do_landlords_accept_housing_choice_vouchers_philadephia.pdf 
35 Id.  

https://www.urban.org/sites/default/files/do_landlords_accept_housing_choice_vouchers_philadephia.pdf
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Wilmington 

In the last year, the Delaware Division of Human Relations received eight complaints originating 
from Wilmington. The majority alleged discrimination based on race or disability. The city of 
Wilmington also has a nuisance ordinance.  

Newark 

In Newark, the high population of students from the University of Delaware creates incentives 
for landlords to push out or refuse to rent to low-income tenants in order to secure more lucrative 
student tenants. Newark also has a nuisance ordinance. 

Dover 

The city of Dover has a crime-free housing ordinance.  

Source of Income Discrimination  

Source of Income discrimination is a highly significant contributing factor to segregation, 
R/ECAPs, and issues in publicly supported housing. Stakeholders report that discrimination 
against voucher holders as well as individuals with Social Security income is a pervasive 
problem. In 2016, the Delaware Fair Housing Act was amended to prohibit discrimination on the 
basis of source of income.36 However, the law has a major exception specifically excluding 
Housing Choice Voucher holders from protection.37 The law currently provides: “A landlord is 
not required to participate in any government sponsored rental assistance program, voucher, or 
certificate system. A landlord's non-participation in any government sponsored rental assistance 
program, voucher, or certificate system may not serve as the basis for any administrative or 
judicial proceeding under this chapter.” 

Without protection, renters who rely on HCV assistance face constrained housing options and 
encounter greater difficulty accessing housing at all. The Act also allows sellers and landlords to 
consider the sufficiency or sustainability of income and credit ratings as long as it is done in a 
commercially reasonable manner and without regard to source of income. This exception can 
also constrain housing choice.  

The City of Wilmington does offer more protection than the state as its fair housing ordinance 
bars discrimination against welfare recipients or those who are dependent upon fixed incomes, 
with fixed income defined as unearned income, including social security benefits and any other 
income not obtained by gainful employment.38   

  

                                                           
36 “Changes to Delaware Fair Housing Law,” (2016). 
37 DEL. CODE ANN. tit. 6, §4607(j) http://delcode.delaware.gov/title6/c046/  
38 Wilmington, Delaware Code of Ordinances, “Article III: Fair Housing.”  

https://www.rlf.com/Publications/6579
http://delcode.delaware.gov/title6/c046/
https://library.municode.com/de/wilmington/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=PTIIWICO_CH35HURI_ARTIIIFAHO
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ii. Racially or Ethnically Concentrated Areas of Poverty (R/ECAPs) 

R/ECAPs are geographic areas with significant concentrations of poverty and minority 
populations. HUD has developed a census-tract based definition of R/ECAPs. In terms of racial 
or ethnic concentration, R/ECAPs are areas with a non-White population of 50 percent or more. 
With regards to poverty, R/ECAPs are census tracts in which 40 percent or more of individuals 
are living at or below the poverty limit or that have a poverty rate three times the average poverty 
rate for the metropolitan area, whichever threshold is lower.  
 
Where one lives has a substantial effect on mental and physical health, education, crime levels, 
and economic opportunity. Urban areas that are more residentially segregated by race and 
income tend to have lower levels of upward economic mobility than other areas. Research has 
found that racial inequality is thus amplified by residential segregation. Concentrated poverty is 
also associated with higher crime rates and worse health outcomes. However, these areas may 
also offer some opportunities as well. Individuals may actively choose to settle in neighborhoods 
containing R/ECAPs due to proximity to job centers and access to public services. Ethnic 
enclaves in particular may help immigrants build a sense of community and adapt to life in the 
U.S. The businesses, social networks, and institutions in ethnic enclaves may help immigrants 
preserve their cultural identities while providing a variety of services that allow them to establish 
themselves in their new homes. Overall, identifying R/ECAPs is important in order to better 
understand entrenched patterns of segregation and poverty.  
 
Identify any R/ECAPs or groupings of R/ECAP tracts within the jurisdiction and Region. 
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Map 1: R/ECAPs, Wilmington, DE
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Map 2: R/ECAPs, Dover

 

Within the state of Delaware there are four R/ECAPs in Wilmington and one R/ECAP in Dover.  

There are two sets of R/ECAPs in downtown Wilmington, with two adjacent R/ECAPs in each 
set. The western set is bounded by N Broom Street to the west, W 6th Street to the north, 
Lancaster Avenue to the south, and N Tatnall Street to the east. The two tracts are divided by I-
95. The eastern set is near the Christina River, with more irregular shapes. The southernmost of 
the two is bounded by the Christina River to the south, east, and north, and the northern 
boundary continues along E 9th Street, as the western boundary runs along N Walnut Street. The 
northern tract is bounded by the Christina River to the south, and by Northeast Boulevard to the 
west. On the eastern side, it roughly aligns with the Amtrak and National Railroad Passenger 
Corp. railroad tracks. Along the northern boundary, as Governor Printz Boulevard joins 
Northeast Boulevard, the boundary cuts across, then shifts northeast to encompass Downing 
Drive, before shifting southwest again, then cutting across to meet the Amtrak railroad tracks.  

The R/ECAP in downtown Dover straddles the St. Jones River. It is bounded by E/W Division 
Street to the north, S Dupont Highway to the east, and S Governors Avenue to the west.  

Describe and identify the predominant protected classes residing in R/ECAPs in the jurisdiction 
and Region. How do these demographics of the R/ECAPs compare with the demographics of the 
jurisdiction and Region? 
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Table 1: R/ECAPs Demographics  

 Wilmington Census Tracts 
 Census Tract 21 Census Tract 22 Census Tract 29 Census Tract 30.02 
 # % # % # % # % 

R/ECAP Race/Ethnicity 
Total Population 
in R/ECAPs 1,968  2,527  3,587  3,453  
White, Non-
Hispanic 57 2.90% 127 5.03% 148 4.13% 568 16.45% 
Black, Non-
Hispanic 1,621 82.37% 1,146 45.35% 3,326 92.72% 2,581 74.75% 
Hispanic 211 10.72% 1,169 46.26% 39 1.09% 254 7.36% 
Asian or Pacific 
Islander, Non-
Hispanic 29 1.47% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 4 0.12% 
Native 
American, Non-
Hispanic 0 0.00% 32 1.27% 2 0.06% 10 0.29% 
R/ECAP Family Type 
Total Families in 
R/ECAPs 408  492  687  407  
Families with 
children 255 62.50% 274 55.69% 437 63.61% 239 58.70% 
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Wilmington Census Tracts 
Census Tract 21 Census Tract 22 Census Tract 29 Census Tract 30.02 

Country 
of Origin 
1-10 # %  # %  # %  # % 
Dominican 
Republic 38 1.93% Mexico 

23
7 

9.38
% Kenya 76 

2.12
% Jamaica 39 1.13% 

India 32 1.63% 

Dominic
an 
Republi
c 81 

3.21
% 

Jamai
ca 44 

1.23
% Mexico 34 0.98% 

Korea 23 1.17% 
Guatem
ala 20 

0.79
% 

Nigeri
a 15 

0.42
% Canada 15 0.43% 

Other 
Caribbean 15 0.76% 

Colombi
a 14 

0.55
%    Germany 11 0.32% 

El 
Salvador 10 0.51% Cuba 13 

0.51
%    Liberia 6 0.17% 

Ireland 9 0.46% Haiti 11 
0.44

%    Korea 4 0.12% 

Africa, 
n.e.c. 6 0.30% 

El 
Salvado
r 11 

0.44
%    

Philippin
es 4 0.12% 

Japan 6 0.30% Yemen 8 
0.32

%    Ghana 4 0.12%  

Jamaica 5 0.25%       
Africa, 
n.e.c. 4 

0.001
% 

Chile 3 0.15%          
 

Dover Census Tract 
 Census Tract 413 Census Tract 413 
 # % Top Countries of Origin 1-4 # % 

R/ECAP Race/Ethnicity   Philippines 40 1.76% 
Total Population in 
R/ECAPs 2,273  Haiti 39 1.72% 
White, Non-Hispanic 952 41.88% England 6 0.26% 
Black, Non-Hispanic 1041 45.80% Jamaica 1 0.04% 
Hispanic 142 6.25%    
Asian or Pacific Islander, 
Non-Hispanic 40 1.76%    
Native American, Non-
Hispanic 24 1.06%    
R/ECAP Family Type      
Total Families in R/ECAPs 544     
Families with children 312 57.35%    
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Black residents make up a disproportionate percentage of residents who reside in R/ECAPs 
compared to the state as a whole. As an average across all five R/ECAPs, versus the population 
of the whole state, there is an almost inverse relationship between the overall percentage of 
Black and White residents in the state and in R/ECAPs. In the state, White residents make up 
63.04%, and Black residents make up 21.34%. The average R/ECAP population is 13.41% 
White and 70.36% Black. However, on a more granular level these patterns are less stark. The 
demographics of the solitary Dover R/ECAP closely mirror the demographics of the city at large. 
Of the four R/ECAPs in Wilmington, one R/ECAP actually falls below the city’s average Black 
population, but it has a corresponding surge in Hispanic population (46% versus 11% citywide). 
This is also the R/ECAP with the most significant foreign-born population, with 9.38% of the 
population of Mexican origin. That same R/ECAP also has a Native American population more 
than seven times the citywide average. The remaining tracts far exceed the average Black 
population, at 82%, 93%, and 75%, respectively.  

In terms of national origin, there are not many clear patterns of foreign-born resident 
concentration across the five R/ECAPs. Two of the state’s top countries of national origin, China 
(excluding Hong Kong and Taiwan) and Pakistan, do not appear in the top ten national origin 
lists for any individual R/ECAP. Other top countries of national origin, such as India, the 
Philippines, Haiti, and Jamaica, maintain similar numbers to the state’s average across the 
R/ECAPs in which they appear. Residents originally from the Dominican Republic appear in two 
of the Wilmington R/ECAPs as the first and second highest countries of national origin, 
respectively, without breaking the state’s top ten list. In the sole Dover R/ECAP, residents from 
the Philippines and Haiti are notable for each being concentrated at roughly six times as high as 
the state average. Across two Wilmington R/ECAPs, Jamaican residents are concentrated at 
nearly five times the rate statewide. Koreans appear at nearly six times the statewide rate in a 
Wilmington R/ECAP. In the final Wilmington R/ECAP, Haitians and Guatemalans are 
concentrated at nearly double their statewide rate, and Mexican residents are five times more 
likely to reside in that R/ECAP than they are to reside statewide.  

Describe how R/ECAPs have changed over time in the jurisdiction and the Region (since 1990). 
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Map 3: R/ECAPs 1990, Wilmington  
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Map 4: R/ECAPs 2000, Wilmington 
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Map 5: R/ECAPs 2010, Wilmington 

 

 

The location of R/ECAPS has seen some variation across the last three decades, with the most 
notable variation in Wilmington. Although there is currently one R/ECAP located in downtown 
Dover, that R/ECAP did not exist during the 1990, 2000, or 2010 Census.   

The amount of R/ECAPs in Wilmington has been uneven, starting out in 1990 with only three, 
rising to six in 2010, and falling back down to the four maintained today. In 2010, Wilmington 
had the four current R/ECAPs that have been described previously, as well as two others, each 
adjacent to the two current groupings. In the eastern group, the adjacent R/ECAP is also 
bordered by the Christina River to the north. E 9th Street forms the southern boundary, and along 
the western side it follows N Walnut Street, cuts across E 13th Street, then N King Street. In the 
western group, the R/ECAP is bounded by W 6th Street to the south, Highway 95 to the west, and 
Delaware Avenue to the north. The eastern boundary follows N Jefferson Street, cuts east along 
W 9th Street, then cuts south along N West Street, before cutting east again on W 7th Street and 
following N Tatnall Street to the southern boundary.  

In 2000, Wilmington maintained the two R/ECAPs along the Christina River that it displays 
today, as well as the westernmost of the two present day R/ECAPs on the west side of the city. It 
also had one R/ECAP south of Christina River which appears in both the 2000 and 1990 Census 
data.  The north, west, and eastern boundaries of this R/ECAP are made up entirely of the 
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Christina and Delaware Rivers. The southern boundary roughly follows Terminal Avenue, as 
well as the railroad tracks.  

In 1990, Wilmington had only three R/ECAPs – the two easternmost R/ECAPs identified in the 
present day analysis, as well as the adjacent R/ECAP to the south of the Christina River 
identified in the 2000 Census.  

Additional Information 

a. Beyond the HUD-provided data, provide additional relevant information, if 
any, about R/ECAPs in the jurisdiction and Region affecting groups with other 
protected characteristics. 

b. The program participant may also describe other information relevant to its 
assessment of R/ECAPs, including activities such as place-based investments 
and mobility options for protected class groups. 

Some efforts have been made to revitalize the city of Wilmington. One effort in the 
city’s Riverside neighborhood, at the northeast corner of the city, includes a locally 
funded redevelopment plan that would create mixed-income housing and further 
investment in public schools and health services. The plan anticipates $100 million in 
investments over the course of the project. Leaders are building support from residents 
of the area, by involving them directly in the process.  

Further south, in 2008, the Eastside neighborhood was designated a Blueprint 
Community by the Federal Home Loan Bank of Pittsburgh, giving it access to capacity-
building services and a revitalization plan. Community leaders are working with a 
variety of organizations to bring developers to the neighborhood, improve upon existing 
buildings and establish new buildings with multiple purposes. While these projects have 
external support, it is important to note that primary direction comes from community 
leaders and residents themselves. Similar programs were started later in Northeast 
Wilmington and Washington Heights.  
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Contributing Factors of R/ECAPs 
 
Consider the listed factors and any other factors affecting the jurisdiction and Region.  
Identify factors that significantly create, contribute to, perpetuate, or increase the severity of 
R/ECAPs.  

Community opposition 

Community opposition is discussed in greater detail in the Segregation section. Community 
opposition is not a significant contributing factor to R/ECAPs. 

Deteriorated and abandoned properties 

Deteriorated properties are a contributing factor to the creation of R/ECAPs within the state of 
Delaware, primarily in Wilmington. In Wilmington, blight has become a central focus of local 
governance, with various plans proposed to encourage redevelopment and reduce blight.39 
Eastern Wilmington faces problems with deteriorated properties, and is the focus for renewed 
efforts towards rebuilding and revitalization. In Delaware in general, there are also issues with 
deteriorated properties in rural Sussex and Kent Counties. This is especially seen in communities 
with manufactured homes that have unaddressed infrastructure problems. The state estimates that 
as of 2014, there are 44 developments and 3,317 units of subsidized housing over 25 years old 
that have not had substantial rehabilitation.40  

Displacement of residents due to economic pressures 

Displacement of residents due to economic pressures is discussed in greater detail in the 
Segregation section. Displacement due to economic pressures is not a major contributing 
factor to R/ECAPs. 
 
Lack of community revitalization strategies 

Lack of community revitalization strategies is discussed in more detail in the Segregation section. 
Lack of community revitalization strategies is not a significant contributing factor to R/ECAPs.   

Lack of local or regional cooperation  

Lack of local or regional cooperation is discussed in more detail in the Segregation section. Lack 
of local or regional cooperation is not a significant contributing factor to R/ECAPs. 

Lack of private investments in specific neighborhoods 

Lack of private investments in specific neighborhoods is discussed in greater detail in the 
Segregation section. It is a significant contributing factor to R/ECAPs. 

                                                           
39 https://www.delawareonline.com/story/opinion/editorials/2018/10/10/wilmington-council-should-
approve-mayors-anti-blight-plan/1589892002/  
40 http://destatehousing.com/FormsAndInformation/Publications/2014_housing_needs_full.pdf  

https://www.delawareonline.com/story/opinion/editorials/2018/10/10/wilmington-council-should-approve-mayors-anti-blight-plan/1589892002/
https://www.delawareonline.com/story/opinion/editorials/2018/10/10/wilmington-council-should-approve-mayors-anti-blight-plan/1589892002/
http://destatehousing.com/FormsAndInformation/Publications/2014_housing_needs_full.pdf
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Lack of public investments in specific neighborhoods, including services or amenities 

Lack of public investments is discussed in greater detail in the Segregation section. Due to the 
extensive revitalization projects aimed at the R/ECAP neighborhoods in Wilmington, public 
investment in specific neighborhoods is already underway. It is not a significant contributing 
factor to R/ECAPs. 

Land use and zoning laws 

Land use and zoning are discussed in more detail in the Segregation section. It is a significant 
contributing factor to R/ECAPs. 

Location and type of affordable housing 

Location and type of affordable housing is discussed in more detail in the Segregation section. 
Location and type of affordable housing is a major contributing factor to R/ECAPs. 

Loss of Affordable Housing  

Loss of affordable housing is discussed in more detail in the Segregation section. It is not a 
contributing factor to R/ECAPs. 

Occupancy codes and restrictions 

Occupancy codes and restrictions are discussed in more detail in the Segregation section. It is a 
significant contributing factor to R/ECAPs. 

Private discrimination  

Private discrimination is discussed in greater detail in the Segregation section. Private 
discrimination is a significant contributing factor to R/ECAPs.  

Source of income discrimination 

Source of income discrimination is discussed in greater detail in the Segregation section. Source 
of income discrimination is not a major contributing factor to R/ECAPs.  

Other 

N/A 
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i. Disparities in Access to Opportunity 

 a. Education 

Note on Access to Educational Opportunity Analysis: Although schools in Delaware are 
organized by school district, the HUD AFFH tables provide data on access to proficient schools 
based on geographic areas.  This approach (summarized below) is helpful in helping housing 
planners coordinate with school district planners, but should also be supplemented by reviewing 
school district trends – which are discussed in the next section.  

The HUD data on access to proficient schools is generally based on geographic proximity to the 
school, with additional specificity where HUD data includes school district boundaries and/or 
school assignment zones.  In Delaware, it is also necessary to add the caveat that the “Delaware 
School Choice Program” permits parents to apply to attend any school in the state, both within 
their district, and across school district lines, subject to space availability, and in some cases, 
admissions requirements.  However, the vast majority of public school students (68%) attend 
their local attendance zone school, only 12% transfer within district, and only 4% participate in 
cross-district transfers (plus 11% of all students attend public charter schools).41  For these 
reasons, the HUD data is a reasonable analysis of access to proficient schools, even though it 
may not be as accurate as it is in states with a more traditional school assignment process.  The 
most significant exception to this overall trend is in the greater Wilmington area, where a larger 
number of students in the Red Clay (23%) and Christina (38%) districts transfer out of district – 
to either charters, traditional districts, or magnet schools. 

 
i. For the protected class groups HUD has provided data, describe any disparities in 

access to proficient schools in the jurisdiction and region.  
      
 
 
  

                                                           
41 Delaware Public Education at a Glance, Rodel Foundation of Delaware; see exhibits in Appendix. 
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Delaware (State) 
 
Table 1 – School Proficiency Index by Race/Ethnicity, Delaware 

Delaware Entitlement Areas (State Entitlement 
Areas) 

School Proficiency Index 

Total Population    
White, Non-Hispanic 50.51 
Black, Non-Hispanic 35.96 
Hispanic 38.42 
Asian or Pacific Islander, Non-Hispanic 57.07 
Native American, Non-Hispanic 42.14 
Population below federal poverty line   
White, Non-Hispanic 47.00 
Black, Non-Hispanic 31.96 
Hispanic 37.04 
Asian or Pacific Islander, Non-Hispanic 63.79 
Native American, Non-Hispanic 48.50 
Delaware Non-Entitlement Areas (State Non-
Entitlement Areas) 

School Proficiency Index 

Total Population   
White, Non-Hispanic 63.37 
Black, Non-Hispanic 55.45 
Hispanic 56.85 
Asian or Pacific Islander, Non-Hispanic 62.35 
Native American, Non-Hispanic 64.59 
Population below federal poverty line   
White, Non-Hispanic 63.32 
Black, Non-Hispanic 49.41 
Hispanic 55.63 
Asian or Pacific Islander, Non-Hispanic 61.22 
Native American, Non-Hispanic 60.19 

 
In Delaware, disparities in access to proficient schools persist at the state-level. Statewide, non-
Hispanic Blacks tend to have the lowest access to proficient schools with a school proficiency 
score of roughly 41 (see table 1). Meanwhile, Hispanics experience only slightly higher access. 
In comparison, non-Hispanic Asian or Pacific Islanders have the greatest access to higher-
performing schools with a school proficiency score of approximately 58, followed closely behind 
by non-Hispanic whites and non-Hispanic Native Americans. 
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Philadelphia-Camden-Wilmington, PA-NJ-DE-MD Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA) 
 
Table 2 – School Proficiency Index by Race, Philadelphia Region 
 
 (Philadelphia-Camden-Wilmington, PA-NJ-
DE-MD) Region 

  

Total Population   

White, Non-Hispanic 59.13 

Black, Non-Hispanic  22.28 

Hispanic 29.99 

Asian or Pacific Islander, Non-Hispanic 50.65 

Native American, Non-Hispanic 36.94 

Population below federal poverty line   

White, Non-Hispanic 46.10 

Black, Non-Hispanic  14.50 

Hispanic 19.53 

Asian or Pacific Islander, Non-Hispanic 30.43 

Native American, Non-Hispanic 29.44 

 
 
The disparities in access to proficient schools in the Philadelphia MSA region across racial and 
ethnic groups are profound. The elementary schools to which non-Hispanic Blacks have access 
are much lower performing than those of their White and non-Hispanic Asian peers. While the 
schools to which non-Hispanic Black and Hispanic students have access score in at 22 and 30 
respectively, schools attended by non-Hispanic whites and non-Hispanic Asians score much 
higher at 59 and 51 (see Table 2). Though to a lesser degree than their non-Hispanic Black and 
Hispanic peers, Native students in the region also experience low access to proficient schools. 
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New Castle County (outside of Wilmington) 
 
Table 3- School Proficiency Index by Race/Ethnicity, New Castle County 

(New Castle County, DE CDBG, HOME, ESG) 
Jurisdiction 

School  
Proficiency  
Index 

Total Population    

White, Non-Hispanic 52.65 

Black, Non-Hispanic  41.68 

Hispanic 37.72 

Asian or Pacific Islander, Non-Hispanic 58.76 

Native American, Non-Hispanic 46.36 

Population below federal poverty line   

White, Non-Hispanic 50.68 

Black, Non-Hispanic  38.91 

Hispanic 32.49 

Asian or Pacific Islander, Non-Hispanic 65.61 

Native American, Non-Hispanic 48.79 

 
 
In New Castle County, there is considerable divergence across racial and ethnic groups in 
neighborhood access to high-performing elementary schools. The elementary schools to which 
Hispanics and non-Hispanic Blacks have access are lower performing than those of all other 
racial groups. By contrast, schools attended by non-Hispanic Asian or Pacific Islanders are the 
highest-performing, followed closely those attended by non-Hispanic whites. In New Castle 
County, the values of school proficiency scores across racial and ethnic groups range from the 
high 30s to the high 50s (see Table 3). Similar patterns of unequal access are evident at the state 
level (see analysis for Delaware State below). 
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Kent County 
 
Table 4 – School Proficiency Index, by Race/Ethnicity, Kent County 

Kent County, DE  

Total Population School Proficiency Index 

White 60.66 

Black 52.81 

Hispanic 54.58 

Asian or Pacific Islander 56.39 

Native American 61.43 

Population Below Poverty Line  

White 61.91 

Black 45.23 

Hispanic 47.22 

Asian or Pacific Islander 50.39 

Native American 49.94 

 
 
In Kent County (see Table 4), the schools to which non-Hispanic Blacks have access are lower 
performing (53) than those attended by non-Hispanic Native Americans and non-Hispanic whites 
(61). Non-Hispanic Asian or Pacific Islanders and Hispanics attend schools with proficiency 
rates that fallen between this range. The school proficiency score values in Kent County overall 
are slightly higher than those at the state level. 
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Sussex County 
      

Sussex County, DE  

Total Population  

White 60.39 

Black 44.98 

Hispanic 53.40 

Asian or Pacific Islander 58.91 

Native American 61.03 

Population Below Poverty Line  

White 59.90 

Black 42.83 

Hispanic 51.39 

Asian or Pacific Islander 75.85 

Native American 72.66 

 
 
In Sussex County (see Table 5), schools to which non-Hispanic Blacks have access are lower 
performing than all other racial and ethnic groups. Whereas non-Hispanic Blacks in Sussex 
County have a school proficiency score of 45, Non-Hispanic Native Americans and Non-
Hispanic whites in the county have scores of roughly 60, demonstrating higher relative access to 
proficient schools. Similar results are evident at the state level. 
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City of Wilmington 
 
Table 6- School Proficiency Index by Race/Ethnicity, Wilmington 

(Wilmington, DE CDBG, HOME, ESG) 
Jurisdiction 

School  
Proficiency  

Index 

Total Population    

White, Non-Hispanic 31.23 

Black, Non-Hispanic  24.89 

Hispanic 44.17 

Asian or Pacific Islander, Non-Hispanic 29.28 

Native American, Non-Hispanic 27.42 

Population below federal poverty line   

White, Non-Hispanic 27.37 

Black, Non-Hispanic  26.00 

Hispanic 54.31 

Asian or Pacific Islander, Non-Hispanic 45.80 

Native American, Non-Hispanic 48.35 

 
 
School proficiency index scores in Wilmington all fall within a range of roughly 25 to 31 for 
each racial and ethnic group, except for Hispanics, whose accessible schools score slightly 
higher at 44 (see Table 6). Non-Hispanic white and non-Hispanic Asian students experience 
lower access to proficient schools in Wilmington than in comparison to the Philadelphia MSA 
overall. 
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City of Newark 
 
Table 7 – School Proficiency Index by Race/Ethnicity, Newark 

Newark School Proficiency Index 

Total Population  

White 72.05 

Black 73.94 

Hispanic 71.95 

Asian or Pacific Islander 76.09 

Native American 74.42 

Population Below Poverty Line  

White 69.24 

Black 76.32 

Hispanic 63.27 

Asian or Pacific Islander 81.32 

Native American 65.07 

 
 
In the city of Newark, access to high-performing elementary schools is similar across all racial 
and ethnic groups, all of whom obtain school proficiency scores in the 70s (see Table 7). Access 
to proficient schools in Newark is higher than in the Philadelphia MSA overall. Notably, there 
are not extreme disparities between racial and ethnic groups in Newark; in this way, Newark 
differs from the Philadelphia MSA region overall. At the regional Philadelphia MSA level, white 
and Asian students experience much higher proficient school access than their Black and 
Hispanic peers.  
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City of Dover 
 
Table 8- School Proficiency Index by Race/Ethnicity, Dover 

(Dover, DE CDBG) Jurisdiction School  
Proficiency  
Index 

Total Population    

White, Non-Hispanic 33.60 

Black, Non-Hispanic  33.35 

Hispanic 28.17 

Asian or Pacific Islander, Non-Hispanic 36.09 

Native American, Non-Hispanic 35.31 

Population below federal poverty line   

White, Non-Hispanic 37.86 

Black, Non-Hispanic  33.45 

Hispanic 26.89 

Asian or Pacific Islander, Non-Hispanic 37.05 

Native American, Non-Hispanic N/a 

 
 
In the city of Dover, neighborhood access to proficient schools is similar across racial/ethnic 
groups. The non-Hispanic members of each racial/ethnic group - Asian or Pacific Islanders, 
whites, Native Americans, and Blacks - experience similar levels of access to proficient 
elementary schools within the jurisdiction (see Table 8). Each of these groups experience schools 
with proficiency scores between the low- to mid- 30s. Schools attended by Hispanics are slightly 
lower-performing with a score of 28.17. Across racial and ethnic groups, levels of access to high-
performing elementary schools in the city of Dover is lower than at the regional level in Kent 
County overall. 
      

ii. For the protected class groups HUD has provided data, describe how the disparities 
in access to proficient schools relate to residential living patterns in the jurisdiction 
and region.  

 
Access to proficient schools varies widely across the state of Delaware. There is a cluster of 
neighborhoods with low access to proficient schools in the southwest corner of the state. 
Bordering these neighborhoods to the east lies a cluster of neighborhoods with notably high 
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access to proficient schools. School proficiency levels are highest in the central sections of the 
state with pockets of high scores appearing in the north as well. 
 
From the state AFFH Map, we observe the extent to which non-Hispanic Blacks are especially 
concentrated in neighborhoods across the state with low school proficiency scores, especially in 
the north and central sections of the state where there are Racially or Ethnically Concentrated 
Areas of Poverty (R/ECAPs). Hispanics appear to be concentrated - albeit in smaller densities - 
in overlapping areas with non-Hispanic Blacks where schools are lower-performing. 
 
Proficient schools are highly varied across the region and across racial/ethnic groups. Areas in 
the north of the region have high access to proficient schools, while neighborhoods in the center 
of the region - especially those around the dividing river - have very low access to proficient 
schools. Non-Hispanic Blacks appear to be clustered in these neighborhoods with the lowest 
performing schools. Non-Hispanic Whites and non-Hispanic Asians appear to be spread across 
the region; however, both groups also make up the vast majority of residents in the 
neighborhoods with the highest access to quality schools. 
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Map 1: School Proficiency Index by Race/Ethnicity, New Castle County 
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Map 2: School Proficiency Index by National Origin, New Castle County 
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Map 3: School Proficiency Index by Family Status, New Castle County, DE 

 
 
Access to proficient schools varies across New Castle County. Schools are higher-performing 
along the western boundary of the county as well as in the southern neighborhoods around the 
Chesapeake and Delaware Canal. 
 
Overlaying race and ethnicity over school proficiency levels reveals a correspondence at the 
jurisdiction level between these factors. From Map 1, we observe the extent to which non-
Hispanic Blacks and Hispanics appear to concentrate in neighborhoods across the County with 
low school proficiency scores. Non-Hispanic Asians or Pacific Islanders and non-Hispanic 
whites appear spread across the jurisdiction in neighborhoods with low- and high-performing 
schools.  
 
The five most frequent places of birth for the foreign-born population in the jurisdiction are 
Mexico, India, China (excluding Hong Kong and Taiwan), the Philippines, and Jamaica. While 
individuals of Mexican, Philippine, and Jamaican origin appear to concentrate in neighborhoods 
with low performing schools, Indian and Chinese members of the foreign-born population reside 
across neighborhoods with both low- and high-performing schools (see map 2). 
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Map 4: School Proficiency Index by Race/Ethnicity, Kent County 
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Map 5: School Proficiency Index by National Origin, Kent County 
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Map 6: School Proficiency Index by Family Status, Kent County 

 
 
In the center of Kent County, there is a cluster of neighborhoods surrounding two R/ECAPs with 
notably low access to proficient schools. In this area, school proficiency scores range from single 
digit values to the low 30s. Non-Hispanic Blacks appear to cluster in these neighborhoods. 
Hispanics, non-Hispanic Asians and Pacific Islanders, and non-Hispanic whites also appear in 
this section of the county; nevertheless, no other group is as densely clustered in these 
neighborhoods as non-Hispanic Blacks (map 4). 
 
The rest of the county beyond this central area consists of neighborhoods with varying levels of 
access to proficient schools; while neighborhoods in the southwest obtain school proficiency 
scores in the 50s, there are certain census tracts in the northern, central, and southeastern areas 
with scores in the 90s. Non-Hispanic whites and non-Hispanic Multi-racial families are spread 
across neighborhoods with low- and high-performing schools. 
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Map 7: School Proficiency Index by Race/Ethnicity, Sussex County 
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Map 8: School Proficiency Index by Family Status, Sussex County  

 
 
Access to proficient schools varies widely in Sussex County. Neighborhoods in the western 
portion of the county have very low access to proficient schools. The school proficiency index 
scores in this area range from as low as 1 to 12. Neighborhoods in the center of the county 
experience only marginally higher access to proficient schools. Meanwhile, neighborhoods in the 
northern, eastern, and southern sections of the county have high access to proficient schools; 
many of these neighborhoods have school proficiency index scores in the high 80s and high 
90s—among the highest in the state. 
 
Overlaying race and ethnicity over the school proficiency map reveals how whites are heavily 
clustered in the highest-performing eastern neighborhoods. Hispanics appear to cluster in the 
central neighborhoods with low access to proficient schools. Non-Hispanic Blacks appear largely 
in both the central and eastern neighborhoods where schools are the lowest-performing in the 
county (map 7). 
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Map 9: School Proficiency Index by Race/Ethnicity, Wilmington 
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Map 10: School Proficiency Index by National Origin, Wilmington 
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Map 11: School Proficiency Index by Family Status, Wilmington 

 
 
 
In Wilmington, schools are lower performing in the northern and eastern neighborhoods of the 
city. School proficiency index values are higher in the western neighborhoods. Overlaying race 
and ethnicity over school proficiency levels reveals to extent to which non-Hispanic Blacks 
appear to be clustered in the neighborhoods across the city with the lowest school proficiency 
scores (Map 9). There are four R/ECAPS in the city - two of which have distinctly low access to 
proficient schools. 
 
The most frequent place of birth for the foreign-born population in Mexico. Map 10 shows that 
Mexican residents are spread across the city in various neighborhoods with low access to 
proficient schools. The four other most common places of birth for Wilmington’s foreign-born 
population are Jamaica, Colombia, Kenya and German. Individuals born in Jamaica, Colombia, 
and Kenya appear to spread across the city in areas with low access to proficient schools, 
whereas individuals born in Germany reside in the area of Wilmington with the highest access to 
proficient schools. 
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Map 12: School Proficiency Index by Race/Ethnicity, Newark 
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Map 13: School Proficiency Index by Family Status, Newark 

 
 
 
In Newark, though most census tracts have notably high performing schools, there are several 
neighborhoods within the city that maintain significantly lower performing schools. Census 
tracts on the western border of the state have among the highest access to proficient schools in 
the state with scores in the 90s. Meanwhile, neighborhoods closer to the city center score in the 
low 20s. 
 
Overlaying race and ethnicity over school proficiency levels shows how all racial and ethnic 
groups appear in neighborhoods with high and low performing schools. Even so, whites - though 
present in a variety of neighborhoods - nevertheless do appear to cluster in the high performing 
area (map 12). 
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Map 14: School Proficiency Index by Race/Ethnicity, Dover 
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Map 15: School Proficiency Index by National Origin, Dover 
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Map 16: School Proficiency Index by Family Status, Dover 

 
      
Access to proficient schools varies only slightly across the city of Dover with all school 
proficiency index values across the city falling on the lower end of the scale (mid-30s and 
below). Schools are lower performing in the central neighborhoods. Meanwhile, schools are 
slightly higher performing in the south-easternmost neighborhood. The R/ECAP in central Dover 
corresponds with an area of low-performing schools. As seen in map 14, Non-Hispanic Blacks 
appear to concentrate in neighborhoods across the city with low proficiency scores. Non-
Hispanic Whites appear spread across the city in neighborhoods with both the lowest and highest 
relative performing schools in the city. 
 
The five most frequent places of birth for the foreign-born population in the jurisdiction are 
Jamaica, the Philippines, Haiti, Mexico, and India. Individuals of these origins appear to be 
spread across the city of Dover in areas with low access to proficient schools (see map 15). 
 

iii. Informed by community participation, any consultation with other relevant government 
agencies, and the participant’s own local data and local knowledge, discuss programs, policies, 
or funding mechanisms that affect disparities in access to proficient schools.  

These policies are addressed in the accompanying Contributing Factors.  
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Contributing Factors 
 
Location of proficient schools and school assignment policies 
  
There are several common ways that the location of proficient schools and school assignment 
policies may cause or exacerbate disparities in access to opportunity. Working in combination, 
these are a significant contributing factor to segregation and disparities in access to opportunity.  
We discuss a number of these factors in this section, and recommend further investigation to 
fully assess the extent to which these issues are salient in Delaware: 
  

●  Location of schools inside a racially concentrated neighborhood, and/or drawing of 
school assignment boundaries around racially identifiable neighborhoods, will increase 
the likelihood that children in that neighborhood will attend a racially isolated school. 
 

●  Location of schools inside a high poverty neighborhood, and/or drawing of school 
assignment boundaries around high poverty neighborhoods, will increase the likelihood 
that children in that neighborhood will attend a high poverty school. 
 

●  When families reside in districts/regions with a limited number of proficient schools, 
there may not be programs and/or policies in place to facilitate increased access to 
proficient schools. 
 

● School districts with high performing schools attract higher income families, which can 
drive up housing prices, thereby excluding low, moderate and even middle income 
families. 
 

● The absence of student assignment policies that proactively facilitate access to proficient 
schools for low income children in protected classes have the effect of excluding those 
children from access to proficient schools, and depressing housing values in their 
communities. 
 

● Districtwide or interdistrict public school choice can either promote access to proficient 
schools or increase segregation across schools and districts, depending on assignment 
procedures (e.g. the use of competitive admissions policies), whether transportation is 
provided, and whether schools are marketed and open to all students on an inclusive 
basis. 
 

●  In areas of the country where metropolitan areas are divided into a large number of 
school districts, wide disparities often exist across school districts, in terms of rates of 
poverty concentration, racial-ethnic segregation, local affluence and tax base, and student 
achievement. These boundaries tend to have a powerful impact on housing prices, rates 
of income separation, and access to quality education. 
 

● Where school districts encompass a larger geographic area, either within metropolitan 
regions or in more rural areas, the disparities that emerge tend to be within school 
districts, across student assignment zones.  
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The state of Delaware contains 19 traditional school districts encompassing 228 schools, 6 
regional vocational-technical high schools, and 24 charter schools42 
  
Significant changes in school enrollment by race and income level within school districts can 
have significant housing market impacts, affecting perceived school quality, and influencing 
home-buying decisions and prices, and exacerbating income segregation across district lines.  As 
the enrollment tables in the Appendix illustrate43, between 1997-2019, Delaware public schools 
have seen an enrollment decline for white students of approximately 10,000 students, offset by a 
slight increase in African American enrollment (~7,000) and a sharp increase in Latino 
enrollment (~20,000)44. But these trends are not distributed equally across districts, with much of 
the interdistrict volatility occurring in New Castle County.  For example, the Christina and 
Colonial school districts have experienced substantial declines in white enrollment of roughly 
65% and 50% respectively between 1997-2019.  African American enrollment has increased 
significantly in the Appoquinimink district, and Latino enrollment has increased significantly 
across the state – and particularly in the Indian River, Woodbridge, and Red Clay districts45. 
  
In metropolitan Wilmington, the growth in the number of suburban students has outpaced that of 
urban students, and racial separation in the schools has increased, in spite of the configuration of 
the city’s four school districts, which serve both the city and suburbs (Colonial, Christina, Red 
Clay, and Brandywine)46.  According to a 2014 report by the Civil Rights Project, between 1989 
and 2011, white student enrollment in schools within the city limits of Wilmington fell almost 47 
percentage points from 64.5% to 18.6% and in suburban schools, white students made up the 
largest share of enrollment at 45.1% - meanwhile, black student enrollment increased 35 
percentage points from 28.3% to 63.6%47. In 1989, public school students in the city of 
Wilmington were predominantly white; however, by 2011, the majority had shifted toward black 
students48 (this trend is exacerbated by the high rate of private school attendance for Wilmington 
resident children).  Additionally, Latino students represented 14% of students in the city, 
growing 219% over twenty years49. 
  
The increasing racial and economic isolation of students in the Wilmington area is likely due to a 
combination of factors, including drawing of school attendance zones to perpetuate patterns of 
neighborhood housing segregation; abandonment of efforts to integrate students across schools 
in diverse districts (and lack of student transportation); and the absence of significant efforts to 
locate affordable housing near the highest performing schools.  The degree of segregation in the 
                                                           
42 See http://www.rodelfoundationde.org/ataglance/ 
43 See Appendix here for graphs of individual district enrollment trends 
44 See Appendix 
45 See Appendix 
46 This school district configuration was originally designed in response to a 1976 school desegregation 
case (which effectively ended in 1995 with the court’s declaration of “unitary status.”). Arielle Niemeyer 
et al, “The Courts, the Legislature, and Delaware’s Resegregation: A Report on School Segregation in 
Delaware, 1989-‐2010” (UCLA Civil Rights Project, 2014),  
https://civilrightsproject.ucla.edu/research/k-12-education/integration-and-diversity/courts-the-legislature-
and-delawares-resegregation/niemeyer-delaware-segregation-2015.pdf 
47 Niemeyer, p.  41 
48 Niemeyer, p.  41 
49 Niemeyer, p. 42 

http://www.rodelfoundationde.org/ataglance/
http://www.rodelfoundationde.org/ataglance/
https://drive.google.com/file/d/11CfB2B_liCezbKXFRV3Ql-um6GxYrqp5/view?usp=sharing
https://drive.google.com/file/d/11CfB2B_liCezbKXFRV3Ql-um6GxYrqp5/view?usp=sharing
https://civilrightsproject.ucla.edu/research/k-12-education/integration-and-diversity/courts-the-legislature-and-delawares-resegregation/niemeyer-delaware-segregation-2015.pdf
https://civilrightsproject.ucla.edu/research/k-12-education/integration-and-diversity/courts-the-legislature-and-delawares-resegregation/niemeyer-delaware-segregation-2015.pdf
https://civilrightsproject.ucla.edu/research/k-12-education/integration-and-diversity/courts-the-legislature-and-delawares-resegregation/niemeyer-delaware-segregation-2015.pdf
https://civilrightsproject.ucla.edu/research/k-12-education/integration-and-diversity/courts-the-legislature-and-delawares-resegregation/niemeyer-delaware-segregation-2015.pdf
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four-school district serving the City of Wilmington is reflected in the following maps developed 
for Vox by Tomas Monarez of the Urban Institute50. 
  
Overall, racial segregation within Delaware school districts is not yet at extreme levels, but these 
trends are not stable, and unless state and local housing policy affirmatively expands housing 
choices for low income children of color in high performing, low poverty school districts, the 
trend is likely to continue. As the Civil Rights Project pointed out in its 2014 report, 
  
“Compared to Philadelphia and Baltimore, Delaware is still far ahead of where it would be if 
desegregation had never been ordered, but its advantage is slipping away. It is time to move 
beyond the polemics of the old plan and to find ways to use voluntary choice, good educational 
options, and serious moves against housing segregation to produce a healthier future for the 
state’s schools and society.” 
  
The most concerning educational trend is the increasing double segregation by race and poverty 
– Black and Latino children are much more likely to attend schools that are over 50% low-
income (20% and 17% respectively) than are white students in the state (4% of whom attend 
schools with over 50% low income children)51.  
  
The patterns of “access to proficient schools” are closely related to patterns of concentration of 
lower income children. According to the Delaware Department of Education’s results from the 
2018 Smarter Balanced Assessments (tests given to students in grades 3-8 to measure 
proficiency), out of the top ten proficient schools for both math and English language arts, only 
two were located in urban areas. Meanwhile, in the bottom ten proficient schools, seven were 
located in urban areas52. Correspondingly, academic achievement, as measured by the share of 
fourth grade students scoring Proficient on Delaware’s “Smarter Balanced” tests in 
English/Language Arts (ELA) and Math in 2017-2018, varies widely for students of different 
races/ethnicities (see appendix), and for both tests, the share achieving proficiency is 
dramatically lower (about 35 percentage points lower) for low-income53 students as compared to 
non-low-income students.  The high share of low-income students (as well as ELL and students 
with disabilities) that do not achieve proficiency is one stated reason behind a currently pending 
lawsuit challenging the state’s funding for disadvantaged students54. 
  
In summary, patterns of segregation “across” school district lines are increasing, but not as yet a 
serious concern outside the Wilmington area.  However, rapid changes in enrollment by race and 
ethnicity in New Castle County school districts over the past twenty years, accompanied by 
increasing within-district segregation by race and income in districts serving the city of 
Wilmington, will likely continue to have an inflationary effect on housing prices in the areas 

                                                           
50 https://www.vox.com/2018/1/8/16822374/school-segregation-gerrymander-map 
51 Analysis provided by Nancy McArdle, PhD, from State Department of Education data. 
52 https://www.delawareonline.com/story/news/education/2018/08/02/what-most-and-least-proficient-
schools-delaware/876396002/ 
53 Low-income defined as receiving SNAP or TANF. 
54 https://www.law.com/delawarelawweekly/2018/10/08/delaware-aclu-challenge-to-inadequate-school-
funding-gets-green-light/ 
 

https://www.law.com/delawarelawweekly/2018/10/08/delaware-aclu-challenge-to-inadequate-school-funding-gets-green-light/
https://www.law.com/delawarelawweekly/2018/10/08/delaware-aclu-challenge-to-inadequate-school-funding-gets-green-light/
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served by higher performing schools, increasing racial and income segregation and adversely 
affecting access to proficient schools for African American and Latino children.  
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APPENDIX to Access to Proficient Schools55 

School enrollment demographic trends, statewide and by district, 1997-2019 

 

 

 

                                                           
55 Tables prepared for PRRAC by Nancy McArdle, PhD, from Delaware Department of Education data, 
plus tables copied from Rodel Foundation website February 2019 (“Public School Choice” and “SAT 
proficiency”) 
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Exhibit source:   Delaware Public Education at a Glance:  2017-18, Rodel Foundation of Delaware. 

 

  

https://www.doe.k12.de.us/site/handlers/filedownload.ashx?moduleinstanceid=2830&dataid=19693&FileName=School%20Year%202017%20Home%20District%20Summary%20v3.pdf#page=15
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Source:  Delaware Public Education at a Glance: 2017-18, Rodel Foundation of Delaware. 

http://www.rodelfoundationde.org/ataglance/Rodel-2017-2018b-Delaware-Public-Education-at-a-Glance.pdf#page=32
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Source:  Delaware Public Education at a Glance: 2017-18, Rodel Foundation of Delaware. 

 

 

  

http://www.rodelfoundationde.org/ataglance/Rodel-2017-2018b-Delaware-Public-Education-at-a-Glance.pdf#page=32
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Source:  2016-2017 Delaware Dropout  Summary Statistics. 

 

 

 

https://www.doe.k12.de.us/cms/lib/DE01922744/Centricity/Domain/167/4%20-%20Dropout%20Summary%20Report%202016-2017%20Unsuppressed.pdf#page=11
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b. Transportation 

i. For the protected class groups HUD has provided data, describe any disparities in 
access to transportation related to costs and access to public transit in the 
jurisdiction and region.   

Table 1 Transit Index and Low Transportation Cost Index, Delaware 

Delaware (State) 
Transit   
Index 

Low Transportation 
Cost Index 

Total Population      
White, Non-Hispanic 55.73 N/A 
Black, Non-Hispanic 66.19 61.12 
Hispanic 64.40 58.55 
Asian or Pacific Islander, 
Non-Hispanic 67.76 61.15 
Native American, Non-
Hispanic 50.39 44.01 
Population below federal 
poverty line     
White, Non-Hispanic 55.32 50.57 
Black, Non-Hispanic 67.81 64.48 
Hispanic 67.01 61.16 
Asian or Pacific Islander, 
Non-Hispanic 69.51 64.04 
Native American, Non-
Hispanic 81.51 76.56 
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Table 2 Transit Index and Low Transportation Cost Index, New Castle County, DE; 
Philadelphia-Camden-Wilmington, PA-NJ-DE-MD (Region) 

(New Castle County, DE CDBG, 
HOME, ESG) Jurisdiction 

Transit   
Index 

Low 
Transportation 

Cost Index 

Total Population      

White, Non-Hispanic 71.26 65.38 

Black, Non-Hispanic  74.40 67.43 

Hispanic 77.32 70.71 

Asian or Pacific Islander, Non-Hispanic 74.02 66.77 

Native American, Non-Hispanic 73.06 66.61 

Population below federal poverty line     

White, Non-Hispanic 75.47 71.56 

Black, Non-Hispanic  78.75 71.89 

Hispanic 80.40 72.82 

Asian or Pacific Islander, Non-Hispanic 78.00 71.07 

Native American, Non-Hispanic 87.22 80.48 

(Philadelphia-Camden-Wilmington, 
PA-NJ-DE-MD) Region     

Total Population     

White, Non-Hispanic 72.42 68.69 

Black, Non-Hispanic  86.56 82.27 

Hispanic 83.36 79.59 

Asian or Pacific Islander, Non-Hispanic 80.06 76.18 

Native American, Non-Hispanic 79.90 76.43 

Population below federal poverty line     

White, Non-Hispanic 78.97 76.23 

Black, Non-Hispanic  90.67 86.78 

Hispanic 88.05 84.50 

Asian or Pacific Islander, Non-Hispanic 88.40 85.39 

Native American, Non-Hispanic 88.57 84.56 
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Table 3 Transit Index and Low Transportation Cost Index, Wilmington, DE  

(Wilmington, DE CDBG, HOME, ESG) 
Jurisdiction 

Transit   
Index 

Low 
Transportation 

Cost Index 

Total Population      

White, Non-Hispanic 91.56 87.26 

Black, Non-Hispanic  92.31 88.41 

Hispanic 92.81 88.99 

Asian or Pacific Islander, Non-Hispanic 91.34 88.63 

Native American, Non-Hispanic 92.50 89.15 

Population below federal poverty line     

White, Non-Hispanic 91.43 88.28 

Black, Non-Hispanic  92.42 89.22 

Hispanic 94.01 90.35 

Asian or Pacific Islander, Non-Hispanic 89.98 92.12 

Native American, Non-Hispanic 93.03 88.72 

Table 4 Transit Index and Low Transportation Cost Index, Newark, DE 

(Newark, DE) Jurisdiction 
Transit   
Index 

Low 
Transportation 

Cost Index 

Total Population      

White, Non-Hispanic 75.78 73.65 

Black, Non-Hispanic  77.70 73.42 

Hispanic 77.81 74.84 

Asian or Pacific Islander, Non-Hispanic 76.55 73.58 

Native American, Non-Hispanic 77.02 73.25 

Population below federal poverty line     

White, Non-Hispanic 76.76 79.41 

Black, Non-Hispanic  81.74 74.66 

Hispanic 77.55 80.98 

Asian or Pacific Islander, Non-Hispanic 82.09 76.09 

Native American, Non-Hispanic 73.00 80.00 
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Table 5 Transit Index and Low Transportation Cost Index, Dover, DE; Kent County, DE 
(Region) 

(Dover, DE CDBG) Jurisdiction 
Transit   
Index 

Low 
Transportation 

Cost Index 

Total Population      

White, Non-Hispanic 49.80 49.83 

Black, Non-Hispanic  49.37 51.70 

Hispanic 47.96 51.00 

Asian or Pacific Islander, Non-Hispanic 49.96 49.05 

Native American, Non-Hispanic 49.16 48.04 

Population below federal poverty line     

White, Non-Hispanic 49.51 49.87 

Black, Non-Hispanic  50.64 53.42 

Hispanic 44.10 50.71 

Asian or Pacific Islander, Non-Hispanic 42.77 46.32 

Native American, Non-Hispanic N/a N/a 

Kent County     

Total Population     

White, Non-Hispanic 37.90 34.05 

Black, Non-Hispanic  43.41 41.03 

Hispanic 41.99 39.38 

Asian or Pacific Islander, Non-Hispanic 41.99 38.40 

Native American, Non-Hispanic 40.14 36.00 

Population below federal poverty line     

White, Non-Hispanic 37.18 33.77 

Black, Non-Hispanic  45.99 45.41 

Hispanic 42.48 42.11 

Asian or Pacific Islander, Non-Hispanic 38.06 37.62 

Native American, Non-Hispanic 34.23 35.39 
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Table 6 Transit Index and Low Transportation Cost Index, Sussex County, DE 

(Sussex County, DE) Jurisdiction 
Transit   
Index 

Low 
Transportation 

Cost Index 

Total Population      

White, Non-Hispanic 31.14 24.09 

Black, Non-Hispanic  30.38 25.74 

Hispanic 32.95 26.01 

Asian or Pacific Islander, Non-Hispanic 32.00 26.24 

Native American, Non-Hispanic 33.10 24.02 

Population below federal poverty line     

White, Non-Hispanic 76.76 79.41 

Black, Non-Hispanic  81.74 74.66 

Hispanic 77.55 80.98 

Asian or Pacific Islander, Non-Hispanic 82.09 76.09 

Native American, Non-Hispanic 73.00 80.00 
 

Across Delaware, there are minimal disparities in transit trips and transportation cost related to 
race/ethnicity, national origin, or percentages of families with children. These values tend to be 
highest in certain metropolitan areas such as Wilmington and Middletown, which have higher 
populations of Black and Hispanic residents, but the differences in access are minimal. Transit 
Trip and Low Transportation Cost index values decrease further south in the state, with New 
Castle County having the most consistent access to low cost transportation. Metropolitan areas in 
Kent and Sussex Counties do not necessarily have the same access to transit that suburban areas 
in New Castle County do, likely because of the higher number of commuters in the north of the 
state. 

There are two opportunity indices which measure access to transportation: the Transit Index, and 
the Low Transportation Cost Index. The Transit Index is a HUD calculation that estimates transit 
trips for a family of three, with a single parent, with an income of 50% of the median income for 
renters in the region. The higher the number, the more likely residents in that neighborhood 
utilize public transit. The Low Transportation Cost Index is a HUD calculation which estimates 
transportation costs for a family of three, with a single parent, with an income at 50% of the 
median income for renters in the region. The higher the number, the better (i.e., the lower the 
cost of transportation in the neighborhood). 
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For the state of Delaware, White (55.73) and Native American (50.39) residents are the least 
likely to utilize public transportation, while Black (66.19), Hispanic (64.40) and Asian American 
or Pacific Islanders (67.76) are the most likely. For those below the poverty line, there is a 
negligible difference, with one big exception: Native Americans. While the general population 
ranks 50.39 on the Transit Index, for Native Americans below the poverty line, it rises 
astronomically to 81.51. Similarly, while the Low Transportation Cost Index value for the 
general Native American population is 44.01 (the lowest of any group), for those below the 
poverty line it rises 30 points to 76.56. An index value is not given for White residents, but 
Black, Hispanic, and Asian American or Pacific Islanders are 61.12, 58.55, and 61.15, 
respectively. The reason for the relative similarity between Black, Hispanic, and Asian American 
or Pacific Islander values as compared to Native Americans is not immediately apparent; it’s not 
clear what could be driving this result, although the Native American population is drastically 
smaller than these other groups. Differences between the general population and those below the 
poverty line are negligible, although all of the values actually rise. 

In the Philadelphia Region, the numbers for people living below the poverty line are higher 
across every racial group for both the Transit Index and the Low Transportation Cost Index, 
although the difference in values is still less than 10 points. Black (86.56), Hispanic (83.36), 
Asian American or Pacific Islander (80.06), and Native American (79.90) residents are all more 
likely to utilize public transportation than White residents (72.42). Similarly, these groups all 
have better access to low transportation costs than White residents in the region (68.69), with 
82.27 for Black residents, 79.59 (Hispanic), 76.18 (Asian American or Pacific Islander), and 
76.43 (Native American).  

In New Castle County, which is part of the Philadelphia Region, access to public transportation 
is slightly more equalized, with Hispanics with the highest access (77.32), followed by Black 
residents (74.40), Asian American or Pacific Islanders (74.02), Native Americans (73.06), and 
finally White residents (71.26). People below the poverty line have better access to public 
transportation across each racial group, with Native Americans increasing by approximately 15 
points (to 87.22). There is also fairly equalized access to low cost transportation across racial 
groups, with Hispanics once again having the best access (70.71), followed by Black residents 
(67.43), Asian American or Pacific Islanders (66.77), Native Americans (66.61), and finally 
White residents (65.38). Index values are higher for every single racial group, with Native 
Americans once against having a 15-point difference between the general population and those 
below the poverty line (80.48).  

Wilmington, within both New Castle County and the Philadelphia Region, has perhaps the best 
access to public transportation and low transportation cost. Every racial group ranks in the 91st or 
92nd percentile for access to public transportation, while those below the poverty line are more 
disparate (White residents: 91.43, Black residents: 92.42, Hispanic residents: 94.01, Asian 
American or Pacific Islanders: 89.98, and Native Americans: 93.03). Low Transportation Cost 
Index values are lower overall, but once again cluster closely for each racial group. Native 
Americans have the best access to low cost transportation (89.15), followed by Hispanics 
(88.99), Asian American or Pacific Islanders (88.63), Black residents (88.41), and finally White 
residents (87.26). The value for each racial group rises by 0-4 points for those below the poverty 
line.  
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Newark also has high access to public transportation and low transportation cost, although not 
nearly as high as Wilmington. There is little difference in access to public transportation across 
racial groups, with Hispanic residents having the best access (77.81), followed by Black 
residents (77.69), Native Americans (77.02), Asian American or Pacific Islanders (77.55), and 
finally White residents (75.78). Differences between the general population and those below the 
poverty line are negligible, although the values for Hispanic (77.55) and Native American 
(73.00) residents both fall slightly. Once again, there is little disparity between racial groups for 
Low Transportation Cost Index vales. Hispanics have the best access (74.84), followed by White 
residents, Asian American or Pacific Islander residents, Black residents, and Native American 
residents, which all score within the 73rd percentile. For each group below the poverty line, their 
values rise slightly, ranking between 74 and 80.  

Kent County has markedly lower index values for access to public transportation and low 
transportation cost than neighboring New Castle County. Black residents have the highest access 
to public transportation (43.41), followed by Hispanics and Asian American or Pacific Islanders, 
which are tied at 41.99; Native Americans (40.14) and White residents (37.90) have the lowest 
access. There is very little difference between the general population and residents below the 
poverty line in access to public transportation, although White, Asian American or Pacific 
Islander, and Native American values all fell by up to 6 points. Access to low cost transportation 
is similarly highest for Black residents (41.03), followed by Hispanics, (30.38), Asian American 
or Pacific Islanders (38.40), Native Americans (36.00), and White residents (34.05). Once again, 
for those below the poverty line, index values fell slightly for White, Asian American or Pacific 
Islanders, and Native Americans, although not by much.  

Within Kent County, Dover has the highest access to public transportation and low cost 
transportation. Every group except for Hispanics ranks within the 49th percentile, with Hispanics 
closely behind at 47.96. For those below the poverty line, the values are more disparate, with 
White and Black residents holding steady, Hispanics falling to 44.10, Asian American or Pacific 
Islanders falling to 42.77, and N/A for Native Americans. Low Transportation Cost Index values 
are also very similar across racial groups, with Black (51.70) and Hispanic (51.00) residents 
having the highest access, followed by White (49.83), Asian American or Pacific Islander 
(49.05) and Native American residents (48.04). For those below the poverty line, the differences 
are negligible.  

Of every jurisdiction in this analysis, Sussex County has, by far, the worst access to public 
transportation and low transportation cost. There do not seem to be any great disparities across 
racial groups. Asian American or Pacific Islanders have the best access to low transportation cost 
(26.24), followed closely by Hispanics (26.01), Black residents (25.73), White residents (24.86), 
and finally Native Americans (24.02). For people below the poverty line, the differences are 
negligible, although Hispanic (25.65) and Native American (23.61) scores fell slightly. Access to 
public transportation across racial groups is also relatively similar, with Native Americans 
having the highest access (33.10), followed by Hispanics (32.95), Asian American or Pacific 
Islanders (32.00), White residents (31.14), and finally Black residents (30.38). Differences 
between the general population and those below the poverty line are negligible.  
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ii. For the protected class groups HUD has provided data, describe how disparities in 
access to transportation related to residential living patterns in the jurisdiction and 
region. 
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Map 1: Race/Ethnicity and Transit Trips, New Castle County 
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Map 2: National Origin and Transit Trips, New Castle County 
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Map 3: Family Status and Transit Trips, New Castle County 
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Map 4: Race and Low Transportation Cost, New Castle County 
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Map 5: National Origin and Low Transportation Cost, New Castle County 
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Map 6: Family Status and Low Transportation Cost, New Castle County 
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Map 7: Race/Ethnicity and Transit Trips, Kent County  
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Map 8: National Origin and Transit Trips, Kent County  
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Map 9: Family Status and Transit Trips, Kent County 
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Map 10: Race/Ethnicity and Low Transportation Cost, Kent County  
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Map 11: National Origin and Low Transportation Cost, Kent County  
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Map 12: Family Status and Low Transportation Cost, Kent County  
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Map 13: Race/Ethnicity and Transit Trips, Sussex County 
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Map 14: Family Status and Transit Trips, Sussex County 
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Map 15: Race/Ethnicity and Low Transportation Cost, Sussex County 
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Map 16: Family Status and Low Transportation Cost, Sussex County 
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Map 17: Race/Ethnicity and Transit Trips, Wilmington 
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Map 18: National Origin and Transit Trips, Wilmington 
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Map 19: Family Status and Transit Trips, Wilmington  
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Map 20: Race/Ethnicity and Low Transportation Cost, Wilmington
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Map 21: National Origin and Low Transportation Cost, Wilmington 
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Map 22: Family Status and Low Transportation Cost, Wilmington 
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Map 23: Race/Ethnicity and Transit Trips, Newark 
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Map 24: National Origin and Transit Trips, Newark 

 

 

 

 

 



205 
 

Map 25: Family Status and Transit Trips, Newark 
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Map 26: Race/Ethnicity and Low Transportation Cost, Newark 
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Map 27: National Origin and Low Transportation Cost, Newark 
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Map 28: Family Status and Low Transportation Cost, Newark 
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Map 29: Race/Ethnicity and Transit Trips, Dover 
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Map 30: National Origin and Transit Trips, Dover 
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Map 31: Family Status and Transit Trips, Dover 
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Map 32: Race/Ethnicity and Low Transportation Cost, Dover 
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Map 33: National Origin and Low Transportation Cost, Dover 
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Map 34: Family Status and Low Transportation Cost, Dover 

 

In Delaware, Transit Trip Index values and Low Transportation Cost Index values tend to be 
higher in more populated areas of the state, especially in New Castle County. The state has Low 
Transportation Cost Index values ranging from 40 along highway 895, to 83 in the more densely 
populated areas of Wilmington. There are no patterns of Low Transportation Cost Index values 
based on race/ethnicity, or on national origin. Areas with lower percentages of families with 
children do tend to be areas with higher Low Transportation Cost Index values, but these are also 
more populated metropolitan areas. Transit Trip Index values are consistently high north of the 
Chesapeake and Delaware Canal, but lower towards the southern half of the county. This may be 
because of the high number of commuters to Philadelphia in the northern half of the county. 
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There are no noticeable patterns in Transit Trip Index values based on race/ethnicity, national 
origin, or percentages of families with children.  
 
Wilmington and Newark, the two major metropolitan areas in the county, understandably have 
the highest values for both the Transit Trip Index Values and the Low Transportation Cost Index. 
This is true of the entire jurisdiction of Wilmington, as well as its immediate surrounding areas 
such as Edgemont and Elsmere. Newark has similar patterns, with both of these values being 
highest in the center of the cities.  
 
Kent County has noticeably lower Transit Trip Index values and Low Transportation Cost Index 
values. The highest Low Transportation Cost Index value is in Dover, at 67, and the highest Low 
Transit Trip Index value is also in Dover, at 63. Rural areas of the county have significantly 
lower transportation access than Dover, Smyrna, and Milford. There are slight disparities in 
transportation access, with Black and Hispanic residents generally living in more populated areas 
and having better access than the mostly White, rural, areas of the county.  
 
Sussex County follows similar patterns, with even lower Transit Trip Index values and Low 
Transportation Cost Index values than Kent County. Noticeable areas of higher (but still 
comparatively low) access to transportation include Georgetown, Seaford, and the area 
surrounding Rehoboth Bay. While Georgetown and Seaford have higher populations of Black 
and Hispanic residents, Rehoboth Beach has higher concentrations of White residents, 
suggesting more comparable levels of access to transportation across the well-populated areas of 
the county. White, rural areas of the county have lower levels of access than more diverse 
metropolitan areas.  
 

iii. Informed by community participation, any consultation with other relevant 
government agencies, and the participant’s own local data and local knowledge, 
discuss whether there are programs, policies, or funding mechanisms that affect 
disparities in access to transportation. 

These policies are addressed in the accompanying Contributing Factors.    
 
c. Employment 

i. For the protected class groups HUD has provided data, describe any disparities in 
access to jobs and labor markets by protected class groups in the jurisdiction and 
region. 

In the state of Delaware, Job Proximity and Labor Market values are highest in the north of the 
state, especially New Castle County. Some areas of Kent County (along the western border) and 
towards the south of Sussex County have lower Job Proximity Index and Labor Market values as 
well, especially in less populated areas. There are some broad patterns of correlation between 
race/ethnicity and Job Proximity or Labor Market Index engagement, but these patterns are not 
immediately recognizable through HUD maps alone. While some census tracts have high Job 
Proximity Index values, even despite their location in rural areas of Delaware, their neighboring 
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census tracts might have drastically lower Job Proximity Index values. Disparities between the 
Labor Market Index values are not as prominent as the disparities in Job Proximity Index values 
between neighboring census tracts. New Castle County, which has higher concentrations of 
Asian or Pacific Islander residents, also has higher Job Proximity Index and Labor Market Index 
values than the rest of the state.  

ii. For the protected class groups HUD has provided data, describe how disparities in 
access to employment relate to residential living patterns in the jurisdiction and 
region. 

Table 1: Labor Market Index 

Delaware (State) Labor Market Index  
Total Population    
White, Non-Hispanic 59.64 
Black, Non-Hispanic 45.52 
Hispanic 46.21 
Asian or Pacific Islander, Non-Hispanic 69.76 
Native American, Non-Hispanic 47.36 
Population below federal poverty line   
White, Non-Hispanic 54.43 
Black, Non-Hispanic 37.54 
Hispanic 39.74 
Asian or Pacific Islander, Non-Hispanic 69.89 
Native American, Non-Hispanic 39.91 

 

(New Castle County, DE CDBG, HOME, ESG) 
Jurisdiction 

Labor Market  
Index 

Jobs  
Proximity Index 

Total Population      
White, Non-Hispanic 70.43 52.13 
Black, Non-Hispanic  56.36 48.26 
Hispanic 53.61 52.10 
Asian or Pacific Islander, Non-Hispanic 75.17 52.59 
Native American, Non-Hispanic 62.37 50.46 
Population below federal poverty line     
White, Non-Hispanic 65.79 59.97 

Black, Non-Hispanic  47.93 51.56 

Hispanic 45.29 52.13 

Asian or Pacific Islander, Non-Hispanic 77.39 55.49 

Native American, Non-Hispanic 57.67 53.25 
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(Philadelphia-Camden-Wilmington, PA-NJ-
DE-MD) Region 

    

Total Population     

White, Non-Hispanic 67.56 52.43 

Black, Non-Hispanic  31.33 43.34 

Hispanic 36.06 48.96 

Asian or Pacific Islander, Non-Hispanic 62.17 54.60 

Native American, Non-Hispanic 45.06 48.55 

Population below federal poverty line 
  

White, Non-Hispanic 54.12 53.56 

Black, Non-Hispanic  19.73 42.95 

Hispanic 20.65 48.14 

Asian or Pacific Islander, Non-Hispanic 41.90 48.31 

Native American, Non-Hispanic 29.70 45.53 

 

Table 2: Opportunity Indices Total Populations 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

Opportunity Indices Total Populations 
Jurisdiction Race/Ethnicity Labor Market 

Index 
Jobs Proximity 
Index 

Kent DE White 45.52404022 47.05550003 
Kent DE Black 45.8464241 58.86351013 
Kent DE Hispanic 43.63299942 54.35266495 
Kent DE Asian or Pacific 

Islander 
49.0218544 52.31856155 

Kent DE Native American 44.03056717 55.90502167 
Sussex DE White 46.63489532 46.80366516 
Sussex DE Black 39.47661209 47.87223053 
Sussex DE Hispanic 39.7789917 50.97386932 
Sussex DE Asian or Pacific 

Islander 
49.04919052 51.4112587 

Sussex DE Native American 39.38961029 43.50649261 
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Table 3: Opportunity Indices Populations Below Poverty Line 

Opportunity Indices Populations Below Poverty Line 
Jurisdiction Race/Ethnicity Labor Market 

Index 
Jobs Proximity 
Index 

Kent DE White 45.15258026 45.803936 
Kent DE Black 42.92086411 67.44342804 
Kent DE Hispanic 43.00786972 59.74621582 
Kent DE Asian or Pacific 

Islander 
41.37829971 50.13236618 

Kent DE Native American 49.06451797 58.86153412 
Sussex DE White 45.70408249 47.71261215 
Sussex DE Black 43.51300049 50.75038528 
Sussex DE Hispanic 40.35665131 44.604496 
Sussex DE Asian or Pacific 

Islander 
60.70940018 63.52037048 

Sussex DE Native American 35.31372452 39.97128296 
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Table 4: Opportunity Indices, Wilmington 

(Wilmington, DE CDBG, HOME, ESG) 
Jurisdiction 

Labor Market  
Index 

Jobs  
Proximity Index 

Total Population      

White, Non-Hispanic 63.03 60.65 

Black, Non-Hispanic  26.19 47.21 

Hispanic 29.28 39.91 

Asian or Pacific Islander, Non-Hispanic 51.37 59.26 

Native American, Non-Hispanic 34.87 44.37 

Population below federal poverty line     

White, Non-Hispanic 50.93 56.71 

Black, Non-Hispanic  22.48 51.00 

Hispanic 19.56 32.53 

Asian or Pacific Islander, Non-Hispanic 32.96 52.15 

Native American, Non-Hispanic 29.80 36.91 

(Philadelphia-Camden-Wilmington, PA-NJ-
DE-MD) Region 

    

Total Population     

White, Non-Hispanic 67.56 52.43 

Black, Non-Hispanic  31.33 43.34 

Hispanic 36.06 48.96 

Asian or Pacific Islander, Non-Hispanic 62.17 54.60 

Native American, Non-Hispanic 45.06 48.55 

Population below federal poverty line     

White, Non-Hispanic 54.12 53.56 

Black, Non-Hispanic  19.73 42.95 

Hispanic 20.65 48.14 

Asian or Pacific Islander, Non-Hispanic 41.90 48.31 

Native American, Non-Hispanic 29.70 45.53 
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Table 5: Opportunity Indices, Dover 

(Dover, DE CDBG) Jurisdiction Labor Market  
Index 

Jobs  
Proximity Index 

Total Population      

White, Non-Hispanic 45.15 65.59 

Black, Non-Hispanic  42.07 73.13 

Hispanic 41.27 73.47 

Asian or Pacific Islander, Non-Hispanic 47.51 63.89 

Native American, Non-Hispanic 43.15 72.41 

Population below federal poverty line     

White, Non-Hispanic 45.66 67.63 

Black, Non-Hispanic  41.30 79.82 

Hispanic 38.84 73.71 

Asian or Pacific Islander, Non-Hispanic 32.88 64.00 

Native American, Non-Hispanic N/A N/A 

(Dover, DE) Region     

Total Population     

White, Non-Hispanic 45.52 70.77 

Black, Non-Hispanic  45.85 76.04 

Hispanic 43.63 74.71 

Asian or Pacific Islander, Non-Hispanic 49.02 67.79 

Native American, Non-Hispanic 44.03 77.54 

Population below federal poverty line     

White, Non-Hispanic 45.15 45.80 

Black, Non-Hispanic  42.92 67.44 

Hispanic 43.01 59.75 

Asian or Pacific Islander, Non-Hispanic 41.38 50.13 

Native American, Non-Hispanic 49.06 58.86 
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Map 1: Job Proximity Index, Delaware
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Map 2: Labor Market Index, Delaware
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Map 3: Race/Ethnicity and Job Proximity, New Castle County
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Map 4: National Origin and Job Proximity, New Castle County 
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Map 5: Family Status and Jobs Proximity, New Castle County 
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Map 6: Race/Ethnicity and Labor Market, New Castle County 
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Map 7: National Origin and Labor Market, New Castle County
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Map 8: Family Status and Labor Market, New Castle County
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Map 9: Job Proximity and Race/Ethnicity, Kent County
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Map 10: Job Proximity and National Origin, Kent County
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Map 11: Job Proimity and Family Status, Kent County 
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Map 12: Labor Market and Race/Ethnicity, Kent County
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Map 13: Labor Market and National Origin, Kent County
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Map 14: Labor Market and Family Status, Kent County
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Map 15: Job Proximity and Race/Ethnicity, Sussex County
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Map 16: Job Proximity and National Origin, Sussex County
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Map 17: Job Proximity and Family Status, Sussex County
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Map 18: Labor Market and Race/Ethnicity, Sussex County

  



239 
 

Map 19: Labor Market and National Origin, Sussex County

  



240 
 

Map 20: Labor Market and Family Status, Sussex County
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Map 21: Job Proximity and Race/Ethnicity, Wilmington
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Map 22: Job Proximity and National Origin, Wilmington 
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Map 23: Job Proximity and Family Status, Wilmington
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Map 24: Labor Market and Race/Ethnicity, Wilmington
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Map 25: Labor Market and National Origin, Wilmington
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Map 26: Labor Market and Fmaily Status, Wilmington
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Map 27: Job Proximity and Race/Ethnicity, Newark
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Map 28: Job Proximity and National Origin, Newark
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Map 29: Job Proximity and Family Status, Newark 
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Map 30: Labor Market and Race/Ethnicity, Newark 
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Map 31: Labor Market and National Origin, Newark 

 



252 
 

Map 32: Labor Market and Family Status, Newark 
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Map 33: Job Proximity and Race/Ethnicity
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Map 34: Job Proximity and National Origin, Dover
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Map 35: Job Proximity and Family Status, Dover
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Map 36: Labor Market and Race/Ethnicity, Dover 
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Map 37: Labor Market and National Origin, Dover 
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Map 38: Labor Market and Family Status, Dover 

 

 

White and Asian or Pacific Islander residents of Delaware on average live in places with 
significantly higher Labor Market Index values than do Black, Hispanic, and Native American 
residents. The Labor Market Index values for total populations across Delaware are 59.64 for 
White residents, 45.52 for Black residents, 46.21 for Hispanic residents, 69.76 for Asian 
American or Pacific Islander residents, and 47.36 for Native American residents. These 
differences are more dramatic for populations below the federal poverty line, with Asian 
American or Pacific Islander residents averaging a Labor Market Index value of 69.89, as 
opposed to Black and Hispanic residents averaging 37.54 and 39.74, respectively.  
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New Castle County is part of the larger Philadelphia-Camden-Wilmington metropolitan region, 
which impacts values for job proximity and labor engagement in the area. Labor engagement is 
highest along the northern border of the state, which is likely due to the number of commuters to 
Pennsylvania. However, labor engagement values drop noticeably in Wilmington and the areas 
stretching to Elsmere, Stanton, and Wilmington Manor. These areas also have higher populations 
of Black and Hispanic residents. These areas have Labor Market values ranging from 0-30, while 
most other areas in the state range from 50-90. One notable exception to this is the southeast 
corner of the county, by Cedar Swamp, which has a Labor Market Index value of 0. This area 
also has a low population, which likely contributes to the value. Newark, the other major 
metropolitan area in New Castle County, has middling to high labor market engagement values, 
probably due to the presence of the University of Delaware. Job Proximity values in the county 
vary widely across the county and even across adjacent census tracts, but the tables above 
indicate that White and Asian American or Pacific Islander populations have significantly higher 
Labor Market Index values than do Black and Hispanic residents. Noticeable patterns based on 
national origin include the fact that residents with Indian or Chinese national origins are found 
mostly in areas of the county with higher Labor Market Index values. Jobs Proximity Index 
values are more consistent across race in New Castle County, but White residents below the 
federal poverty line actually have a higher Job Proximity Index value than do White residents 
above the poverty line. This may be because neither the Labor Market Index value nor the Job 
Proximity Index value reflect on the quality of jobs available in the area.  

Job Proximity Index values are highest near Dover, Frederica and Smyrna in Kent County.  
These areas also have the highest population concentrations in the county, and somewhat 
correspond to labor market strength. Labor Market strength is relatively low throughout the 
county (except in the stated areas of high population concentrations), and does not appear to 
correspond directly to race, with a few exceptions. The two R/ECAPs in Dover have lower Labor 
Market index values than the average for Dover. More families with children are found near 
Dover and Smyrna than other parts of the county, which also corresponds with slightly higher 
Labor Market Index values than usual. Labor Market Index values vary less across race in both 
Kent County and Dover. However, Job Proximity Index values are lowest for White and Asian 
or Pacific Islander residents in Kent County and Dover.  

In Sussex County, Job Proximity Index values are lower on the more rural, western border of the 
county, and higher closer to the coast and Rehoboth Beach. Meanwhile Georgetown, one of the 
more densely populated cities in the region, has lower Labor Market Index values than its 
surroundings. Rehoboth Beach, which has higher concentrations of White residents and 
significantly lower concentrations of Black, Hispanic and Asian American or Pacific Islander 
residents, has the highest Labor Market Index values of the county. This is consistent with the 
higher Labor Market Index values for White and Asian or Pacific Islander residents in Sussex 
County than for Black or Hispanic residents. This area also has less families with children than 
the rest of the county. Information on national origin is not available for this county.   
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iii. Informed by community participation, any consultation with other relevant 
government agencies, and the participant’s own local data and local knowledge, 
discuss whether there are programs, policies, or funding mechanisms that affect 
disparities in access to employment. 

The HUD-provided data analyzed above measures the interplay between where people live by 
race and ethnicity and access to employment, but it does not directly measure disparities in 
employment status. The table below, though based on lagging American Community Survey 
data, provides some insight into that topic. 

Unemployment by Race and Ethnicity, 2013-2017 American Community Survey 

 Delaware New 
Castle 

County 

Sussex 
County 

Wilmington Newark 

White, 
Not 
Hispanic 

5.8% 5.6% 5.9% 5.9% 4.2% 

Black 8.5% 9.1% 7.1% 12.3% 7.2% 
Asian 3.7% 3.5% 2.9% 2.2% 4.8% 
Hispanic 6.2% 5.8% 7.6% 9.0% 4.5% 

 
Labor Force Participation by Race and Ethnicity, 2013-2017 American Community Survey 

 Delaware New Castle 
County 

Sussex 
County 

Wilmington Newark 

White, Not 
Hispanic 

61.4% 64.2% 55.0% 65.0% 49.5% 

Black 63.9% 64.2% 64.2% 56.1% 65.4% 
Asian 65.5% 65.6% 65.2% 72.3% 57.2% 
Hispanic 67.0% 66.7% 67.5% 57.3% 54.4% 

 
This data reveals disparities in unemployment by race and ethnicity in the Cities of Wilmington 
and Newark as well as in Delaware State, New Castle County, and Sussex County. There are not 
similar disparities in labor force participation, however. 

Overall Unemployment Rate, 2017, Bureau of Labor Statistics 

Geographic Area Unemployment Rate 
Delaware (2018) 62.9% 
New Castle County 5.0% 
Kent County 4.4% 
Sussex County 5.5% 
Philadelphia-Camden-Wilmington, PA-NJ-DE-MD 
Metropolitan Statistical Area 

4.0% 

 
  



261 
 

As the table above indicates, five-year American Community Survey data provides a snapshot of 
employment conditions in Delaware since 2013. The job market has continued its recovery from 
the lingering effects of the Great Recession since that time, and overall unemployment is now 
much lower throughout the area. The relative disparities captured in the American Community 
Survey likely persist, but overall unemployment for Black and Hispanic workers is likely lower 
now than it was in 2013. 

Further discussion of programs, policies, and funding mechanisms that affect disparities in 
access to employment are addressed in the accompanying Contributing Factors.  
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d. Access to Low Poverty Neighborhoods 
 

i. For the protected class groups HUD has provided data, describe any disparities in 
access to low poverty neighborhoods in the jurisdiction and region.  

 
The HUD Low Poverty Index ranges from 0 to 100 as a measure of concentration of poverty by 
neighborhood. Higher values on the index indicate less exposure to poverty in a neighborhood; 
lower values on the index indicate higher concentrations of poverty in a neighborhood. Tables 
below present Low Poverty Index values by protected class group and jurisdiction in Delaware, 
as well as a breakdown of these values for households living below the federal poverty line. 
 
Delaware (State) 
 
Table 1 – Low Poverty Index by Race/Ethnicity, Delaware 

Delaware Entitlement Areas (State Entitlement 
Areas) 

Low Poverty Index 

Total Population    
White, Non-Hispanic 72.01 
Black, Non-Hispanic 49.15 
Hispanic 51.80 
Asian or Pacific Islander, Non-Hispanic 76.10 
Native American, Non-Hispanic 57.87 
Population below federal poverty line   
White, Non-Hispanic 61.31 
Black, Non-Hispanic 34.12 
Hispanic 41.13 
Asian or Pacific Islander, Non-Hispanic 77.70 
Native American, Non-Hispanic 35.09 
Delaware Non-Entitlement Areas (State Non-
Entitlement Areas) 

Low Poverty Index 

Total Population   
White, Non-Hispanic 53.25 
Black, Non-Hispanic 46.42 
Hispanic 43.23 
Asian or Pacific Islander, Non-Hispanic 51.35 
Native American, Non-Hispanic 50.82 
Population below federal poverty line   
White, Non-Hispanic 49.10 
Black, Non-Hispanic 40.49 
Hispanic 38.36 
Asian or Pacific Islander, Non-Hispanic 52.45 
Native American, Non-Hispanic 52.05 
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Throughout the state of Delaware, Asian/Pacific Islander households are most likely to live in 
low poverty neighborhoods, followed by White households (see Table 1). In contrast, Black and 
Hispanic households are more likely to live in neighborhoods with higher concentrations of 
poverty. This disparity is even more pronounced within the population of households living 
below the federal poverty line, where Black and Native American households are most likely to 
be exposed to poverty in their neighborhoods. 
 
Philadelphia-Camden-Wilmington, PA-NJ-DE-MD Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA) 
 
Table 2 – Low Poverty Index by Race/Ethnicity, Philadelphia Region  

 (Philadelphia-Camden-Wilmington, PA-NJ-DE-MD) Region   

Total Population   

White, Non-Hispanic 73.29 

Black, Non-Hispanic  34.99 

Hispanic 39.71 

Asian or Pacific Islander, Non-Hispanic 63.74 

Native American, Non-Hispanic 50.11 

Population below federal poverty line   

White, Non-Hispanic 57.50 

Black, Non-Hispanic  20.77 

Hispanic 21.13 

Asian or Pacific Islander, Non-Hispanic 41.06 

Native American, Non-Hispanic 30.89 

 
In the broader Philadelphia-Camden-Wilmington region, White households are most likely to 
live in low poverty neighborhoods, followed by Asian/Pacific Islander households (see Table 2). 
Black households and Hispanic households are most likely to live in neighborhoods with higher 
concentrations of poverty. These patterns remain consistent within the population of households 
living below the federal poverty line. 
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New Castle County (outside of Wilmington) 
 
Table 3 – Low Poverty Index by Race/Ethnicity, New Castle County 

(New Castle County, DE CDBG, HOME, ESG) Jurisdiction Low Poverty 
Index 

Total Population    

White, Non-Hispanic 75.51 

Black, Non-Hispanic  64.73 

Hispanic 59.51 

Asian or Pacific Islander, Non-Hispanic 78.86 

Native American, Non-Hispanic 69.10 

Population below federal poverty line   

White, Non-Hispanic 67.27 

Black, Non-Hispanic  56.42 

Hispanic 49.65 

Asian or Pacific Islander, Non-Hispanic 80.67 

Native American, Non-Hispanic 55.60 

 
In New Castle County, Asian/Pacific Islander households and White households are most likely 
to live in low poverty neighborhoods (see Table 3). Hispanic households are most likely to live 
in neighborhoods with higher concentrations of poverty, followed by Black households and 
Native American households. These disparities remain largely consistent within households 
living below the federal poverty line, though Asian/Pacific Islander households living below the 
federal poverty line are significantly less likely to be exposed to poverty in their neighborhoods 
relative to other protected class groups living below the federal poverty line. 
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Kent County 
 
Table 4 – Low Poverty Index by Race/Ethnicity, Kent County 

Kent County, DE Low Poverty Index 
Total Population  
White 52.40 
Black 47.56 
Hispanic 49.33 
Asian or Pacific Islander 49.01 
Native American 50.10 
Population Below Poverty Line  
White 50.46 
Black 40.16 
Hispanic 50.12 
Asian or Pacific Islander 53.62 
Native American 53.87 

 
Exposure to poverty in neighborhoods in Kent County is relatively homogenous across protected 
groups (see Table 4). White households are most likely to live in low poverty neighborhoods 
while Black households are most likely to live in neighborhoods with higher concentrations of 
poverty; however, the Low Poverty Index values are moderate for all racial and ethnic groups. 
Black households’ likelihood of exposure to poverty increases within the population of 
households living below the federal poverty line. 
 
Sussex County 
 
Table 5 – Low Poverty Index by Race/Ethnicity, Sussex County 

Sussex County, DE Low Poverty Index 
Total Population  
White 52.10 
Black 39.38 
Hispanic 39.22 
Asian or Pacific Islander 49.01 
Native American 48.65 
Population Below Poverty Line  
White 46.45 
Black 34.70 
Hispanic 33.02 
Asian or Pacific Islander 50.80 
Native American 49.84 

 
White households in Sussex County are most likely to live in low poverty neighborhoods, 
followed by Asian/Pacific Islander and Native American households (see Table 5). Black and 



266 
 

Hispanic households are most likely to live in neighborhoods with higher concentrations of 
poverty. These patterns in exposure to poverty across protected class groups remain consistent 
within households living below the federal poverty line. 
 
Wilmington  
 
Table 6 – Low Poverty Index by Race/Ethnicity, Wilmington, DE 

(Wilmington, DE CDBG, HOME, ESG) 
Jurisdiction 

Low Poverty Index 

Total Population    

White, Non-Hispanic 46.65 

Black, Non-Hispanic  20.63 

Hispanic 21.94 

Asian or Pacific Islander, Non-Hispanic 34.46 

Native American, Non-Hispanic 26.39 

Population below federal poverty line   

White, Non-Hispanic 34.77 

Black, Non-Hispanic  16.98 

Hispanic 14.95 

Asian or Pacific Islander, Non-Hispanic 14.02 

Native American, Non-Hispanic 24.45 

 
In Wilmington, White households are most likely to live in low poverty neighborhoods, followed 
by Asian/Pacific Islander households (see Table 6). Black and Hispanic households are most 
likely to live in neighborhoods with higher concentrations of poverty, followed by Native 
American households. Within the population of households living below the federal poverty line, 
White households remain the most likely to live in low poverty neighborhoods, followed by 
Native American households. Asian/Pacific Islander households living below the federal poverty 
line are most likely to live in neighborhoods with higher concentrations of poverty, followed by 
Hispanic and Black households living below the federal poverty line. 
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Newark 
 
Table 7 – Low Poverty Index by Race/Ethnicity, Newark 

Newark Low Poverty Index 
Total Population  
White 78.77503967 
Black 79.35797119 
Hispanic 77.67523193 
Asian or Pacific Islander 78.04683685 
Native American 77.26319885 
Population Below Poverty Line  
White 70.40041351 
Black 83.30573273 
Hispanic 69.15097046 
Asian or Pacific Islander 81.2517395 
Native American 71 

 
Households in Newark (table 7) share similar, relatively low degrees of exposure to poverty in 
their neighborhoods across the protected class groups. Of households living below the federal 
poverty line, Black households are most likely to live in low poverty neighborhoods, followed by 
Asian/Pacific Islander households. Hispanic households living below the federal poverty line are 
most likely to live in neighborhoods with higher concentrations of poverty. 
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Dover 
 
Table 8 – Low Poverty Index by Race/Ethnicity, Dover 

(Dover, DE CDBG) Jurisdiction Low Poverty Index 

Total Population    
White, Non-Hispanic 33.60 
Black, Non-Hispanic  33.35 
Hispanic 28.17 
Asian or Pacific Islander, Non-Hispanic 36.09 
Native American, Non-Hispanic 35.31 

Population below federal poverty line   

White, Non-Hispanic 37.86 

Black, Non-Hispanic  33.45 

Hispanic 26.89 

Asian or Pacific Islander, Non-Hispanic 37.05 

Native American, Non-Hispanic N/a 

(Dover, DE) Region   

Total Population   

White, Non-Hispanic 38.43 

Black, Non-Hispanic  37.00 

Hispanic 38.71 

Asian or Pacific Islander, Non-Hispanic 37.83 

Native American, Non-Hispanic 39.44 

Population below federal poverty line   

White, Non-Hispanic 35.16 

Black, Non-Hispanic  31.21 

Hispanic 42.08 

Asian or Pacific Islander, Non-Hispanic 54.99 

Native American, Non-Hispanic N/A 

 
Households in Dover share similar, relatively high degrees of exposure to poverty in their 
neighborhoods across the protected class groups (see Table 8). Of households living below the 
federal poverty line, Asian/Pacific Islander households are least likely to live in neighborhoods 
with higher concentrations of poverty, followed by Hispanic households. Black households 
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living below the federal poverty line are most likely to live in higher poverty neighborhoods, 
followed by White households living below the federal poverty line. 
 

ii. For the protected class groups HUD has provided data, describe how disparities in 
access to low poverty neighborhoods relate to residential living patterns of those 
groups in the jurisdiction and region.  

 
Maps show residential patterns by racial/ethnic group and by national origin for all county- and 
city-level jurisdictions. The maps also depict neighborhoods’ exposure to poverty by shading 
values of the Low Poverty Index by neighborhood; darker shading indicates a higher value on 
the index and a lower exposure to poverty, while lighter shading indicates a lower value on the 
index and a higher concentration of poverty. Because of map data availability, our analysis of 
access to low poverty neighborhoods relative to residential living patterns by national origin is 
limited to New Castle County, Dover, and Wilmington. 
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Map 1: Low Poverty Index by Race/Ethnicity, New Castle County 
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Map 2: Low Poverty Index by National Origin, New Castle County 
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Map 3: Low Poverty Index by Family Status, New Castle County  

 
 
Most neighborhoods in New Castle County have high values on the Low Poverty Index, meaning 
that most households live in relatively low poverty neighborhoods. The population of New 
Castle County also appears mostly White in composition. Black and Hispanic households appear 
to more commonly reside in neighborhoods with lower values on the index; nevertheless, no 
obvious racial/ethnic disparities in access to low poverty neighborhoods relative residential 
living patterns emerge (map 1). 
 
The five most frequent places of birth for foreign-born residents of New Castle County are 
Mexico, India, China, the Philippines, and Jamaica. As map 2 shows, residents of Mexican origin 
appear to more commonly reside in neighborhoods with lower values on the index. Otherwise, 
residents of each of the five top nationalities appear similarly represented in lower poverty 
neighborhoods. 
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Map 4: Low Poverty Index by Race/Ethnicity, Kent County 
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Map 5: Low Poverty Index by National Origin, Kent County 
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Map 6: Low Poverty Index by Family Status, Kent County 

 
 
In Kent County, there is not one racial/ethnic group that appears most likely to reside in a 
neighborhood with a particular level of exposure to poverty. Each racial/ethnic group is 
represented in lower poverty neighborhoods as well as neighborhoods with higher concentrations 
of poverty (map 4). This comports with the data discussed in the previous section, which showed 
exposure to poverty in Kent County neighborhoods is relatively homogenous across protected 
groups. 
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Map 7: Low Poverty Index by Race/Ethnicity, Sussex County 
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Map 8: Low Poverty Index by Family Status, Sussex County 

 
 
In Sussex County, as seen in map 7, White households appear most likely to reside in lower 
poverty neighborhoods, though White households are represented in neighborhoods with higher 
concentrations of poverty as well. Hispanic households, followed by Black households, appear 
most likely to live with lower values on the index, which suggests greater exposure to 
concentrated poverty.  
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Map 9: Low Poverty Index by Race/Ethnicity, Wilmington 
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Map 10: Low Poverty Index by National Origin, Wilmington 
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Map 11: Low Poverty Index by Family Status, Wilmington 

 
 
Most neighborhoods in Wilmington are shaded with lower values on the Low Poverty Index (see 
maps 9 to 11), indicating greater exposure to poverty. Black households appear particularly more 
likely to reside in neighborhoods with the lowest index values, followed by Hispanic households 
(map 9). 
 
The five most frequent places of birth for foreign-born residents of Wilmington are Mexico, 
Jamaica, Colombia, Kenya, and Germany. Mexican and Jamaican residents more commonly 
reside in neighborhoods with the highest concentration of poverty, but each of the five 
nationalities are represented in neighborhoods with both high and low levels of exposure to 
poverty (map 10). 
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Map 12: Low Poverty Index by Race/Ethnicity, Newark 
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Map 13: Low Poverty Index by Family Status, Newark 

 
 
The Low Poverty Index takes fairly high values throughout the city.  Whites are the most 
populous group and are located throughout the city.  Blacks, Asians and Hispanics are also 
spread throughout the city, and reside in tracts of varying poverty levels (map 12). 
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Map 14: Low Poverty Index by Race/Ethnicity, Dover 
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Map 15: Low Poverty Index by National Origin, Dover 
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Map 16: Low Poverty Index by Family Status, Dover 

 
 
In Dover, White households are most often found in neighborhoods with higher values on the 
Low Poverty Index, indicating that White households are more likely to live in lower poverty 
neighborhoods. Black households, however, appear more likely to live in neighborhoods with 
lower values on the index, suggesting greater exposure to concentrated poverty (map 14). 
 
The five most frequent places of birth for foreign-born residents of Dover are Jamaica, the 
Philippines, Haiti, Mexico, and India. Although residents of each of the five top nationalities 
appear largely well-distributed throughout the city, Jamaican and Mexican residents appear most 
likely to reside in neighborhoods with the highest concentration of poverty (map 15). 
 

iii. Informed by community participation, any consultation with other relevant 
government agencies, and the participant’s own local data and local knowledge, 
discuss whether there are programs, policies, or funding mechanisms that affect 
disparities in access to low poverty neighborhoods.  

 
These policies are addressed in the accompanying Contributing Factors.  
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e. Access to Environmentally Healthy Neighborhoods 

 
i. For the protected class groups HUD has provided data, describe any disparities in 

access to environmentally healthy neighborhoods in the jurisdiction and region. 
 

The Environmental Health Index provided by HUD measures exposure to harmful airborne 
toxins. The index is based on standardized EPA (Environmental Protection Agency) estimates of 
carcinogenic, respiratory, and neurological hazards in air. The index does not look at other 
environmental issues such as water quality or soil contamination and so is a limited measure of 
overall environmental health. However, the index can still provide useful insight into 
environmental conditions in jurisdictions. Values on the index range to 100 with higher values 
indicating better conditions and less exposure to environmental hazards that can harm human 
health. Generally, urban areas tend to have lower air quality as these areas have more emission 
sources and thus more exposure to hazards. 
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Delaware (State) 
 
Table 1 Opportunity Indicators by Race/Ethnicity, Delaware 

Delaware Entitlement Areas (State Entitlement 
Areas) 

Environmental Health Index 

Total Population    
White, Non-Hispanic 43.10 
Black, Non-Hispanic 34.26 
Hispanic 33.76 
Asian or Pacific Islander, Non-Hispanic 43.52 
Native American, Non-Hispanic 41.13 
Population below federal poverty line   
White, Non-Hispanic 36.28 
Black, Non-Hispanic 26.20 
Hispanic 30.03 
Asian or Pacific Islander, Non-Hispanic 43.86 
Native American, Non-Hispanic 13.15 
Delaware Non-Entitlement Areas (State Non-
Entitlement Areas) Environmental Health Index 
Total Population   
White, Non-Hispanic 80.79 
Black, Non-Hispanic 75.69 
Hispanic 78.99 
Asian or Pacific Islander, Non-Hispanic 73.56 
Native American, Non-Hispanic 80.03 
Population below federal poverty line   
White, Non-Hispanic 80.79 
Black, Non-Hispanic 75.43 
Hispanic 80.13 
Asian or Pacific Islander, Non-Hispanic 70.27 
Native American, Non-Hispanic 67.12 

 
On a statewide basis (see Table 1) environmental health scores for racial/ethnic groups are 
generally in the middle of the national distribution (from the low 40s to the mid 50s). Non-
Hispanic Whites have more exposure to environmentally healthy areas than Asians or Pacific 
Islanders, Hispanics, and Black residents. Native Americans have the highest access to 
environmental health among the total population but experience the lowest access to 
environmental health among the population living below the poverty line. People of color are 
concentrated in more urbanized areas in Delaware and so face more exposure to environmental 
hazards than non-Hispanic Whites.  
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Philadelphia-Camden-Wilmington, PA-NJ-DE-MD Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA) 
 
Table 2 – Environmental Health Index by Race/Ethnicity, Philadelphia Region  

Kent County, DE  
Total Population Environmental Health Index 
White 33.68 
Black 18.92 
Hispanic 22.76 
Asian or Pacific Islander 24.57 
Native American 26.65 
Population Below Poverty Line  
White 26.35 
Black 13.73 
Hispanic 17.19 
Asian or Pacific Islander 14.57 
Native American 14.92 

 
In the Philadelphia region, there are wide disparities between non-Hispanic Whites and people of 
color. Non-Hispanic White residents have access to significantly healthier environments than 
non-White residents.  
 
In the Philadelphia-Camden-Wilmington region overall (see Table 2), scores on the 
environmental health index are lower than in New Castle County. Values are especially low in 
the City of Philadelphia, western Camden and Gloucester Counties in New Jersey, and in eastern 
Delaware County as well as portions of Montgomery County in Pennsylvania. The region also 
has significant disparities between racial/ethnic groups with non-Hispanic Whites having 
substantially greater access to environmentally healthy neighborhoods than people of color, 
particular Black residents. These disparities continue among the population living below the 
federal poverty line. 
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New Castle County (outside of Wilmington) 
 
Table 3 - Opportunity Indicators, by Race/Ethnicity, New Castle County 

(New Castle County, DE CDBG, HOME, ESG) 
Jurisdiction 

Environmental Health Index 

Total Population    

White, Non-Hispanic 44.36 
Black, Non-Hispanic  43.05 
Hispanic 38.09 
Asian or Pacific Islander, Non-Hispanic 43.86 
Native American, Non-Hispanic 42.18 
Population below federal poverty line   
White, Non-Hispanic 38.50 
Black, Non-Hispanic  38.79 
Hispanic 35.24 
Asian or Pacific Islander, Non-Hispanic 44.31 
Native American, Non-Hispanic 21.17 

 
Overall, New Castle County (see Table 3) has lower levels of environmentally health than Kent 
and Sussex Counties. Areas of northern New Castle County tend to have lower values on the 
environmental health index than the portions of the county that are to the south of the 
Chesapeake and Delaware Canal. Sections of northeastern New Castle County near the border 
with Pennsylvania, New Castle, Marshalton and Stanton, and census tracts to the west of 
Christiana Hospital have especially low environmental health index values.  

 
Non-Hispanic White households are the most likely to live in environmentally healthy areas 
followed closely by Asian and Black households. However, the differences in the index values 
for these groups is relatively small. Hispanics have the lowest access to environmental health and 
there is a larger gap between the values for Hispanics and other groups. Among residents living 
in poverty, Asians have the highest access to environmental health while Native Americans have 
the least access.  
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Kent County 
 
Table 4 - Opportunity Indicators, by Race/Ethnicity, Kent County, DE 

Kent County, DE  
Total Population Environmental Health Index 
White 70.94 
Black 64.20 
Hispanic 67.67 
Asian or Pacific Islander 63.61 
Native American 69.73 
Population Below Poverty Line  
White 72.84 
Black 60.29 
Hispanic 65.96 
Asian or Pacific Islander 63.18 
Native American 51.06 

 
In Kent County, Non-Hispanic White households are the most likely to live in environmentally 
healthy areas followed by Native American households, Hispanic households, and Black 
households (see Table 4). Asian households have the lowest exposure to environmentally healthy 
areas. For the population living below the poverty line, non-Hispanic Whites again are the most 
likely to live in environmentally healthy areas while Native Americans are the least likely. Non-
Hispanic White and Hispanic households living below the poverty line have greater exposure to 
environmentally healthy neighborhoods than Non-Hispanic White and Hispanic households 
among the total population.  

 
Sussex County 
 
Table 5 – Opportunity Indicators, by Race/Ethnicity, Sussex County, DE 

Sussex County, DE  
Total Population Environmental Health Index 
White 85.01 
Black 81.86 
Hispanic 82.37 
Asian or Pacific Islander 83.80 
Native American 85.24 
Population Below Poverty Line  
White 84.25 
Black 80.62 
Hispanic 84.35 
Asian or Pacific Islander 83.73 
Native American 86.63 
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The environmental health index values in Sussex County are the highest in the state (see Table 
5). Non-Hispanic Whites, Native Americans, and Asians have greater access to environmentally 
healthy neighborhoods than Hispanics and non-Hispanic Blacks. However, the disparities 
between different groups are quite small. There is also not a large difference between 
environmental health index values for the total population and environmental health index values 
for the population living below the federal poverty line. 
 
Wilmington 
 
Table 6 – Opportunity Indicators, by Race/Ethnicity, Wilmington 

Wilmington  
Total Population Environmental Health Index 
White 10.81 
Black 8.69 
Hispanic 8.07 
Asian or Pacific Islander 9.42 
Native American 7.39 
Population Below Poverty Line  
White 9.88 
Black 7.09 
Hispanic 5.64 
Asian or Pacific Islander 1.57 
Native American 8.98 

 
The City of Wilmington has some of the lowest levels of environmental health in the state of 
Delaware (See Table 6). The four R/ECAPs in Wilmington have the lowest levels of 
environmental health in the city. Areas along the edges of Wilmington have higher values of 
environmental health than neighborhoods in the core of the city. There is relatively little 
variation in the environmental health index for all racial/ethnic groups. Non-Hispanic White 
residents have the most exposure to environmental health. Asian or Pacific Islander residents 
have the second most exposure to hazards followed by Black residents, Hispanic residents, and 
Native American residents. Among residents living below the poverty line, Non-Hispanic 
residents have the greatest access to environmentally healthy neighborhoods while Asians have 
the least amount of access. The poor air quality in Wilmington may contribute to the 
significantly higher prevalence of asthma in Wilmington than in suburban New Castle, Kent, and 
Sussex Counties.56 
  
 
 
 
 

                                                           
56 The Burden of Asthma in Delaware 
https://www.dhss.delaware.gov/dhss/dph/dpc/files/asthmaburdenupdate16.pdf 

https://www.dhss.delaware.gov/dhss/dph/dpc/files/asthmaburdenupdate16.pdf
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Newark 
 
Table 7 – Opportunity Indicators, by Race/Ethnicity, Newark, DE 
Newark Environmental Health Index 
Total Population  
White 45.63 
Black 44.83 
Hispanic 42.45 
Asian or Pacific Islander 46.88 
Native American 45.75 
Population Below Poverty Line  
White 35.81 
Black 42.13 
Hispanic 31.65 
Asian or Pacific Islander 44.66 
Native American 33 

 
In the City of Newark, there are not significant disparities between different racial/ethnic groups 
overall (See Table 7). Asian American residents have access to neighborhoods with the highest 
levels of environmental health while Hispanic residents have the lowest access. Among residents 
experiencing poverty, Asians again have the highest access to environmental healthy 
neighborhoods while Hispanics have the lowest access.  
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Dover 
 
Table 8 – Opportunity Indicators, by Race/Ethnicity, Dover, DE 

(Dover, DE CDBG) Jurisdiction 
 

Total Population  Environmental Health  
Index 

White, Non-Hispanic 57.18 
Black, Non-Hispanic  55.10 
Hispanic 58.91 
Asian or Pacific Islander, Non-Hispanic 59.38 
Native American, Non-Hispanic 60.26 

Population below federal poverty line   
White, Non-Hispanic 57.57 
Black, Non-Hispanic  52.66 
Hispanic 63.30 
Asian or Pacific Islander, Non-Hispanic 60.01 
Native American, Non-Hispanic N/A 

 
Generally, areas with lower environmental health are to the west of Dupont Highway (U.S. 
Route 13). There are not large disparities between different groups in terms of environmental 
health in Dover (See Table 8). Native American residents have the highest environmental health 
followed by Asian residents and Hispanic residents. Black residents have the lowest access to 
environmentally healthy neighborhoods. Notably, Non-Hispanic White residents have the second 
lowest environmental health score in Dover among all racial/ethnic groups.  
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ii. For the protected class groups HUD has provided data, describe how disparities in 

access to environmentally healthy neighborhoods relate to residential living patterns 
in the jurisdiction and region. 

 
 
New Castle County (outside of Wilmington) 
 
Map 1: Environmental Health Index by Race/Ethnicity, New Castle County  
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Map 2: Environmental Health Index by National Origin, New Castle County  
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Map 3: Environmental Health Index by Family Status, New Castle County  

 
 
In northern New Castle County (see maps 1 -3), areas to the southwest of Wilmington as well as 
areas bordering Delaware County, Pennsylvania tend to have lower levels of environmental 
health. Hispanic and Asian residents are strongly concentrated in northern New Castle County. 
There is a concentration of non-Hispanic White residents in southern New Castle County, where 
environmental health index values are generally higher. In terms of national origin, foreign-born 
residents are concentrated in northern New Castle County. Families with children are also 
concentrated in northern New Castle County.  
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Kent County 
 
Map 4: Environmental Health Index by Race/Ethnicity, Kent County  
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Map 5: Environmental Health Index by National Origin, Kent County  
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Map 6: Environmental Health Index by Family Status, Kent County  

 
 
Families with children as well as non-White residents are concentrated in areas near Dover, 
Clayton, and Milford that have lower environmental health index values (see maps 4-6). This 
may help explain why non-White residents have lower access to environmentally healthy areas 
than non-Hispanic White residents in the county.  
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Sussex County 
 
Map 7: Environmental Health Index by Race/Ethnicity, Sussex County  
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Map 8: Environmental Health Index by Family Status, Sussex County  

 
 
Families with children are concentrated in western Sussex County with high concentrations in 
Milford, Georgetown, Seaford, and Laurel (see map 8). Black and Hispanic residents fare 
slightly worse in environmental health than other racial and ethnic groups (see map 7). Hispanic 
residents are distributed across Sussex County with concentrations near Georgetown and 
Selbyville along the southern county border which have lower environmental index values. 
Black residents are also distributed across the county with concentrations near Seaford, Laurel, 
and Milford.  
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Wilmington 
 
Map 9: Environmental Health Index by Race/Ethnicity, Wilmington  
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Map 10: Environmental Health Index by National Origin, Wilmington  
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Map 11: Environmental Health Index by Family Status, Wilmington  

 
 
Downtown Wilmington as well as neighborhoods adjacent to downtown have the lowest levels 
of environmental health in Wilmington (see maps 9-11). Most of the R/ECAPs in Wilmington 
also have very low values on the environmental health index and White households are 
somewhat more concentrated in areas with higher environmental health index values. Families 
with children are concentrated in areas with poor environmental health near downtown of 
Wilmington. In terms of national origin, individuals of Jamaican and Kenyan origin are more 
likely to live in areas with lower air quality.  
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Newark 
 
Map 12: Environmental Health Index by Race/Ethnicity, Newark  
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Map 13: Environmental Health Index by Family Status, Newark  

 
 
Areas of northwestern and northern Newark have the highest levels of environmental health in 
the city while a portion of central Newark north of Main Street and east of the University of 
Delaware campus have the lowest environmental health index values (see maps 12 and 13). 
There is not a clear relationship between where protected class groups live in Newark and 
environmental health.  
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Dover 
 
Map 14: Environmental Health Index by Race/Ethnicity, Dover  
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Map 15: Environmental Health Index by National Origin, Dover 
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Map 16: Environmental Health Index by Family Status, Dover  

 
 
Generally, areas further from the core of Dover have greater access to environmental health (see 
naps 15-17). Both R/ECAPs and relatively integrated census tracts in and near the core of the 
city have low levels of environmental health. Census tracts with the highest levels of 
environmental health are disproportionately non-Hispanic White compared to the overall 
population of Wilmington. There is also no clear pattern in access to environmental health by 
national origin. In terms of familial status, there also does not seem to be a clear alignment 
between environmental health and familial status.  

  
iii. Informed by community participation, any consultation with other relevant 

government agencies, and the participant’s own local data and local knowledge, 
discuss whether there are programs, policies, or funding mechanisms that affect 
disparities in access to environmentally healthy neighborhoods. 

 
A majority of pollutants that negatively impact air quality in Delaware come from outside of the 
state. Delaware filed petitions with the EPA in 2013 and 2016 to require power plants in states 
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that are upwind to take steps to reduce pollution but these petitions have been denied.57 For 
further discussion of relevant policies, see the Contributing Factors section.  

Contributing Factors of Disparities in Access to Opportunity 

Access to financial services 

Access to financial services is not a significant contributing factor to disparities in access to 
opportunity within Delaware. This analysis of access to financial services is measured by 
physical access to bank branch locations. The FDIC provides information on the location of 
banks by physical addresses, cities and towns, counties and states. This information illustrates 
disparities in access between municipalities that might have differing levels of diversity, but that 
does not demonstrate access to physical bank branch locations in areas specifically by 
neighborhoods, which would be the best indicator of access to financial services impacting 
disparities in access to opportunity. Lack of access to physical bank branches encourages 
exposure to predatory consumer lenders instead, impacting economic mobility and 
transportation. 

FDIC-Regulated Bank Branches by Municipality in 2018 

Municipality FDIC-Regulated Full-Service Brick and Mortar Branches 
New Castle County 163 
Kent County 36 
Sussex County 69 
Wilmington 93 
Newark 25 
Dover 18 

 

Though this data does not reflect all means of accessing financial services (excluding, for 
example, credit unions), it does provide some insight. The entitlement jurisdictions listed above 
are also amongst the most populated regions of their respective counties and also have 
proportionately adequate access to brick and mortar bank branches. Predominantly Black 
Wilmington, for example, contains over half of the total brick and mortar banks found in New 
Castle County. This data does not fully represent patterns of access within jurisdictions, 
however. For example, in Wilmington, while a number of banks are located by Wilmington 
Hospital and on the western edge of the city, in more predominantly White areas, brick and 
mortar banks are scarce in South Wilmington and Northwest Wilmington, which are 
predominantly Black areas. The presence of bank branches in Wilmington’s city center does not 
guarantee easy accessibility to those branches. While neither Newark nor Dover are as 
segregated as Wilmington, brick and mortar branches seem to be less accessible to Black and 
Hispanic residents in these cities. Further, mere physical access to financial institutions does not 
preclude the possibility of predatory lending practices (See Contributing Factor, Lending 
Discrimination).  

                                                           
57 https://whyy.org/articles/delaware-protests-epa-decision-on-air-pollution/  

https://whyy.org/articles/delaware-protests-epa-decision-on-air-pollution/
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Availability, Type, Frequency, and Reliability of Public Transportation 

Availability, type, frequency, and reliability of Public Transportation 

Lack of adequate public transportation is a significant contributing factor to disparities in access 
to opportunity. Generally, there is a lack of frequent and reliable transit in most of the state. This 
is a major barrier to accessing jobs and services. State officials have largely focused on providing 
transit in areas where density and infrastructure makes it most practical.58 However, this means 
that less densely populated areas of the state have limited or no access to transit. In Sussex 
County, transit service is generally more robust in coastal beach towns. Much of western Sussex 
County has limited year-round public transportation which makes it difficult for residents to 
access jobs in eastern Sussex County by transit.59 There is also concern that existing bus routes 
do not run at hours that make commuter usage feasible and may not adequately serve the 
Spanish-speaking population of the county.60 

Denser areas of the state have more access to transit. DART, the only statewide provider of 
public transportation, operates 37 bus routes in New Castle County while the 
Wilmington/Newark SEPTA Regional Rail line connects northern New Castle County to 
Philadelphia. However, stakeholders in New Castle County report that public transportation is a 
major issue. Many suburban areas of New Castle County still lack access to quality public 
transit. Bus frequencies, destinations, and hours in suburban New Castle County are often 
limited, negatively impacting households without vehicles, seniors, and people with 
disabilities.61 Links between Wilmington and many suburban areas are also limited. 

In Wilmington, a bus transit hub at Rodney Square was largely dismantled in December 2017 as 
13 bus routes were shifted away from the square.62 That action has prompted complaints from 
advocates and riders who believe that the elimination of the hub has made transfers more 
inconvenient and forced riders to wait at stops without adequate seating or shelter.63 In 
particular, riders have complained about the disproportionate impact of the changes on people of 
color, low-income riders, individuals with disabilities, and the elderly.64  

Impediments to mobility 

One of the original purposes of the Housing Choice Voucher program (formerly called “Section 
8”) was to expand housing choice and deconcentrate poverty by giving low income families 
access to privately owned and managed housing – and in 1989, Congress expanded this principle 

                                                           
58 “Letters to the Editor: DelDOT responds to LWV concerns about buses,” Cape Gazette, (2018). 
59 Goebel. 
60 Chris Flood, “DART opens discussion on improving Sussex bus ridership,” Cape Gazette, (2018). 
61 Wilmington Area Planning Council, “Transportation Justice: 2015 Accessibility and Mobility Report,” 
(2015).   
62 Zoe Read, “Wilmington bus riders continue to fight for Rodney Square routes,” WHYY, (2018). 
63 Christina Jedra, “Rodney Square bus advocates to DART: ‘We’re not going to accept it’,” Delaware 
Online, (2018). 
64 Christina Jedra, “Wilmington bus riders clash with DART over elimination of Rodney Square stops,” 
Delaware Online, (2018). 

https://www.capegazette.com/article/dart-opens-discussion-improving-sussex-bus-ridership/166727
http://www.wilmapco.org/EJ/WILMAPCO_2015_TJ_hd.pdf
http://www.wilmapco.org/EJ/WILMAPCO_2015_TJ_hd.pdf
https://whyy.org/articles/wilmington-bus-riders-continue-fight-rodney-square-routes/
https://www.delawareonline.com/story/news/local/2018/03/06/rodney-square-busroutes-public-hearings-today/398483002/
https://www.delawareonline.com/story/news/local/2018/03/06/rodney-square-busroutes-public-hearings-today/398483002/
https://www.delawareonline.com/story/news/local/2018/01/30/wilmington-bus-riders-clash-dart-over-elimination-rodney-square-stops/1068991001/
https://www.delawareonline.com/story/news/local/2018/01/30/wilmington-bus-riders-clash-dart-over-elimination-rodney-square-stops/1068991001/


312 
 

by permitting families to move freely outside the jurisdiction where their voucher was first 
issued. However, in the administration of the HCV program over the years, families have often 
been constrained in their choices, and today the HCV program is more geographically 
concentrated in higher poverty (and racially concentrated) neighborhoods than private rental 
housing generally, and almost as geographically concentrated as traditional public housing. The 
reasons for these patterns of concentration include a combination of housing market factors and 
PHA practice. Collectively, we call these factors “impediments to mobility,” and this assessment 
will highlight specific impediments that may be affecting voucher concentration in Delaware. 
 
Landlord outreach 
 
Newark 
 
Because of the extreme shortage of family housing available to non-students in Newark, the 
PHA has attended landlord association meetings, but this has not resulted in identification of new 
properties. 
 
Lack of appropriate payment standards  
 
Delaware State Housing Authority 
 
DSHA applies a 105% payment standard to the HUD Fair Market Rent (FMR) for its HCV 
program vouchers in Kent and Sussex Counties, with a slightly higher (110%) payment standard 
in the state-identified “Opportunity Area” zip codes in Kent and Sussex Counties. This payment 
standard appears to be adequate in some of these opportunity areas, but for many opportunity zip 
codes the current payment standard is dramatically below the HUD-designated “Small Area 
FMR,” which means that HCV families are unlikely to have adequate access to these 
neighborhoods where the Small Area FMR exceeds the current payment standard by $100 or 
more (the Small Area FMR is calculated to access roughly the 40th percentile of rents in the zip 
code). It appears that for a three bedroom apartment, the current payment standard is more than 
$100 less than the Small Area FMR in 16 zip codes. Some of these differences are extreme. For 
example, in Sussex County, 8 zip codes have dramatically higher Small Area FMRs than the 
current “opportunity” payment standard (ranging from $210 to $510 higher), which indicates that 
low income families with vouchers are unlikely to be able to afford a unit in these areas.  
 
Wilmington Housing Authority 
 
Wilmington is within the greater Philadelphia mandatory Small Area Fair Market Rent area, 
which means that WHA voucher rent is now set by zip code.  WHA has adjusted for decreased 
FMRs in a number of city zip codes by adjusting the payment standard by up to 110%. 
 
Newark Housing Authority  
 
Newark is currently applying a 110% payment standard, which is above the Small Area FMR for 
the city’s zip codes, but it is still inadequate because of the high and increasing demand for 
University of Delaware student housing throughout the city. The inability of HCV families to 
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access apartments in the city forces many families to port out to neighboring communities. The 
housing shortage for families with children is exacerbated by the practice of local property 
owners who rent larger family units to groups of students. 
 
New Castle County Housing Authority 
 
Based on a review of the HUD-published Small Area Fair Market Rents, which are set at the 40th 
percentile of recent rents in each zip code, the current payment standards in the “opportunity” zip 
codes in New Castle County are inadequate to give HCV families access to most of those 
neighborhoods. In several zip codes, the difference between the current payment standard and 
the Small Area FMR is extreme: the monthly Small Area FMR for a three-bedroom unit exceeds 
the current payment standard by more than $500 in two opportunity zip codes in New Castle 
County, and by more than $300 in two others.  
 
Dover Housing Authority 
 
It does not appear that payment standards are a significant issue in Dover.  
 
Lack of adequate search time 
 
Delaware State Housing Authority 
 
DSHA has a short search time of 60 days, and an absolute bar against extensions of the voucher 
term past 120 days, except for residents with disabilities having difficulty accessing an accessible 
unit. Under this current policy, the allowable reasons for requests for 30 day extensions up to 120 
days do not include difficulty in finding a unit in a low poverty area or opportunity area. The 
absolute limit on extensions, and the lack of provision for families seeking housing in hard to 
rent opportunity areas, make it more difficult for households to exercise housing choice, and 
represents a potential fair housing issue 
 
Wilmington Housing Authority 
 
Voucher search time is limited to 60 days, with additional 30 day extensions up to 120 days total.  
Reasons listed for an extension of the voucher search time currently do not include efforts by the 
family to find housing in a lower poverty neighborhood. This is a potential fair housing issue. 
 
Newark Housing Authority 
 
The Newark Housing Authority has a short search time of 60 days, and a general policy against 
extensions of the voucher term, with a limited number of exceptions that do not include difficulty 
in finding a unit in a low poverty area or opportunity area. This is a potential fair housing issue, 
especially given the shortage of voucher-affordable rental housing in the city.  
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New Castle County Housing Authority 
 

The draft Section 8 Administrative Plan for the NCCHA provides for a 120-day search period, 
but limits requests for extension to a short list of extenuating circumstances that does not include 
difficulty in finding a unit in a low poverty area or opportunity area. This is a potential fair 
housing issue. 
 
Dover Housing Authority 
 
The Dover Housing Authority has an initial search time of 90 days (with a suspension of the time 
period during a request for tenancy approval). 30-day extensions of the voucher term are 
permitted for up to a total of 60 additional days, for a limited number of reasons that do not 
include difficulty in finding a unit in a low poverty area or opportunity area. This is a potential 
fair housing issue. 
 
Lack of access to opportunity due to high housing costs 

Lack of access to opportunity due to high housing costs is a significant contributing factor. 
Almost half of all renters in the state face housing challenges, defined as paying more than 30 
percent of their income on housing costs, or living in overcrowded or substandard living 
conditions.65 The challenges are most severe among renters earning less than 50 percent of Area 
Median Income. For every 100 Extremely Low Income (ELI) renters with income at or below 
30% of the Area Median income in Delaware, there are only 24 available and affordable rental 
homes.66 This is below the national average of 35 available homes for every 100 ELI renters.67 
The affordability crisis is greatest in New Castle County, which also has the highest proportion 
of renters.68 The average monthly rent of a one-bedroom apartment at fair market price in New 
Castle County, according to a 2018 study, was $1,047—compared to $691 in Sussex County and 
$809 in Kent County.69 The cost of housing poses a challenge to potential homeowners, as well. 
Minority households are less likely to become homeowners than white, non-Hispanic 
households; when minority households do transition to owning, they have a higher chance of 
experiencing housing challenges than their white counterparts.70 This issue is most prevalent 
among African American and Hispanic households, where roughly half are homeowners 
compared to 81 percent among white families.71 These housing cost challenges create barriers to 
households seeking to move to areas of relatively high opportunity across the state. 

To better understand the neighborhoods in Delaware, the Delaware State Housing Authority has 
incorporated ‘Areas of Opportunity’ into their ‘Balanced Housing Opportunities’ maps.72 Areas 

                                                           
65 Delaware State Housing Authority, “Delaware Housing Needs Assessment, 2015-2020,” (2014).  
66 Housing Alliance of Delaware, “The State of Housing & Homelessness in The First State,” (2018).   
67 Housing Alliance of Delaware, 4. 
68 Housing Alliance of Delaware, 6. 
69 Housing Alliance of Delaware, 7. 
70 Delaware Housing Needs Assessment. 
71 Delaware Housing Needs Assessment. 
72 Delaware State Housing Authority, “Delaware FY2017 CAPER,” (2016), 52. 

http://destatehousing.com/FormsAndInformation/Publications/2014_housing_needs_full.pdf
https://static1.squarespace.com/static/59ca9d72268b96cb977e74fd/t/5b3a300603ce646d6a6cb60d/1530540039644/2018StateofHousingandHomelessness-FINAL.pdf
http://www.destatehousing.com/FormsAndInformation/Publications/ds-fy2017-caper.pdf
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of Opportunity are generally strong, high-value markets that offer economic opportunity, high-
performing schools, and supportive infrastructure; however, these areas contain little to no 
affordable housing.73 DSHA encourages municipalities to use their maps to identify appropriate 
strategies to ensure equitable development, including prioritizing new construction and 
preservation of affordable housing in areas of opportunity. 

As noted above, in many of the “high opportunity” zip code areas of New Castle and Sussex 
Counties, current payment standards are too low to give reasonable access to families with 
HCVs.  This has the effect of excluding HCV families from those neighborhoods and steering 
them to lower priced, lower opportunity areas of the counties. 

In Newark, the continuing growth of University of Delaware enrollment has placed huge 
pressure on the local housing market, to the disadvantage of low income families of color who 
are the predominant group of residents and families on the Newark PHA waitlist.  The University 
has established a steering committee to address the long-term issue of inadequate supply of rental 
housing, but the PHA will also need to reassess its payment standards if it seeks to compete in 
the local market. 

Lack of private investments in specific neighborhoods  

Lack of private investments in specific neighborhoods is discussed in more detail in the 
Segregation section. It is a contributing factor to Disparities in Access to Opportunity.  
 
Lack of public investments in specific neighborhoods, including services or amenities 

Lack of public investment in specific neighborhoods is discussed in more detail in the 
Segregation section. It is a significant contributing factor to Disparities in Access to 
Opportunity.  
 
Lack of local or regional cooperation 

Lack of local or regional cooperation is discussed in more detail in the Segregation section. Lack 
of local or regional cooperation is not a significant contributing factor to Disparities in Access to 
Opportunity. 

Land use and zoning laws  
 
Land use and zoning is discussed in more detail in the Segregation section. It is a 
significant contributing factor to Disparities in Access to Opportunity.  
 
Lending discrimination 
 
Lending discrimination is discussed in more detail in the Segregation section. Lending 
discrimination is a significant contributing factor to Disparities in Access to Opportunity. 

                                                           
73 Delaware FY2017 CAPER, 52. 
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Location and type of affordable housing 
 
The location and type of affordable housing is discussed in more detail in the Segregation 
section. It is a significant contributing factor to disparities in access to opportunity. 
 
Location of employers 

The location of employers is a contributing factor to disparities in access to opportunity. A 
spatial mismatch between jobs and housing can impose significant burdens on employees. In 
Sussex County, many service and retail jobs are located in coastal towns such as Rehoboth 
Beach. However, high housing prices in fast-growing eastern Sussex make it difficult for 
employees, who often hold low-wage seasonal jobs, to live near work in beach resort areas.74 
Instead, many workers must live in more affordable western areas of the county and commute. In 
the Wilmington area, there is a spatial mismatch between where job centers are located and 
where affordable housing is available. Within Wilmington, the banking and credit industries 
offer high paying jobs that are often held by people who live outside of the city, while many city 
residents work in lower-wage service jobs in suburban job centers such as Christiana Mall and 
Christiana Hospital.75 This contributes to long commute time for workers who are in low-wage 
occupations.76  

Location of environmental health hazards 

Location of environmental hazards is a significant contributing factor to disparities in access to 
opportunity. New Castle County has significant industry with numerous chemical plants, power 
plants, and other facilities. There is a concentration of hazardous sites in the Route 9 corridor 
south of Wilmington. Superfund sites, chemical plants, and hazardous waste storage or disposal 
facilities are concentrated in this corridor. The Delaware Memorial Bridge, which handles a very 
large volume of traffic, and the Port of Wilmington are also nearby. In 2018, a toxic gas leak 
from a chemical manufacturing facility in the area forced the closure of the bridge and added to 
chronic pollution problems in the area. Many residents of the Route 9 corridor are overburdened 
by multiple pollution sources and a majority of residents living in communities closest to the 
2018 toxic gas leak are people of color and low-income.77 A 2017 report on seven communities 
in New Castle County noted that African American residents were historically steered toward 
housing in communities along the corridor and concluded that residents face substantial higher 
health risks than other communities due to exposure to toxic air pollution and proximity to 
environmental hazards.78 

                                                           
74 Taylor Goebel, “Live where you work, unless at the beach. Affordable housing slim at resorts,” 
Delmarva Now, (2018). 
75 Delaware Housing Needs Assessment, 190. 
76 City of Wilmington, “Five-Year Consolidated Plan”, (2015). 
77 https://www.delawareonline.com/story/news/local/2019/03/13/shadows-delawares-biggest-polluters-
live-thousands-invisible-victims/2671008002/  
78 Union of Concerned Scientists, “Environmental Justice for Delaware: Mitigating Toxic Pollution in 
New Castle County Communities,” (2017). 

https://www.delmarvanow.com/story/news/2018/03/09/affordable-housing-slim-ocean-city-rehoboth/973106001/
https://www.delmarvanow.com/story/news/2018/03/09/affordable-housing-slim-ocean-city-rehoboth/973106001/
https://www.wilmingtonde.gov/Home/ShowDocument?id=318
https://www.delawareonline.com/story/news/local/2019/03/13/shadows-delawares-biggest-polluters-live-thousands-invisible-victims/2671008002/
https://www.delawareonline.com/story/news/local/2019/03/13/shadows-delawares-biggest-polluters-live-thousands-invisible-victims/2671008002/
https://www.ucsusa.org/sites/default/files/attach/2017/10/ej-for-de-report-ucs-2017.pdf
https://www.ucsusa.org/sites/default/files/attach/2017/10/ej-for-de-report-ucs-2017.pdf
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In Sussex County, poultry processing facilities are an important industry but are also a major 
source of water pollution. The county has five poultry processing plants and four have been cited 
for violating water pollution rules.79 In the Millsboro area, a processing facility owned by 
Mountaire Farms has a history of permit violations that have resulted in significant 
contamination of ground and surface waters.80 In 2017, state regulators required Mountaire to 
provide drinking water to area residents whose wells may have been contaminated with high 
levels of bacteria and nitrate from wastewater discharged from the plant.81 Area residents have 
also expressed concerns about negative health effects from the plant’s practices.82 Other sources 
of pollution located within a five-mile radius near Millsboro include a coal-fired power plant and 
coal ash disposal sites, two superfund sites, and other industrial facilities.83 A study of pollution 
in Millsboro concluded that residents near these sources of pollution have lower incomes, higher 
rates of poverty, lower rates of homeownership, and increased rates of cancer and heart disease.84  

Location of Proficient Schools and School Assignment Policies 

The location of proficient schools and school assignment policies is a significant contributing 
factor to disparities in access to opportunity. There are several common ways that the location of 
proficient schools and school assignment policies may cause or exacerbate disparities in access 
to opportunity – we discuss a number of these factors in this section, and recommend further 
investigation to fully assess the extent to which these issues are salient in Delaware: 
  

> Location of schools inside a racially concentrated neighborhood, and/or drawing of 
school assignment boundaries around racially identifiable neighborhoods, will increase 
the likelihood that children in that neighborhood will attend a racially isolated school 

          
> Location of schools inside a high poverty neighborhood, and/or drawing of school 
assignment boundaries around high poverty neighborhoods, will increase the likelihood 
that children in that neighborhood will attend a high poverty school 

   
> When families reside in districts/regions with a limited number of proficient schools, 
there may not be programs and/or policies in place to facilitate increased access to 
proficient schools. 

·          

                                                           
79 Kira Burkhart, Courtney Bernhardt, Tom Pelton, Eric Schaeffer, and Ari Phillips, “Water Pollution 
from Slaughterhouses,” Environmental Integrity Project, (2018). 
80 Chris Bason, “Findings & Recommendations of the Mountaire Pollution Committee,” Delaware Center 
for the Inland Bays, (2018). 
81 Scott Goss, “DNREC finds high levels of fecal coliform at Sussex plant,” Delaware Online, (2017). 
82 Scott Goss and Maddy Lauria, “Millsboro neighbors: How long have we been drinking tainted water?,” 
Delaware Online, (2017). 
83 Maddy Lauria, “Response to toxic water vastly different in two Sussex communities,” Delaware 
Online, (2018). 
84 Leah Baskin Graves, Aaron Aber, Natalie Agee, Ben Grimes, and Lionel Wilson, “Rapid Health Impact 
Assessment: Millsboro, DE,” Maryland Institute for Applied Environmental Health at the University of 
Maryland College Park. 

https://www.environmentalintegrity.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/10/Slaughterhouse-report-2.14.2019.pdf
https://www.environmentalintegrity.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/10/Slaughterhouse-report-2.14.2019.pdf
https://www.inlandbays.org/wp-content/uploads/Mountaire-Pollution-Findings-Recommendations-Final-for-Public-110218-2.pdf
https://www.inlandbays.org/wp-content/uploads/Mountaire-Pollution-Findings-Recommendations-Final-for-Public-110218-2.pdf
https://www.delawareonline.com/story/money/business/2017/11/10/mountaire-farms-polluting-sussex-county-groundwater-state-says/848548001/
https://www.delawareonline.com/story/news/local/2017/12/08/millsboro-neighbors-how-long-have-we-been-drinking-tainted-water/926204001/
https://www.delawareonline.com/story/news/local/2017/12/08/millsboro-neighbors-how-long-have-we-been-drinking-tainted-water/926204001/
https://www.delawareonline.com/story/news/local/2018/02/16/mountaire-farms-water-violations-raise-questions-environmental-justice-tale-two-responses-why-one-su/343532002/
https://www.delawareonline.com/story/news/local/2018/02/16/mountaire-farms-water-violations-raise-questions-environmental-justice-tale-two-responses-why-one-su/343532002/
https://static1.squarespace.com/static/5c176423372b964a03d076ad/t/5c4bd03e6d2a73c5a03e6bad/1548472384093/Millsboro-Chicken-CAFO-HIA.pdf
https://static1.squarespace.com/static/5c176423372b964a03d076ad/t/5c4bd03e6d2a73c5a03e6bad/1548472384093/Millsboro-Chicken-CAFO-HIA.pdf
https://static1.squarespace.com/static/5c176423372b964a03d076ad/t/5c4bd03e6d2a73c5a03e6bad/1548472384093/Millsboro-Chicken-CAFO-HIA.pdf
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> School districts with high performing schools attract higher income families, which can 
drive up housing prices, thereby excluding low, moderate and even middle income 
families.[1] 

  
> The absence of student assignment policies that proactively facilitate access to 
proficient schools for low income children in protected classes have the effect of 
excluding those children from access to proficient schools, and depressing housing values 
in their communities. 
 
> Districtwide or interdistrict public school choice can either promote access to proficient 
schools or increase segregation across schools and districts, depending on assignment 
procedures (e.g. the use of competitive admissions policies), whether transportation is 
provided, and whether schools are marketed and open to all students on an inclusive 
basis. 

  
In areas of the country where metropolitan areas are divided into a large number of school 
districts, wide disparities often exist across school districts, in terms of rates of poverty 
concentration, racial-ethnic segregation, local affluence and tax base, and student achievement. 
These boundaries tend to have a powerful impact on housing prices, rates of income separation, 
and access to quality education. Where school districts encompass a larger geographic area, 
either within metropolitan regions or in more rural areas, the disparities that emerge tend to be 
within school districts, across student assignment zones.   
 
Overall the state of Delaware contains 19 traditional school districts encompassing 228 schools, 
6 regional vocational-technical high schools, and 24 charter schools.85 

  
 

                                                           
85 http://www.rodelfoundationde.org/ataglance/ 
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Significant changes in school enrollment by race and income level within school districts can 
have significant housing market impacts, affecting perceived school quality, and influencing 
home-buying decisions and prices, and exacerbating income segregation across district lines.  As 
the table below illustrates,86 between 1997-2019, Delaware public schools have seen an 
enrollment decline for white students of approximately 10,000 students, offset by a slight 
increase in African American enrollment (~7,000) and a sharp increase in Latino enrollment 
(~20,000).  But these trends are not distributed equally across districts, with much of the 
interdistrict fluctuation occurring in New Castle County.  For example, the Christina and 
Colonial school districts have experienced substantial declines in white enrollment of roughly 
65% and 50% respectively between 1997-2019, and African American enrollment has increased 
significantly in Appoquinimink and New Castle Counties during the same period.  The most 
dramatic increases in Latino enrollment (which has increased in almost every district) have 
occurred in New Castle and Indian River districts (with significant growth also in the Red Clay 
district).   See the section appendix for 20-year enrollment trends broken out by district. 
 
These enrollment trends are consistent with recent analyses finding that levels of segregation 
within Delaware’s schools have increased over the last two decades, with increasing 

                                                           
86 (See here for graphs of individual district trends). 

https://drive.google.com/file/d/11CfB2B_liCezbKXFRV3Ql-um6GxYrqp5/view?usp=sharing
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concentrations of low-income, minority families in city schools, particularly in Wilmington and 
to a less dramatic extent in Dover.87   

 
In metropolitan Wilmington, the growth in the number of suburban students has outpaced that of 
urban students,88 and racial separation in the schools has increased, in spite of the configuration 
of two of the city’s three school districts, which serve both the city and suburbs (Brandywine and 
Red Clay).89  According to a 2015 report by the Civil Rights Project, between 1989 and 2011, 
white student enrollment in schools within the city limits of Wilmington fell almost 47 
percentage points from 64.5% to 18.6% and in suburban schools, white students made up the 
largest share of enrollment at 45.1%.90 Meanwhile, black student enrollment increased 35 
percentage points from 28.3% to 63.6%.91 In 1989, public school students in the city of 
Wilmington were predominantly white; however, by 2011, the majority had shifted toward black 
students92 (this trend is exacerbated by the high rate of private school attendance for Wilmington 
resident children).  Additionally, Latino students represented 14% of students in the city, 
growing 219% over twenty years.93 
 
Overall, racial segregation within Delaware school districts is not yet at extreme levels, and none 
of the traditional public schools has white enrollments of less than 27% (rates of racial 
concentration are more extreme in the charter sector).  But these trends are not stable, and unless 
state and local housing policy affirmatively expands housing choices for low income children of 
color in high performing, low poverty school districts, the trend is likely to continue. Indeed, the 
most concerning educational trend is the increasing double segregation by race and poverty – 
Black and Latino children are much more likely to attend schools that are over 50% low-income 
(20% and 17% respectively) than are white students in the state (4% of whom attend schools 
with over 50% low income children).94   

 
The patterns of “access to proficient schools are closely related to patterns of concentration of 
lower income children. According to the Delaware Department of Education’s results from the 
2018 Smarter Balanced Assessments (tests given to students in grades 3-8 to measure 
proficiency), out of the top ten proficient schools for both math and English language arts, only 
two were located in urban areas. Meanwhile, in the bottom ten proficient schools, seven were 
located in urban areas.95  Correspondingly, academic achievement, as measured by the share of 
fourth grade students scoring Proficient on Delaware’s “Smarter Balanced” tests in 

                                                           
87 https://civilrightsproject.ucla.edu/research/k-12-education/integration-and-diversity/courts-the-
legislature-and-delawares-resegregation/niemeyer-delaware-segregation-2015.pdf;  pg. 10 
88 pg. 11 
89 This school district configuration was originally designed in response to a 1976 school desegregation 
case (which effectively ended in 1995 with the court’s declaration of “unitary status.” 
90 pg. 41 
91 Pg. 41 
92 Pg. 41 
93 Pg. 42 
94 Analysis provided by Nancy McArdle, PhD, from State Department of Education data. 
95 https://www.delawareonline.com/story/news/education/2018/08/02/what-most-and-least-proficient-
schools-delaware/876396002/ 

https://civilrightsproject.ucla.edu/research/k-12-education/integration-and-diversity/courts-the-legislature-and-delawares-resegregation/niemeyer-delaware-segregation-2015.pdf
https://civilrightsproject.ucla.edu/research/k-12-education/integration-and-diversity/courts-the-legislature-and-delawares-resegregation/niemeyer-delaware-segregation-2015.pdf
https://www.delawareonline.com/story/news/education/2018/08/02/what-most-and-least-proficient-schools-delaware/876396002/
https://www.delawareonline.com/story/news/education/2018/08/02/what-most-and-least-proficient-schools-delaware/876396002/
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English/Language Arts (ELA) and Math in 2017-2018, varies widely for students of different 
races/ethnicities (see appendix), and for both tests, the share achieving proficiency is 
dramatically lower (about 35 percentage points lower) for low-income96 students as compared to 
non-low-income students.  The high share of low-income students (as well as ELL and students 
with disabilities), that do not achieve proficiency is one stated reason behind a currently pending 
lawsuit challenging the state’s funding for disadvantaged students.97  

 
In summary, patterns of segregation “across” school district lines are increasing, but not as yet a 
serious concern outside the Wilmington area.  However, rapid changes in enrollment by race and 
ethnicity in New Castle County school districts over the past twenty years, accompanied by 
increasing within-district segregation by race and income in districts serving the city of 
Wilmington, will likely continue to have an inflationary effect on housing prices in the areas 
served by higher performing schools, increasing racial and income segregation and adversely 
affecting access to proficient schools for African American and Latino children.   
 
Loss of Affordable Housing  
 
Loss of affordable housing is discussed in more detail in the Segregation section. Loss of 
affordable housing is a significant contributing factor to Disparities in Access to 
Opportunity. 
 
Occupancy codes and restrictions 
 
Occupancy codes and restrictions are discussed in more detail in the Segregation section. It is not 
a significant contributing factor to Disparities in Access to Opportunity.  

Private discrimination  
 
Private discrimination is discussed in greater detail in the Segregation section. Private 
discrimination is a significant contributing factor to Disparities in Access to Opportunity.  

Source of income discrimination 
 
Source of income discrimination is discussed in greater detail in the Segregation section. Source 
of income discrimination is not a major contributing factor to Disparities in Access to 
Opportunity. 

 

  

                                                           
96 Low-income defined as receiving SNAP or TANF. 
97 https://www.law.com/delawarelawweekly/2018/10/08/delaware-aclu-challenge-to-inadequate-school-
funding-gets-green-light/  

https://www.law.com/delawarelawweekly/2018/10/08/delaware-aclu-challenge-to-inadequate-school-funding-gets-green-light/
https://www.law.com/delawarelawweekly/2018/10/08/delaware-aclu-challenge-to-inadequate-school-funding-gets-green-light/
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iv. Disproportionate Housing Needs  
 
Which groups (by race/ethnicity and family status) experience higher rates of housing cost 
burden, overcrowding, or substandard housing when compared to other groups? Which groups 
also experience higher rates of severe housing burdens when compared to other groups?  
 
Within each jurisdiction in this analysis, most racial or ethnic minority groups experience higher 
rates of housing problems, including but not limited to severe housing cost burden, than do non-
Hispanic White households. The only exception to this is the Asian American and Pacific 
Islander population in Wilmington and New Castle County, which experiences lower rates of 
housing problems and a lower rate of severe cost burden than Non-Hispanic Whites in both 
jurisdictions, although the percentages are not far off. Among all racial or ethnic groups, 
Hispanic households are most likely to experience severe housing problems. Additionally, in 
nearly every jurisdiction, Hispanics are most or second-most likely to experience severe housing 
cost burden, with Native Americans experiencing the highest rates in Wilmington, the 
Philadelphia metro, and New Castle County, and Other, Non-Hispanic residents experiencing the 
highest rates in Dover and Kent County. In Kent County, Asian American or Pacific Islanders 
are the second most likely group to experience severe housing cost burden, in stark contrast to 
Wilmington and New Castle County. 
 
The analysis for Newark and Sussex County is a little different, because they are not HUD 
grantees. Using CHAS data, this analysis includes metrics for Newark and Sussex County, but 
they are not disaggregated by race. They do break down by tenure and income, which can be 
useful proxies for race in this context. Newark and Sussex have very similar statistics when 
broken down by income, with the majority of households at less than 30% HAMFI and between 
30% and 50% HAMFI experiencing housing problems.98 The majority of renters in Newark 
experience housing problems, but every other category by tenure in Newark and Sussex County 
is less than half.  
 
Cost burden in Sussex County and Newark is also broken down by tenure and HAMFI. In 
Sussex County, the majority of owners below 30% HAMFI and between 30-50% HAMFI 
experience a cost burden of more than 30%; More than 60% of owners at less than 30% HAMFI 
experience a cost burden of more than 50%.  For renters, these numbers are similar, with the 
majority of renters below 30% HAMFI and between 30-50% HAMFI experiencing a housing 
cost burden of more than 30%, and the majority of renters below 30% HAMFI experiencing a 
housing cost burden of more than 50%. Meanwhile, in Newark the only group of renters for 
which a majority experience a housing cost burden or more than 30% or more than 50% are 
those at less than 30% HAMFI. For renters, the majority of households with less than 30% 
HAMFI and between 30-50% HAMFI experience a more than 30% housing cost burden, and a 
majority of renters at less than 30% HAMFI experience a housing cost burden of more than 50%.  
 
Families with five or more members experience housing problems at the highest rate, followed 
by non-family households. Small families with four or fewer members experience housing 
problems at the lowest rate of any household type. The largest disparities are only separated by 
10-15 points. Disparities between small and large families are less pronounced for severe cost 
                                                           
98 HAMFI: HUD Area Median Family Income.  
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burden than they are for other types of housing problems. Since larger families are almost 
invariably exposed to greater levels of overcrowding, it makes sense that severe cost burden 
accounts for only a small proportion of the disparity in housing problems between large and 
small families. The total percentage of households with housing problems and severe housing 
problems is greatest in Wilmington.  
 
Housing Problems  
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Table 1: Housing Problems, Dover, Kent County  

Disproportionate 
Housing Needs (Dover, DE CDBG) Jurisdiction Kent County (Dover Region) 
Households 
experiencing any 
of 4 housing 
problems 

# with 
problems 

# 
househol

ds 
% with 

problems 
# with 

problems 

# 
househo

lds 
% with 

problems 

Race/Ethnicity              
White, Non-
Hispanic 1,810 6,739 26.86% 11,870 41,130 28.86% 
Black, Non-
Hispanic 2,250 4,395 51.19% 5,640 12,330 45.74% 

Hispanic 460 795 57.86% 1,395 2,629 53.06% 
Asian or Pacific 
Islander, Non-
Hispanic 165 350 47.14% 579 1,113 52.02% 
Native American, 
Non-Hispanic 0 0 N/A 117 277 42.24% 
Other, Non-
Hispanic 230 370 62.16% 499 1,054 47.34% 

Total 4,915 12,655 38.84% 20,110 58,525 34.36% 
Household Type 
and Size             
Family 
households, <5 
people 2,195 6,170 35.58% 10,275 34,990 29.37% 
Family 
households, 5+ 
people 575 1,315 43.73% 2,485 5,860 42.41% 
Non-family 
households 2,150 5,175 41.55% 7,350 17,670 41.60% 
Households 
experiencing any 
of 4 Severe 
Housing 
Problems 

# with 
severe 

problems 

# 
househol

ds 

% with 
severe 

problems 

# with 
severe 

problems 

# 
househo

lds 

% with 
severe 

problems 

Race/Ethnicity              
White, Non-
Hispanic 954 6,739 14.16% 5,070 41,130 12.33% 
Black, Non-
Hispanic 1,055 4,395 24.00% 2,520 12,330 20.44% 
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Hispanic 230 795 28.93% 725 2,629 27.58% 
Asian or Pacific 
Islander, Non-
Hispanic 60 350 17.14% 245 1,113 22.01% 
Native American, 
Non-Hispanic 0 0 N/a 53 277 19.13% 
Other, Non-
Hispanic 160 370 43.24% 259 1,054 24.57% 

Total 2,455 12,655 19.40% 8,865 58,525 15.15% 
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Table 2: Housing Problems, New Castle County, Delaware  

Disproportionate 
Housing Needs 

(New Castle County, DE 
CDBG, HOME, ESG) 

Jurisdiction Delaware 
Households 
experiencing any of 4 
housing problems 

# with 
proble

ms 

# 
househ

olds 
% with 

problems 
# with 

problems 

# 
househ

olds 
% with 

problems 

Race/Ethnicity              

White, Non-Hispanic 32,831 122,179 26.87% 67,260 237,395 28.33% 

Black, Non-Hispanic 13,171 30,029 43.86% 29,680 64,490 46.02% 

Hispanic 5,220 9,986 52.27% 10,085 18,775 53.72% 
Asian or Pacific 
Islander, Non-Hispanic 1,986 7,606 26.11% 2,812 9,580 29.35% 
Native American, Non-
Hispanic 160 362 44.20% 415 942 44.06% 

Other, Non-Hispanic 909 2,102 43.24% 2,020 4,555 44.35% 

Total 54,288 172,270 31.51% 112,250 335,710 33.44% 
Household Type and 
Size             
Family households, <5 
people 25,990 102,521 25.35% 54,575 196,815 27.73% 
Family households, 5+ 
people 5,878 16,085 36.54% 12,150 29,980 40.53% 
Non-family households 22,406 53,653 41.76% 45,530 108,920 41.80% 
Households 
experiencing any of 4 
Severe Housing 
Problems 

# with 
severe 
proble

ms 

# 
househ

olds 

% with 
severe 

problems 

# with 
severe 

problems 

# 
househ

olds 

% with 
severe 

problems 

Race/Ethnicity              

White, Non-Hispanic 14,210 122,179 11.63% 30,000 237,395 12.64% 

Black, Non-Hispanic 6,179 30,029 20.58% 14,170 64,490 21.97% 

Hispanic 3,423 9,986 34.28% 6,470 18,775 34.46% 
Asian or Pacific 
Islander, Non-Hispanic 953 7,606 12.53% 1,343 9,580 14.02% 
Native American, Non-
Hispanic 98 362 27.07% 210 942 22.29% 

Other, Non-Hispanic 596 2,102 28.35% 1,190 4,555 26.13% 

Total 25,427 172,270 14.76% 53,360 335,710 15.89% 
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Table 3: Housing Problems, Wilmington, Philadelphia-Camden-Wilmington, PA-NJ-DE-
MD Region  

Disproportionate 
Housing Needs 

(Wilmington, DE CDBG, 
HOME, ESG) Jurisdiction 

(Philadelphia-Camden-
Wilmington, PA-NJ-DE-MD) 

Region 
Households 
experiencing any of 4 
housing problems 

# with 
problems 

# 
househ

olds 

% with 
problem

s 

# with 
proble

ms 

# 
househol

ds 
% with 

problems 
Race/Ethnicity              

White, Non-Hispanic 3,495 10,684 32.71% 508,665 1,530,895 33.23% 

Black, Non-Hispanic 7,225 14,515 49.78% 203,120 439,883 46.18% 

Hispanic 1,340 2,535 52.86% 69,474 132,557 52.41% 
Asian or Pacific 
Islander, Non-Hispanic 80 278 28.78% 33,916 93,070 36.44% 
Native American, Non-
Hispanic 30 44 68.18% 1,610 3,131 51.42% 

Other, Non-Hispanic 163 412 39.56% 11,599 27,088 42.82% 

Total 12,320 28,450 43.30% 828,370 2,226,635 37.20% 
Household Type and Size           
Family households, <5 
people 5,435 13,250 41.02% 378,725 1,240,335 30.53% 
Family households, 5+ 
people 1,135 2,255 50.33% 82,965 206,098 40.26% 
Non-family households 5,755 12,955 44.42% 366,690 780,190 47.00% 
Households 
experiencing any of 4 
Severe Housing 
Problems 

# with 
severe 

problems 

# 
househ

olds 

% with 
severe 

problem
s 

# with 
severe 
proble

ms 

# 
househol

ds 

% with 
severe 

problems 
Race/Ethnicity              

White, Non-Hispanic 1,715 10,684 16.05% 230,085 1,530,895 15.03% 

Black, Non-Hispanic 3,790 14,515 26.11% 111,949 439,883 25.45% 

Hispanic 880 2,535 34.71% 44,089 132,557 33.26% 
Asian or Pacific 
Islander, Non-Hispanic 40 278 14.39% 19,281 93,070 20.72% 
Native American, Non-
Hispanic 20 44 45.45% 936 3,131 29.89% 

Other, Non-Hispanic 89 412 21.60% 6,356 27,088 23.46% 

Total 6,520 28,450 22.92% 412,755 2,226,635 18.54% 
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     Table 4: Housing Problems, Newark, Sussex County  

 Newark, DE Sussex County, DE 
Households 
experiencing 
any of 4 
housing 
problems 

# with 
problem

s 
# 

households 

% with 
problem

s 

# with 
problem

s 
# 

households 

% with 
problem

s 

Tenure              

Owner 1,185 5,635 21.03% 16,940 62,990 26.89% 

Renter 2,405 4,300 55.93% 8,240 18,195 48.29% 

Total 3,590 9,935 36.13% 25,180 81,185 31.02% 
Income by Housing Problems 
Household 
Income <= 30% 
HAMFI 1,650 2,075 79.52% 5,870 7,830 74.97% 
Household 
Income >30% 
to <= 50% 
HAMFI 655 1,030 63.59% 6,525 10,320 63.23% 
Household 
Income >50% 
to <=80% 
HAMFI 770 1,712 44.98% 6,100 13,555 45.00% 
Household 
Income >80% 
to <= 100% 
HAMFI 195 965 20.21% 2,360 8,850 26.67% 
Household 
Income >100% 
HAMFI 315 4,150 7.59% 4,320 40,625 10.63% 
Households 
experiencing 
any of 4 Severe 
Housing 
Problems 

# with 
severe 

problem
s 

# 
households 

% with 
severe 

problem
s 

# with 
severe 

problem
s 

# 
households 

% with 
severe 

problem
s 

Tenure  

Owner 465 5,635 8.25% 7,855 62,990 12.47% 

Renter 1,605 4,300 37.33% 4,700 18,195 25.83% 

Total 2,070 9,935 20.84% 12,555 81,185 15.46% 
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Table 5: Housing Cost Burden, Dover, Kent County  
      
Households 
with Severe 
Housing Cost 
Burden (Dover, DE CDBG) Jurisdiction Kent County (Dover Region) 

Race/Ethnicity  
# with severe 
cost burden 

# 
households 

% with 
severe 
cost 

burden 

# with 
severe 
cost 

burden 
# 

households 

% with 
severe 
cost 

burden 
White, Non-
Hispanic 910 6,739 13.50% 4,570 41,130 11.11% 
Black, Non-
Hispanic 995 4,395 22.64% 2,335 12,330 18.94% 

Hispanic 185 795 23.27% 505 2,629 19.21% 
Asian or Pacific 
Islander, Non-
Hispanic 60 350 17.14% 225 1,113 20.22% 
Native 
American, Non-
Hispanic 0 0 N/a 55 277 19.86% 
Other, Non-
Hispanic 165 370 44.59% 245 1,054 23.24% 

Total 2,315 12,655 18.29% 7,935 58,525 13.56% 
Household 
Type and Size             
Family 
households, <5 
people 951 6,170 15.41% 3,785 34,990 10.82% 
Family 
households, 5+ 
people 265 1,315 20.15% 824 5,860 14.06% 
Non-family 
households 1,078 5,175 20.83% 3,344 17,670 18.92% 

Note 1: Severe housing cost burden is defined as greater than 50% of income. 
Note 2: All % represent a share of the total population within the jurisdiction or region, except 
household type and size, which is out of total households. 
Note 3: The # households is the denominator for the % with problems, and may differ from the 
# households for the table on severe housing problems.  

Note 4: Data Sources: CHAS 
Note 5: Refer to the Data Documentation for details 
(www.hudexchange.info/resource/4848/affh-data-documentation). 

 

https://www.hudexchange.info/resource/4848/affh-data-documentation
https://www.hudexchange.info/resource/4848/affh-data-documentation
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Table 6: Housing Cost Burden, Wilmington, Philadelphia-Camden-Wilmington, PA-NJ-
DE Region 
 
Households 
with Severe 
Housing Cost 
Burden Wilmington, DE 

Philadelphia-Camden-
Wilmington, PA-NJ-DE 

Region 

Race/Ethnicity  

# with 
severe cost 

burden 

# 
household

s 

% with 
severe 
cost 

burden 

# with 
severe 
cost 

burden 
# 

households 

% with 
severe 
cost 

burden 
White, Non-
Hispanic 1,610 10,684 15.07% 214,765 1,530,895 14.03% 
Black, Non-
Hispanic 3,440 14,515 23.70% 100,465 439,883 22.84% 

Hispanic 645 2,535 25.44% 36,070 132,557 27.21% 
Asian or Pacific 
Islander, Non-
Hispanic 25 278 8.99% 14,759 93,070 15.86% 
Native 
American, Non-
Hispanic 20 44 45.45% 853 3,131 27.24% 
Other, Non-
Hispanic 90 412 21.84% 5,600 27,088 20.67% 

Total 5,830 28,450 20.49% 372,512 2,226,635 16.73% 
Household 
Type and Size             
Family 
households, <5 
people 2,408 13,250 18.17% 156,040 1,240,335 12.58% 
Family 
households, 5+ 
people 469 2,255 20.80% 25,688 206,098 12.46% 
Non-family 
households 2,950 12,955 22.77% 190,731 780,190 24.45% 

Note 1: Severe housing cost burden is defined as greater than 50% of income. 
Note 2: All % represent a share of the total population within the jurisdiction or region, except 
household type and size, which is out of total households. 
Note 3: The # households is the denominator for the % with problems, and may differ from the 
# households for the table on severe housing problems.  

Note 4: Data Sources: CHAS 
Note 5: Refer to the Data Documentation for details 
(www.hudexchange.info/resource/4848/affh-data-documentation). 

https://www.hudexchange.info/resource/4848/affh-data-documentation
https://www.hudexchange.info/resource/4848/affh-data-documentation
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Table 7: Housing Cost Burden, New Castle County, Delaware 
 
Households 
with Severe 
Housing Cost 
Burden New Castle County, DE Delaware 

Race/Ethnicity  
# with severe 
cost burden 

# 
households 

% with 
severe 
cost 

burden 

# with 
severe 
cost 

burden 
# 

households 

% with 
severe 
cost 

burden 
White, Non-
Hispanic 13,036 122,179 10.67% 27,160 237,395 11.44% 
Black, Non-
Hispanic 5,329 30,029 17.75% 12,505 64,490 19.39% 

Hispanic 2,571 9,986 25.75% 4,600 18,775 24.50% 
Asian or Pacific 
Islander, Non-
Hispanic 793 7,606 10.43% 1,158 9,580 12.09% 
Native 
American, Non-
Hispanic 95 362 26.24% 190 942 20.17% 
Other, Non-
Hispanic 482 2,102 22.93% 910 4,555 19.98% 

Total 22,306 172,270 12.95% 46,523 335,710 13.86% 
Household 
Type and Size             
Family 
households, <5 
people 9,781 102,521 9.54% 21,115 196,815 10.73% 
Family 
households, 5+ 
people 1,667 16,085 10.36% 3,779 29,980 12.61% 
Non-family 
households 10,837 53,653 20.20% 21,619 108,920 19.85% 

Note 1: Severe housing cost burden is defined as greater than 50% of income. 
Note 2: All % represent a share of the total population within the jurisdiction or region, except 
household type and size, which is out of total households. 
Note 3: The # households is the denominator for the % with problems, and may differ from the 
# households for the table on severe housing problems.  

Note 4: Data Sources: CHAS 
Note 5: Refer to the Data Documentation for details 
(www.hudexchange.info/resource/4848/affh-data-documentation). 

https://www.hudexchange.info/resource/4848/affh-data-documentation
https://www.hudexchange.info/resource/4848/affh-data-documentation
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Table 8: Housing Cost Burden, Sussex County 
 

Households with Severe Cost Burden Sussex County, DE 

Income by Cost Burden (Owners) 
Cost burden 

> 30% % 
Cost burden 

> 50% % 

Household Income <= 30% HAMFI 3,170 75.30% 2,570 61.05% 
Household Income >30% to <=50% 
HAMFI 3,700 55.02% 2,335 34.72% 
Household Income >50% to <=80% 
HAMFI 4,125 41.77% 1,245 12.61% 
Household Income >80% to <=100% 
HAMFI 1,770 25.07% 415 5.88% 

Household Income >100% HAMFI 3,445 9.81% 360 1.03% 

Total  16,210 25.73% 6,925 10.99% 

Income by Cost Burden (Renters)         

Household Income <= 30% HAMFI 2,475 68.37% 2,090 57.73% 
Household Income >30% to <=50% 
HAMFI 2,605 72.46% 1,250 34.77% 
Household Income >50% to <=80% 
HAMFI 1,750 47.55% 280 7.61% 
Household Income >80% to <=100% 
HAMFI 380 21.23% 60 3.35% 
Household Income >100% HAMFI 250 4.54% 40 0.73% 
Total  7,460 41.00% 3,720 20.45% 
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Table 9: Housing Cost Burden, Newark  
 

Households with Severe Cost Burden Newark, DE 

Income by Cost Burden (Owners) 
Cost burden 

> 30% % 
Cost burden 

> 50% % 

Household Income <= 30% HAMFI 280 82.35% 210 61.76% 
Household Income >30% to <=50% 
HAMFI 140 36.84% 60 15.79% 
Household Income >50% to <=80% 
HAMFI 285 35.19% 75 9.26% 
Household Income >80% to <=100% 
HAMFI 155 24.60% 10 1.59% 

Household Income >100% HAMFI 265 7.63% 10 0.29% 

Total  1,125 19.96% 365 6.48% 

Income by Cost Burden (Renters)         

Household Income <= 30% HAMFI 1,350 77.81% 1,270 73.20% 
Household Income >30% to <=50% 
HAMFI 515 79.23% 185 28.46% 
Household Income >50% to <=80% 
HAMFI 450 49.72% 65 7.18% 
Household Income >80% to <=100% 
HAMFI 20 5.97% 0 0% 
Household Income >100% HAMFI 4 0.59% 0 0% 
Total  2,339 54.40% 1,520 35.35% 

      
In addition to the HUD-provided data breaking down the proportion of households experiencing 
housing problems who are subject to overcrowding or incomplete plumbing and kitchen facilities 
by race or ethnicity, the American Community Survey also provides additional context. That 
data shows that overcrowding is much more common than incomplete plumbing and kitchen 
facilities. Of each jurisdiction in Delaware, for both incomplete plumbing and incomplete 
kitchen facilities, only one place has a rate of more than 1.0%. Wilmington has a rate of 1.02% 
for a lack of adequate kitchen facilities. Overcrowding, on the other hand, varies much more 
widely. White and Native American households experience a rate of overcrowding that is 1.5% 
or less in every jurisdiction. Hispanics experience the highest rates of overcrowding statewide, 
with that result especially driven by the high rates of overcrowding in Newark, New Castle 
County, and Sussex County (a whopping 17%). Black households have the second highest rate of 
overcrowding statewide. However, Asian households experience some starting rates in both 
Wilmington (7.5%) and Sussex County (5.36%), comparatively. Most notably, although Sussex 
County seems to be an outlier when it comes to overcrowding, likely driven by its more rural 
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nature compared to the other jurisdictions, Hispanics still experience overcrowding at a rate of 
three times as much as the next highest group (Asian American or Pacific Islanders).  
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Table 10: Percentage of Overcrowded Households by Race or Ethnicity, 2013-2017 
American Community Survey 
 

 Non-Hispanic 
White 
Households 

Black 
Households 

Native 
American 
Households 

Asian 
American or 
Pacific 
Islander 
Households 

Hispanic 
Households 

Delaware 1.10% 2.74% 0.28% 2.37% 8.45% 

Philadelphia 
Metro 

1.02% 2.13% 4.43% 5.35% 6.24% 

New Castle 
County 

0.78% 2.17% 0% 2.10 % 6.68% 

Kent County 1.44% 3.15% 0.42% 2.69% 3.82% 

Sussex 
County 

1.50% 5.07% 0.57% 5.36% 17.00% 

Wilmington 0.53% 1.46% 0% 7.50% 3.10% 

Newark 0.96% 2.95% 0% 2.15% 6.23% 

Dover 1.02% 4.05% 0% 4.53% 2.01% 

 
Which areas in the jurisdiction and Region experience the greatest housing burdens? Which of 
these areas align with segregated areas, integrated areas, or R/ECAPs and what are the 
predominant race/ethnicity or national origin groups in such areas?  
 
In Delaware at-large, a household would have to earn $22 per hour to afford a two-bedroom 
apartment at fair market value.99 This varies widely across the state, with the lowest zip code rate 
located in Sussex County, at $15.77/hour. The highest rate is in the zip code nearest 
Philadelphia, at $33.65/hour. The second highest rate can be found near Middletown, at 
$32.88/hour. Rates in Wilmington hover around $20-25/hour, and rates in Newark hover around 
$22/hour. Dover mostly clocks in below $20/hour, and rates in Sussex County are in the teens, 
excepting the Rehoboth and Bethany Beach areas (in the low $20’s). Making the state minimum 
wage ($8.25/hour), a household would have to work 87 hours/week to afford a one-bedroom 
apartment at market rate. Although it is difficult to compare the special Newark and Sussex 
County statistics with HUD-provided data, it seems that overall, Wilmington experiences the 
highest cost burden of any jurisdiction. It is also the most highly segregated, and contains the 
most R/ECAPs. However, these segregation lines are much more clearly black-versus-white, 
whereas the highest cost burden is often more keenly felt by the Hispanic population, which has 
less significant numbers.  
                                                           
99 Out of Reach 2018, National Low-Income Housing Coalition.  
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Map 1: Demographics of Households with Disproportionate Housing Needs, Delaware 
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 Map 2: Demographics of Households with Disproportionate Housing Needs, Philadelphia-
Camden-Wilmington, PA-NJ-DE Region 
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Map 3: Demographics of Households with Disproportionate Housing Needs, New Castle 
County 
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Map 4: Demographics of Households with Disproportionate Housing Needs, Kent County 
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Map 5: Demographics of Households with Disproportionate Housing Needs, Sussex County 
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Map 6: Demographics of Households with Disproportionate Housing Needs, Wilmington 

 

 
 

  



342 
 

Map 7: Demographics of Households with Disproportionate Housing Needs, Newark 
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Map 8: Demographics of Households with Disproportionate Housing Needs, Dover 
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Map 9: Demographics of Households with Disproportionate Housing Needs for Top 5 
National Origin Populations, Philadelphia-Camden-Wilmington, PA-NJ-DE Region 
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Map 10: Demographics of Households with Disproportionate Housing Needs for Top 5 
National Origin Populations, New Castle County 
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Map 11: Demographics of Households with Disproportionate Housing Needs for Top 5 
National Origin Populations, Kent County  
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Map 12: Demographics of Households with Disproportionate Housing Needs for Top 5 
National Origin Populations, Sussex County  
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Map 13: Demographics of Households with Disproportionate Housing Needs for Top 5 
National Origin Populations, Wilmington 
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Map 14: Demographics of Households with Disproportionate Housing Needs for Top 5 
National Origin Populations, Newark 
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Map 15: Demographics of Households with Disproportionate Housing Needs for Top 5 
National Origin Populations, Dover 
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Compare the needs of families with children for housing units with two, and three or more 
bedrooms with the available existing housing stock in each category of publicly supported 
housing.  
 

Table 10: Publicly Supported Housing by Program Category: Units by Number of 
Bedrooms and Number of Children, New Castle County 

  (New Castle County, DE CDBG, HOME, ESG) Jurisdiction 

  

Households in 0-
1 Bedroom  

Units 

Households in 
2 Bedroom  

Units 

Households 
in 3+ 

Bedroom  
Units 

Households 
with Children 

Housing Type # % # % # % # % 

Public Housing 41 42.27% 18 18.56% 33 34.02% 49 50.52% 
Project-Based 

Section 8 913 58.71% 377 24.24% 245 15.76% 496 31.90% 

Other Multifamily 133 79.17% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% N/a N/a 

HCV Program 331 17.36% 811 42.53% 723 37.91% 1,094 57.37% 
Note 1: Data Sources: APSH 
Note 2: Refer to the Data Documentation for details 
(www.hudexchange.info/resource/4848/affh-data-documentation). 

 

Table 11: Publicly Supported Housing by Program Category: Units by Number of 
Bedrooms and Number of Children, Wilmington 

  (Wilmington, DE CDBG, HOME, ESG) Jurisdiction 

  

Households in 
0-1 Bedroom  

Units 

Households in 
2 Bedroom  

Units 

Households in 
3+ Bedroom  

Units 
Households 

with Children 

Housing Type # % # % # % # % 

Public Housing 651 46.40% 290 20.67% 440 31.36% 584 41.63% 
Project-Based 

Section 8 1,057 66.94% 276 17.48% 232 14.69% 391 24.76% 

Other Multifamily 120 86.96% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% N/A N/A 

HCV Program 423 24.10% 399 22.74% 900 51.28% 917 52.25% 
Note 1: Data Sources: APSH 
Note 2: Refer to the Data Documentation for details 
(www.hudexchange.info/resource/4848/affh-data-documentation). 

https://www.hudexchange.info/resource/4848/affh-data-documentation
https://www.hudexchange.info/resource/4848/affh-data-documentation
https://www.hudexchange.info/resource/4848/affh-data-documentation
https://www.hudexchange.info/resource/4848/affh-data-documentation
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Table 12: Publicly Supported Housing by Program Category: Units by Number of 
Bedrooms and Number of Children, Dover 

  (Dover, DE CDBG) Jurisdiction 

  

Households in 
0-1 Bedroom  

Units 

Households in 
2 Bedroom  

Units 

Households in 
3+ Bedroom  

Units 
Households 

with Children 

Housing Type # % # % # % # % 

Public Housing 76 20.60% 129 34.96% 153 41.46% 229 62.06% 
Project-Based 
Section 8 203 55.62% 117 32.05% 42 11.51% 138 37.81% 

Other Multifamily 222 100.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% N/A N/A 

HCV Program 88 28.57% 105 34.09% 97 31.49% 108 35.06% 

Note 1: Data Sources: APSH 
Note 2: Refer to the Data Documentation for details 
(www.hudexchange.info/resource/4848/affh-data-documentation). 

 
There are 46,523 households in the state experiencing severe housing cost burden, and neither 
the state of Delaware nor any municipalities have rent control ordinances. 24,904 of the 
households experiencing severe housing cost burden are families. Complete HUD data is not 
available regarding the number of bedrooms for all publicly supported housing in the state; 
however, there are data specific to New Castle County, Wilmington, and Dover, which are 
analyzed here. There are only 1,063 Public Housing units, 1,289 Project-Based Section 8 units, 
and 0 Other Multifamily units with more than one bedroom capable of housing these families. 
Housing Choice Vouchers are the most utilized form of publicly supported housing for families, 
with 3,035 multi-bedroom units accessed. Households with children make up 57.37% of 
occupants in New Castle County, 52.25% in Wilmington, and 35.06% in Dover. It is clear that 
the total amount of affordable housing and the amount of affordable housing aimed at families 
are insufficient. 
 
Describe the differences in rates of renter and owner-occupied housing by race/ethnicity in the 
jurisdiction and Region. 
  

https://www.hudexchange.info/resource/4848/affh-data-documentation
https://www.hudexchange.info/resource/4848/affh-data-documentation
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Table 13: B25003: TENURE - Universe: Occupied housing units  
2013-2017 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates  
 

      Total  Owner occupied Renter occupied 

 # # % # % 

Delaware 352,357 251,098 71.26% 101,259 28.74% 

Philadelphia 
Region 

2,253,471 1,516,332 67.29% 737,139 32.71% 

New Castle 
County 

202,654 138,618 68.40% 64,036 31.60% 

Kent County 63,381 44,132 69.63% 19,249 30.37% 

Sussex County 86,322 68,348 79.18% 17,974 20.82% 

Wilmington 28,484 12,974 45.55% 15,510 54.45% 

Newark 10,230 5,408 52.86% 4,822 47.14% 

Dover 13,427 6,747 50.25% 6,680 49.75% 

      
Table 14: B25003H: TEssNURE (WHITE ALONE, NOT HISPANIC OR LATINO 
HOUSEHOLDER) - Universe: Occupied housing units with a householder who is White 
alone, not Hispanic or Latino  
2013-2017 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates  

 
      Total  Owner occupied Renter occupied 

 # # % # % 

Delaware 242,401 192,809 79.54% 49,592 20.46% 

Philadelphia 
Region 

1,596,337 1,186,244 74.31% 410,093 25.69% 

New Castle 
County 

128,981 101,006 78.31% 27,975 21.69% 

Kent County 42,965 32,674 76.05% 10,291 23.95% 

Sussex County 70,455 59,129 83.92% 11,326 16.08% 

Wilmington 10,123 5,851 57.80% 4,272 42.20% 

Newark 7,561 4,519 59.77% 3,042 40.23% 

Dover 6,746 4,264 63.21% 2,482 36.79% 
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Table 15: B25003B: TENURE (BLACK OR AFRICAN AMERICAN ALONE 
HOUSEHOLDER) - Universe: Occupied housing units with a householder who is Black or 
African American alone 2013-2017 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates  
      

      Total  Owner occupied Renter occupied 

 # # % # % 

Delaware 70,657 37,415 52.95% 33,242 47.05% 

Philadelphia 
Region 

455,063 221,029 48.57% 234,034 51.43% 

New Castle 
County 

47,366 24,009 50.69% 23,357 49.31% 

Kent County 14,136 7,983 56.47% 6,153 43.53% 

Sussex County 9,155 5,423 59.24% 3,732 40.76% 

Wilmington 15,188 6,111 40.24% 9,077 59.76% 

Newark 1,018 306 30.06% 712 69.94% 

Dover 4,695 1,878 40.00% 2,817 60.00% 

      
Table 16: B25003D: TENURE (ASIAN OR PACIFIC ISLANDER ALONE 
HOUSEHOLDER) - Universe: Occupied housing units with a householder who is Asian or 
Pacific Islander alone 2013-2017 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates  
 

 Total  Owner occupied Renter occupied 

 # # % # % 

Delaware 12271 7405 60.35% 4866 39.65% 

Philadelphia 
Region 

108,417 67,454 62.22% 40,963 37.78% 

New Castle 
County 

10.223 5932 58.03% 4291 41.97% 

Kent County 1.265 883 69.80% 382 30.20% 

Sussex County 783 590 75.35% 193 24.65% 

Wilmington 440 193 43.86% 247 56.14% 

Newark 975 285 29.23% 690 70.77% 

Dover 508 236 46.46% 272 53.54% 
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Table 17: B25003I: TENURE (HISPANIC OR LATINO HOUSEHOLDER) - Universe: 
Occupied housing units with a householder who is Hispanic or Latino  
2013-2017 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates  
 
 Total  Owner occupied Renter occupied 

 # # % # % 

Delaware 22.436 10.622 47.34% 11.814 52.66% 

Philadelphia 
Region 

153,240 67,665 44.16% 85,575 55.84% 

New Castle 
County 

14,247 6,614 46.42% 7.633 53.58% 

Kent County 3,407 1,681 49.34% 1,726 50.66% 

Sussex County 4,782 2,327 48.66% 2,455 51.34% 

Wilmington 2,421 737 30.44% 1,684 69.56% 

Newark 578 250 43.25% 328 56.75% 

Dover 1,043 267 25.60% 776 74.40% 

 
Table 18: B25003C: TENURE (AMERICAN INDIAN AND ALASKA NATIVE ALONE 
HOUSEHOLDER) – Universe: Occupied housing units with a householder who is 
American Indian and Alaska Native alone 
2013-2017 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates  

 Total  Owner occupied Renter occupied 

 # # % # % 

Delaware 1,440 1,009 70.07% 431 29.93% 

Philadelphia 
Region 

4,542 2,431 53.52% 2,111 46.48% 

New Castle 
County 

617 365 59.16% 252 40.84% 

Kent County 475 364 76.63% 111 23.37% 

Sussex County 348 280 80.46% 68 19.54% 

Wilmington 68 27 39.71% 41 60.29% 

Newark 41 21 51.22% 20 48.78% 

Dover 72 32 44.44% 40 55.56% 
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Throughout the state, it is clear that the lowest levels of homeownership are found in 
Wilmington. Every other jurisdiction (before disaggregation by racial group) maintains a 
majority of homeowners versus renters (with Dover a bare majority at 50.25%). In Delaware at 
large, White residents experience the highest levels of homeownership. Hispanics are the only 
group that rents more than owns in every jurisdiction in this analysis; the highest areas of 
homeownership for Hispanics are in Kent County and Sussex County, at 49.34% and 48.66%, 
respectively. Hispanics have the lowest homeownership rate in Dover, where they trail the next 
highest group by approximately 20 points. In fact, the gap between the highest and lowest rates 
of homeownership in each jurisdiction is roughly 30 points (or more).  

Jurisdiction by jurisdiction, White residents have the highest levels of homeownership (excepting 
Kent County, in which White and Native American homeowners both rank within the same 
percentage point). The most variation is seen in the second place ranking, which goes to Asian 
American or Pacific Islanders twice (Wilmington and Dover), Native Americans thrice (Newark, 
New Castle County, Sussex, and the state), and White residents once (Kent County).100 It should 
be noted that the raw numbers of Native Americans versus the other racial and ethnic groups is 
much lower, which might influence these comparative statistics. Third place is homeownership 
goes separately to Black residents once (Wilmington), Hispanic residents once (Newark), Native 
American residents once (Dover), and Asian American or Pacific Islanders the rest of the time 
(New Castle County, Kent County, Sussex County, and Delaware). The consistent third place 
ranking of Asian American or Pacific Islander residents in each of the counties and the state at 
large might suggest that houses in the suburbs are especially accessible for this group; similarly, 
Hispanics are ranked the lowest in all four of those jurisdictions, suggesting that they do not have 
good access to homeownership in the suburbs. Black homeownership is ranked second to last in 
all but one (Wilmington) of the jurisdictions at issue, telling a similar story.  

  

                                                           
100 These rankings only analyze jurisdictions within Delaware, and do not count the Philadelphia Metro 
Area. 
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Additional Information  
 
Beyond the HUD-provided data, provide additional relevant information, if any, about 
disproportionate housing needs in the jurisdiction and Region affecting groups with other 
protected characteristics. (TBD)  
 
Table 19: B25035: MEDIAN YEAR STRUCTURE BUILT  
2013-2017 American Community Survey 
 
MEDIAN YEAR STRUCTURE 
BUILT 

Delaware 1983 

Philadelphia Region 1963 

New Castle County 1973 

Kent County 1991 

Sussex County 1993 

Wilmington 1947 

Newark 1976 

Dover 1983 

 
 
In addition to HUD-provided data, information about the age of the housing stock in the 
entitlement jurisdictions and throughout Delaware may reflect housing condition issues, 
potentially including lead paint exposure, that are suggestive of disproportionate housing needs. 
The chart above shows that the housing stock in Wilmington is more than half a century old, in 
stark contrast to Newark and the greater County, which both average in the ‘70s; even the 
Philadelphia Region averages in the ‘60s. Dover and the State both average in the ‘80s, and 
Sussex and Kent County have extremely new housing stocks, built in the early ‘90s. The areas 
with the newest housing stock also have the least diverse populations, while Wilmington, which 
is 57% Black, has the oldest housing stock and thus the highest likelihood of lead paint exposure. 
On the other hand, Dover, which has the next-highest Black population (41%), sports a much 
newer housing stock than Wilmington. The potential for lead paint exposure having a 
disproportionate impact on African American residents seems to be a problem that is more 
specific to Wilmington.  
 
Delaware recently became the first state to ban the use of lead paint on the exteriors of 
buildings.101 Lead paint on building exteriors presents a special hazard because the exterior 
surfaces are subject to wind and weather erosion which can cause the lead toxins to spread into 

                                                           
101 http://udreview.com/first-state-is-the-first-to-ban-lead-paint-outdoors/ 

http://udreview.com/first-state-is-the-first-to-ban-lead-paint-outdoors/
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air or water. Nevertheless, removing lead paint from structures, whether interior or exterior, is 
very costly, averaging about $10,000 per house. Child lead testing has found a much more 
significant presence in New Castle County (i.e. Wilmington) than the other counties.102  
 

 
 
An estimated 70,000 homes in Delaware could have lead paint in them.103 In the past, Delaware 
and its various counties have received grants to address lead abatement, but most of that funding 
has not been renewed.104 Asbestos abatement is also a concern in old homes in Delaware. The 
state does not provide direct abatement services, but does regulate the process and provides 
information and links to companies and organizations that provide such services.105  
 
The program participant may also describe other information relevant to its assessment of 
disproportionate housing needs. For PHAs, such information may include a PHA’s overriding 
housing needs analysis.  
 
Homelessness  
                                                           
102 https://www.delawareonline.com/story/news/2016/08/16/lead-paint-removal-slow-expensive-process-
delaware/88531498/ 
103 Id.  
104 https://www.doverpost.com/news/20160706/lead-concerns-prompt-federally-funded-abatement-
programs-in-kent-sussex-counties 
105 https://dnrec.alpha.delaware.gov/air/asbestos/ 

https://www.delawareonline.com/story/news/2016/08/16/lead-paint-removal-slow-expensive-process-delaware/88531498/
https://www.delawareonline.com/story/news/2016/08/16/lead-paint-removal-slow-expensive-process-delaware/88531498/
https://www.doverpost.com/news/20160706/lead-concerns-prompt-federally-funded-abatement-programs-in-kent-sussex-counties
https://www.doverpost.com/news/20160706/lead-concerns-prompt-federally-funded-abatement-programs-in-kent-sussex-counties
https://dnrec.alpha.delaware.gov/air/asbestos/
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The experience of homelessness is not reflected in HUD-provided data regarding the prevalence 
of housing problems. However, using the Homelessness Point in Time Count data, it is possible 
to conclude that, as compared to other states, Delaware has one of the lowest homelessness 
statistics in the country. The 2019 Point in Time Count occurred in January, but the data is not 
yet available to the public; this analysis utilizes the 2018 data. In 2018, Delaware had an 
estimated 1,082 people experiencing homelessness on any given day.106 This makes up just 
0.11% of the population. Of those people, 70 were veterans, 53 were unaccompanied young 
adults (aged 18-24), 189 were individuals experiencing chronic homelessness, and 125 were 
family households.107 Data from the U.S. Department of Education (2016-2017 school year) 
indicates that approximately 322 public school students experience homelessness during the 
course of the year. Of those students, 15 were unsheltered, 202 were in shelters, 561 were in 
hotels/motels, and 2,449 were doubled up.108 The 2017 numbers are very comparable, with an 
estimated 994 people experiencing homelessness on any given day, 129 family households, 91 
veterans, 45 unaccompanied young adults, and 127 chronically homeless individuals.109 In 2016, 
Governor Markell announced that Delaware had effectively ended veteran homelessness.110 This 
announcement came upon receipt of a certification from the U.S. Interagency Council on 
Homelessness, HUD, and the U.S. Department of Veterans Affairs. The announcement also 
followed Delaware’s commitment to end veteran homelessness made in January of 2015; 
between that commitment and this announcement, Delaware had housed 414 formerly homeless 
veterans. Even with these gains, stakeholder engagement has indicated that homelessness is still 
a problem in Delaware. For example, a local church project to build tiny homes for the homeless 
has faced significant opposition in Dover.111  
 
Contributing Factors of Disproportionate Housing Needs 

Availability of affordable units in a range of sizes 

The availability of affordable units in a range of sizes is a significant contributing factor to 
disproportionate housing needs. The availability of units in a range of bedroom sizes impacts 
whether various groups, such as families with multiple children, have adequate housing, are 
subject to overcrowding, and have adequate housing options in a range of locations. Within the 
population served by publicly supported housing, single people with disabilities or the elderly 
tend to require smaller unit sizes, while households with children, especially large families, are 
in need of larger units. Where there is not an appropriate range of housing options, this problem 
may sometimes have an especially acute impact on the basis of multiple protected characteristics 
– for instance, race or ethnicity as well as familial status – depending on a region’s 
demographics. The lack of affordable units in a range of sizes may also reflect related 

                                                           
106 https://www.usich.gov/homelessness-statistics/de 
107 Id.  
108 Id. 
109 http://dev2.usich.gov/homelessness-statistics/de 
110 https://news.delaware.gov/2016/11/11/delaware-effectively-ends-veteran-homelessness/ 
111 https://www.delawareonline.com/story/news/2018/07/24/grant-breathes-new-life-into-stalled-dover-
tiny-house-village-plan/767239002/ 

https://www.usich.gov/homelessness-statistics/de
http://dev2.usich.gov/homelessness-statistics/de
https://news.delaware.gov/2016/11/11/delaware-effectively-ends-veteran-homelessness/
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contributing factors, such as community opposition, as well as the presence or absence of 
appropriate priorities created through housing funding rubrics.  

In Delaware, the lack of units of sufficiently large size creates overcrowding problems that 
disproportionately impact households of color. As noted in the preceding data analysis, White 
and Native American households experience a rate of overcrowding that is 1.5% or less in every 
jurisdiction, while Hispanics experience the highest rates of overcrowding statewide (as high as 
17% in Sussex County three times as much as the next highest group), Black households 
experiences the second highest rate of overcrowding, and Asian households experiencing high 
rates of overcrowding in some locations, in particular Wilmington (7.5%) and Sussex County 
(5.36%). In addition, while there is an overall shortage of family-sized publicly supported 
housing units in comparison to the number of cost-burdened family households within the state, 
a relatively large number of such units are public housing units (in comparison to other types of 
publicly supported housing, such as project-based vouchers). Because public housing is the most 
segregated type of public housing, throughout the state and in particular in Wilmington (where 
public housing administration is carved out of the rest of New Castle County), from a fair 
housing perspective, this does not compensate for the lack of sufficiently large units in more 
dispersed housing programs or in the private market.  

According to data from the American Community Survey, approximately 36% of renter 
households in Delaware have 3 or more people. This indicates that there is substantial need for 
family-sized rental units. In Delaware, the median gross rent in 2017 for units with 3 or more 
bedrooms was $1,264. The median gross rent for units with 3 or more bedrooms in 2017 was 
$1,331 in New Castle County, $1,152 in Wilmington, $1,631 in Newark, $1,311 in Dover, 
$1,263 in Kent County, and $1,129 in Sussex County. Statewide, median household income for 
renters in 2017 was $39,108. Median household income for renters in 2017 was $40,539 in New 
Castle County, $26,946 in Wilmington, $25,763 in Newark (likely due to the high student 
population in the city), $31,742 in Dover, $39,693 in Kent County, $37,885 in Sussex County. 
Given that almost 31% of renter households in the state earn less than $25,000 a year, there is a 
high need for affordable units. However, households at the median renter income level in all 3 
counties as well as the cities of Wilmington, Newark, and Dover would be cost burdened by 
median rents for 3 or more bedrooms.  

Displacement of residents due to economic pressures  

Displacement of residents due to economic pressures is discussed in more detail in the 
Segregation section. It is a significant contributing factor to Disproportionate Housing Needs.   

Displacement of and/or lack of housing support for victims of domestic violence, dating 
violence, sexual assault, and stalking 

Victims of domestic violence, dating violence, sexual assault and stalking are entitled to some 
housing related protections under Delaware Code. The law states that after petition for a 
protective order, the court may ask the respondent to pay support for the petitioner and/or for the 
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parties' children, including temporary housing costs.112 Furthermore, victims are permitted to 
break a lease and leave their home with 30 days’ written notice so long as they have obtained or 
sought relief from domestic violence or abuse from courts, police agencies, or domestic violence 
services.113 The Delaware Coalition Against Domestic Violence counts seven identified 
domestic violence programs in Delaware. In a 2017 24-hour survey of six of these programs, the 
National Census of Domestic Violence Services counted six unmet requests for housing 
services.114 Nuisance ordinances in Wilmington and Dover may also impact housing availability 
for victims of domestic violence, as they may be penalized for calling the police to their 
property.  
 
Lack of access to opportunity due to high housing costs 

Lack of access to opportunity due to high housing costs is discussed in more detail in the 
Disparities in Access to Opportunity section. It is a significant contributing factor to 
disproportionate housing needs. 

Lack of private investments in specific neighborhoods 

Lack of private investments in specific neighborhoods is discussed in more detail in the 
Segregation section. It is not a contributing factor to disproportionate housing needs.  

Lack of public investments in specific neighborhoods, including services or amenities 

Lack of public investments in specific neighborhoods is discussed in more detail in the 
Segregation section. It is a contributing factor to disproportionate housing needs. 

Land use and zoning laws 

Land use and zoning laws are discussed in more detail in the Segregation section. They are a 
major contributing factor to disproportionate housing needs. 

Lending discrimination 

Lending discrimination is discussed in more detail in the Segregation section. Lending 
discrimination is a significant contributing factor to Disproportionate Housing Needs. 

Loss of Affordable Housing  

Loss of affordable housing is discussed in more detail in the Segregation section. It is a strong 
contributing factor to disproportionate housing needs.  

Source of income discrimination 

                                                           
112 http://delcode.delaware.gov/title10/c009/sc03/index.shtml  
113 http://www.delcode.delaware.gov/title25/c053/index.shtml  
114 https://dcadv.org/file_download/inline/322287cf-e03a-4394-b882-43f6aeb19264  

http://delcode.delaware.gov/title10/c009/sc03/index.shtml
http://www.delcode.delaware.gov/title25/c053/index.shtml
https://dcadv.org/file_download/inline/322287cf-e03a-4394-b882-43f6aeb19264
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Source of income discrimination is discussed in more detail in the Segregation section. It is not a 
significant contributing factor to Disproportionate Housing Needs.  
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C. Publicly Supported Housing Analysis 
 
Publicly Supported Housing Demographics 
 

i. Are certain racial/ethnic groups more likely to be residing in one program category 
of publicly supported housing than other program categories (public housing, 
project-based Section 8, Other Multifamily Assisted developments, and Housing 
Choice Voucher (HCV)) in the jurisdiction?  

ii. Compare the racial/ethnic demographics of each program category of publicly 
supported housing for the jurisdiction to the demographics of the same program 
category in the region.  

 
The following answers pertain to both subsections (i) and (ii).  
 
Delaware (State)115 
 

Table 1a – Publicly Supported Housing Units by 
Program Category 
Delaware (State) 

Housing Units # % 
Total Housing Units 405,885 - 
Public Housing 2,413 0.59% 
Project Based Section 8 4,649 1.15% 
Other Multifamily 700 0.17% 
Housing Choice Vouchers 5,150 1.27% 
Note 1: Data Sources: Decennial Census; APSH; 
Note 2: Refer to the Data Documentation for details 
(https://www.hudexchange.info/resource/4848/affh-
data-documentation/). 

 
Small percentages (see Table 1a)116 of Delaware’s 405,885 total housing units are devoted to any 
of the four types of publicly supported housing. Less than 1 percent of all housing units in the 
state are either public housing (0.59%) of Other Multifamily117 (0.17%), whereas Project-Based 

                                                           
115 The state of Delaware serves as the “Region” for New Castle County, Kent County, and Sussex 
County.  
116 Tables 1a-1g, 2a-2h, 3a-3g, and 4a-4g all reflect data from the AFFH data and mapping tool (AFFHT). 
The tables for Delaware (state), Philadelphia-Camden-Wilmington PA-NJ-DE-MD MSA, New Castle 
County, Wilmington, and Dover are all downloaded directly from the AFFHT. The tables for Kent 
County, Sussex County, and Newark were created from the AFFH public use raw data files 
(https://www.hudexchange.info/resource/4868/affh-raw-data/) using methodology/logic provided to us by 
HUD. The tables for Kent County and Sussex County are computed for the whole county. By contrast, 
HUD generates the New Castle County tables for areas outside of the jurisdiction of Wilmington.   
117 The “Other Multifamily” category includes properties funded through the Section 202 Supportive 
Housing for the Elderly Program and the Section 811 Supportive Housing for Persons with Disabilities 
Program. See AFFHT data documentation for additional details: 

https://www.hudexchange.info/resource/4848/affh-data-documentation/
https://www.hudexchange.info/resource/4848/affh-data-documentation/
https://www.hudexchange.info/resource/4868/affh-raw-data/
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Section 8 (1.15%) and Housing Choice Vouchers (1.27%) make up slightly more than 1 percent. 
Table 2a shows how these four varieties of publicly supported housing are distributed by 
race/ethnicity. Non-Hispanic Blacks comprise over 84 percent of units of public housing in the 
state, with non-Hispanic Whites making up about 11 percent. Housing Choice Vouchers (HCVs) 
are similarly racially concentrated: 79.85% of HCV units in the state have non-Hispanic Black 
heads of households, with non-Hispanic Whites accounting for 13.73% of units. Non-Hispanic 
Blacks still make up a statewide majority of Project-Based Section 8 units, but with a 
substantially lower share of 55.57%. Non-Hispanic Whites comprise fully 35% of Project-Based 
Section 8 units in Delaware. A different distribution pertains, however, for Other Multifamily 
units, with non-Hispanic Whites comprising about 61% of all units, and non-Hispanic Blacks 
accounting for only 31%. Hispanics and Asian/Pacific Islanders make up smaller shares, across 
all four categories.  
 
Philadelphia-Camden-Wilmington, PA-NJ-DE-MD Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA)118  
 
Only public housing is characterized by racial disparities at the metro level (see table 2b). Non-
Hispanic Blacks account for over 80% of public housing units in the Philadelphia MSA, with 
non-Hispanic Whites (10.61%), Hispanics (7.99%) and non-Hispanic Asians/Pacific Islanders 
(0.59%) making up the remainder. By contrast, both Project-Based Section 8 units and Other 
Multifamily units are much more evenly distributed across racial and ethnic groups. For instance, 
non-Hispanic Whites and non-Hispanic Black each account for 44% of Other Multifamily units 
in the MSA. Similarly, 45% of Project-Based Section 8 units are non-Hispanic Blacks, while 
non-Hispanic Whites reside in about 37% of units. 
 
New Castle County (outside of Wilmington) 
 

 

 

                                                           
https://www.hudexchange.info/resources/documents/AFFH-T-Data-Documentation-AFFHT0004-
November-2017.pdf. 
118 The Philadelphia-Camden-Wilmington MSA serves as the “Region” for the Wilmington and Newark 
jurisdictions. 

Table 1b – Publicly Supported Housing Units by 
Program Category 

New Castle County, DE 
Housing Units # % 
Total Housing Units 184,678 - 
Public Housing 98 0.05% 
Project Based Section 8 1,601 0.87% 
Other Multifamily 188 0.10% 
Housing Choice Vouchers 1,998 1.08% 
Note 1: Data Sources: Decennial Census; APSH; 
Note 2: Refer to the Data Documentation for details 
(https://www.hudexchange.info/resource/4848/affh-
data-documentation/). 

https://www.hudexchange.info/resources/documents/AFFH-T-Data-Documentation-AFFHT0004-November-2017.pdf
https://www.hudexchange.info/resources/documents/AFFH-T-Data-Documentation-AFFHT0004-November-2017.pdf
https://www.hudexchange.info/resource/4848/affh-data-documentation/
https://www.hudexchange.info/resource/4848/affh-data-documentation/
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Table 1b indicates that each of the four types of publicly supported housing comprise less than 1 
percent of New Castle County’s total housing units. Housing Choice Vouchers makes up the 
largest share, at 1.08%, while only 0.05% of the county’s housing units are public housing. Table 
2c again shows the breakdown by race and ethnicity. In New Castle, both public housing and 
Housing Choice Vouchers exhibit uneven racial distributions. Over 76% of HCV units in the 
county are non-Hispanic Black, with small shares of non-Hispanic Whites (13.12%) and 
Hispanics (10.29%). Non-Hispanic Blacks also account for a majority of public housing units, 
albeit a lower share of units (27.96%). Project-Based Section 8 units are more evenly distributed, 
with non-Hispanic Whites comprising the largest share (46.59%) and non-Hispanic Blacks close 
behind at 42.26%. Once again, non-Hispanic Whites are the largest share of Other Multifamily 
units (63.93%), with both non-Hispanic Blacks and Hispanics accounting for just less than 20%. 
The distributions of HCVs and Other Multifamily units closely mirror those at the state level. 
Public Housing and Project-Based Section 8 are each more concentrated among non-Hispanic 
Blacks at the state level than in New Castle County. 
 
Kent County119   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Of the 65,338 total housing units in Kent County, only about 1 percent are in any of the four 
types of publicly subsidized housing (table 1c). Non-Hispanic Blacks make up the largest shares 
of units of three of the four types of public subsidized housing: public housing, Project-Based 
Section 8, and Housing Choice Vouchers (see table 2d). Public housing is the most racially 
concentrated, with Blacks accounting for 77.3% of units and non-Hispanic Whites making up 
18.37%. HCVs are about 70% non-Hispanic Black and non-Hispanic Whites are 26.38%. 
Project-Based Section 8 units are more evenly distributed, even though Blacks still comprise the 
largest share of units: about 59% of units are headed by non-Hispanic Blacks, and a little under 
39% are non-Hispanic Whites. Non-Hispanic Whites make up the largest share of Other 
Multifamily units (61.32%), and non-Hispanic Blacks comprise most of the remainder at 
29.72%.  The racial demographics of Project-Based Section 8 and Other Multifamily units 
closely resemble those for the state. Both HCVs and public housing units are a bit less racially 
concentrated toward non-Hispanic Blacks in Kent County, as compared to the state overall. 
                                                           
119 Kent County serves as the “Region” for the Dover jurisdiction. 

Table 1c – Publicly Supported Housing Units by 
Program Category 
Kent County, DE 

Housing Units # % 
Total Housing Units 65,338  
Public Housing 642 0.98% 
Project Based Section 8 632 0.97% 
Other Multifamily 237 0.36% 
Housing Choice Vouchers 821 1.26% 
Note 1: Data Sources: Decennial Census; APSH; 
Note 2: Refer to the Data Documentation for details 
(https://www.hudexchange.info/resource/4848/affh-
data-documentation/). 

https://www.hudexchange.info/resource/4848/affh-data-documentation/
https://www.hudexchange.info/resource/4848/affh-data-documentation/
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Sussex County 
 

Table 1d – Publicly Supported Housing Units by 
Program Category 
Sussex County, DE 

Housing Units # % 
Total Housing Units 123,036  
Public Housing 155 0.13% 
Project Based Section 8 776 0.63% 
Other Multifamily 133 0.11% 
Housing Choice Vouchers 285 0.23% 
Note 1: Data Sources: Decennial Census; APSH; 
Note 2: Refer to the Data Documentation for details 
(https://www.hudexchange.info/resource/4848/affh-
data-documentation/). 

 
Table 1d once again portrays the small shares of total housing units in any of the categories of 
publicly subsidized housing. Project-Based Section 8 comprises 0.63% of Sussex County’s 
123,036 housing units, the largest of the four types. Non-Hispanic Blacks make up the largest 
share of public housing units in the county, at 73.43% (see table 2e). Non-Hispanic Whites 
comprise just under 27%. These shares are somewhat less concentrated than at the state level. 
Project-Based Section 8 units follow a similar pattern, with about 70% non-Hispanic Black and 
26% non-Hispanic White, which are more racially concentrated than for Delaware as a whole. 
Other Multifamily units are more concentrated among non-Hispanic Whites in Sussex than at the 
state: fully 79% of units are headed by Whites and only about 18% by Blacks. Housing Choice 
Vouchers follow a unique pattern in Sussex County. Non-Hispanic Whites make up a majority of 
HCV units in the county (56.40%), followed by non-Hispanic Blacks (41.60%).  
 
Wilmington 
 

Table 1e – Publicly Supported Housing Units by 
Program Category 
Wilmington, DE 

Housing Units # % 
Total Housing Units 32,820 - 
Public Housing 1,518 4.63% 
Project Based Section 8 1,640 5.00% 
Other Multifamily 142 0.43% 
Housing Choice Vouchers 1,950 5.94% 
Note 1: Data Sources: Decennial Census; APSH; 
Note 2: Refer to the Data Documentation for details 
(https://www.hudexchange.info/resource/4848/affh-
data-documentation/). 

 

https://www.hudexchange.info/resource/4848/affh-data-documentation/
https://www.hudexchange.info/resource/4848/affh-data-documentation/
https://www.hudexchange.info/resource/4848/affh-data-documentation/
https://www.hudexchange.info/resource/4848/affh-data-documentation/
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Table 1e shows that publicly supported housing accounts for higher shares of Wilmington’s 
32,820 total housing units than in the other locations described above. Housing Choice Vouchers 
comprise 5.94% of total units, while Project-Based Section 8 and public housing account for 
5.00% and 4.63% respectively. The racial/ethnic demographics of publicly supported housing is 
racially disparate: non-Hispanic Blacks are a majority of all four categories of publicly supported 
housing (see table 2f). Over 93% of Housing Choice Voucher units in Wilmington are non-
Hispanic Black, which is the highest percentage of all geographies studied. Similarly, just under 
90% of public housing units are non-Hispanic Blacks, which for comparison is about 10 
percentage points higher than in the Philadelphia MSA. Project-Based Section 8 are also much 
more concentrated among non-Hispanic Blacks in Wilmington than in the Philadelphia MSA: 
just under 61% of units are Black, about 16 points higher than in the metro area. Other 
Multifamily units follow a similar trend. About 58% of Other Multifamily units are headed by 
non-Hispanic Blacks (14 points higher than the metro area), versus about 39% for non-Hispanic 
Whites.  
 
Newark 
 

Table 1f – Publicly Supported Housing Units by 
Program Category 

Newark, DE 
Housing Units # % 
Total Housing Units 10,366  
Public Housing 98 0.95% 
Project Based Section 8 218 2.1% 
Other Multifamily 29 0.28% 
Housing Choice Vouchers 154 1.49% 
Note 1: Data Sources: Decennial Census; APSH; 
Note 2: Refer to the Data Documentation for details 
(www.hudexchange.info/resource/4848/affh-data-
documentation). 

 
Each type of publicly supported housing accounts for under 1.5% of Newark’s 10,366 total 
housing units (see table 1f). Housing Choice Vouchers make up the largest share, at 1.49%. Both 
Project-Based Section 8 and Other Multifamily units are highly concentrated among non-
Hispanic Whites, at 71.50% and 92% respectively (see Table 2g). These shares are each much 
higher for Whites than in the Philadelphia MSA. By contrast, non-Hispanic Blacks comprise the 
largest share of public housing (65.59%) and HCV (62.26%) units. The share of non-Hispanic 
Black public housing units is about 15 percentage points lower in Newark than in the 
Philadelphia MSA. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

http://www.hudexchange.info/resource/4848/affh-data-documentation
http://www.hudexchange.info/resource/4848/affh-data-documentation
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Dover   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Table 1f indicates that each category of publicly supported housing accounts for between 1.5% 
and 2.5% of Dover’s 15,020 total housing units. For instance, 2.64% of total units are public 
housing. Further, table 2g shows that non-Hispanic Blacks make up the largest share of three of 
the four categories: public housing (82.49%), Project-Based Section 8 (56.86%), and HCVs 
(75.26%). By contrast, non-Hispanic Whites make up the largest share of Other Multifamily 
housing, at 61.32%. Dover’s racial/ethnic demographics of publicly supported housing are 
reasonably close to those of Kent County as a whole. 
 

iii. Compare the demographics, in terms of protected class, of residents of each program 
category of publicly supported housing (public housing, project-based Section 8, 
Other Multifamily Assisted developments, and HCV) to the population in general, and 
persons who meet the income eligibility requirements for the relevant program 
category of publicly supported housing in the jurisdiction and region. Include in the 
comparison, a description of whether there is a higher or lower proportion of groups 
based on protected class.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Table 1g – Publicly Supported Housing Units by 
Program Category 

Dover, DE 
Housing Units # % 
Total Housing Units 15,020 - 
Public Housing 397 2.64% 
Project Based Section 8 375 2.50% 
Other Multifamily 220 1.46% 
Housing Choice Vouchers 368 2.45% 
Note 1: Data Sources: Decennial Census; APSH; 
Note 2: Refer to the Data Documentation for details 
(https://www.hudexchange.info/resource/4848/affh-
data-documentation/). 

https://www.hudexchange.info/resource/4848/affh-data-documentation/
https://www.hudexchange.info/resource/4848/affh-data-documentation/
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Delaware (State) 
 

Table 2a – Publicly Supported Households by Race/Ethnicity 
Delaware (State) 

 White Black Hispanic 
Asian/Pacific 

Islander 
Housing Type # % # % # % # % 
Public Housing 235 10.71% 1,848 84.23% 103 4.69% 5 0.23% 
Project Based Section 
8 1,535 34.89% 2,445 55.57% 347 7.89% 67 1.52% 
Other Multifamily 337 60.61% 170 30.58% 39 7.01% 8 1.44% 
Housing Choice 
Vouchers 627 13.73% 3,645 79.85% 279 6.11% 4 0.09% 
Total Households 237,395 70.71% 64,490 19.21% 18,775 5.59% 9,580 2.85% 
0-30% of AMI 18,515 52.82% 11,500 32.81% 3,330 9.50% 774 2.21% 
0-50% of AMI 32,670 46.19% 20,775 29.37% 6,330 8.95% 1,608 2.27% 
0-80% of AMI 67,070 54.50% 32,385 26.32% 10,815 8.79% 2,502 2.03% 
Note 1: Data Sources: Decennial Census; APSH; CHAS; Note 2: Numbers presented are numbers of households 
not individuals; Note 3: Refer to the Data Documentation for details 
(https://www.hudexchange.info/resource/4848/affh-data-documentation/). 

 
Whereas non-Hispanic Whites make up a large share of the total households (70.71%) in the 
whole state, they make up much smaller shares of each category of publicly supported housing, 
accounting for between 10.71% of public housing and 60.61% of Other Multifamily units (see 
table 2a). By contrast, non-Hispanic Blacks are consistently over-represented in each type of 
publicly supported housing relative to total households. For instance, while Blacks comprise only 
19.21% of households statewide, they account for 30.58% of Other Multifamily units, 56% of 
Project-Based Section 8, about 80% of HCVs, and over 84% of public housing units. Hispanics 
make up 5.59% of total households, and obtain similar shares of each type of publicly supported 
housing. Asian and Pacific Islanders comprise low shares of both total households and publicly 
supported housing. Furthermore, non-Hispanic Whites encompass slightly less than 55 percent of 
households eligible for some form of publicly supported housing, defined as households that fall 
within 0-80 percent of Area Median Income (AMI). Non-Hispanic White households are 
underrepresented in three of the four types of publicly supported housing: public housing, 
Project-Based Section 8 and HCVs and over-represented in Other Multifamily units. Non-
Hispanic Blacks are over-represented in all forms of publicly supported housing, relative to 
income-eligible Black households. Roughly 27 percent of Black households are eligible for 
publicly supported housing, whereas between 31% (Other Multifamily) and 84% (public 
housing) actually live in PSH. Hispanics and Asian/Pacific Islanders are slightly 
underrepresented in PSH relative to eligible households. 
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Philadelphia-Camden-Wilmington, PA-NJ-DE-MD Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA) 
 

Table 2b – Publicly Supported Households by Race/Ethnicity 
Philadelphia-Camden-Wilmington, PA-NJ-DE-MD MSA 

 White Black Hispanic 
Asian/Pacific 

Islander 
Housing Type # % # % # % # % 
Public Housing 2,058 10.61% 15,672 80.77% 1,551 7.99% 115 0.59% 
Project Based Section 8 8,260 36.99% 10,046 44.98% 2,587 11.58% 1,401 6.27% 
Other Multifamily 1,779 43.60% 1,793 43.95% 307 7.52% 190 4.66% 
Housing Choice 
Vouchers N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 
Total Households 1,530,895 68.75% 439,883 19.76% 132,557 5.95% 93,070 4.18% 
0-30% of AMI 136,400 44.41% 114,713 37.35% 36,709 11.95% 13,690 4.46% 
0-50% of AMI 216,425 39.46% 183,498 33.46% 58,193 10.61% 22,574 4.12% 
0-80% of AMI 431,360 48.37% 268,783 30.14% 83,498 9.36% 34,648 3.89% 
Note 1: Data Sources: Decennial Census; APSH; CHAS; Note 2: Numbers presented are numbers of households 
not individuals; Note 3: Refer to the Data Documentation for details 
(https://www.hudexchange.info/resource/4848/affh-data-documentation/). 

 
Non-Hispanic Whites are underrepresented in all types of PSH relative to their share of total 
households and PSH-eligible households (see table 2b). Non-Hispanic Blacks comprise about 
20% of total households in the MSA and 30% of income eligible households. Blacks are 
therefore overrepresented in PSH, insofar as between 40% (Other Multifamily) and 81% (public 
housing) reside in PSH. Compared to their share of total households (5.95%), Hispanics are 
overrepresented in all three types of PSH for which data are available, but especially for Project-
Based Section 8 (11.58%). Hispanics are only overrepresented for Project-Based Section 8, 
relative to their share of PSH-eligible housing. Similarly, Asian/Pacific Islanders are slightly 
overrepresented in Project-Based Section 8 versus their shares in both total households and PSH-
eligible households.  
 
New Castle County (outside of Wilmington) 
 
Table 2c shows that non-Hispanic Whites make up a large share of New Castle County’s total 
households (70.92%), but a much smaller share of three types of PSH: HCVs (13.16%), public 
housing (27.96%) and Project-Based Section 8 (46.59%). Whites account for a similar share of 
Other Multifamily housing (63.93%). Whites are also underrepresented in these same three types 
of PSH relative to their share of PSH-eligible households. By contrast, non-Hispanic Blacks 
make up small shares of both total households (17.43%) and PSH-eligible households (21.77%), 
but much larger shares of public housing (65.59%), HCVs (76.23%) and Project-Based Section 8 
(42.26%). Hispanics are overrepresented in all four types of PSH relative to their share of total 
households (5.80%), and are overrepresented in Other Multifamily and HCVs relative to PSH-
eligible units. Asians are underrepresented in PSH relative to both total households and eligible 
units. 
 
 

https://www.hudexchange.info/resource/4848/affh-data-documentation/
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Table 2c – Publicly Supported Households by Race/Ethnicity 
New Castle County, DE 

 White Black Hispanic 
Asian/Pacific 

Islander 
Housing Type # % # % # % # % 
Public Housing 26 27.96% 61 65.59% 6 6.45% 0 0.00% 
Project Based Section 
8 710 46.59% 644 42.26% 139 9.12% 31 2.03% 
Other Multifamily 78 63.93% 21 17.21% 23 18.85% 0 0.00% 
Housing Choice 
Vouchers 243 13.16% 1,408 76.23% 190 10.29% 3 0.16% 
Total Households 122,179 70.92% 30,029 17.43% 9,986 5.80% 7,606 4.42% 
0-30% of AMI 9,086 59.21% 3,449 22.47% 1,772 11.55% 557 3.63% 
0-50% of AMI 15,929 50.19% 7,099 22.37% 3,317 10.45% 1,124 3.54% 
0-80% of AMI 33,363 57.69% 12,590 21.77% 5,639 9.75% 1,674 2.89% 
Note 1: Data Sources: Decennial Census; APSH; CHAS; Note 2: Numbers presented are numbers of households 
not individuals; Note 3: Refer to the Data Documentation for details 
(https://www.hudexchange.info/resource/4848/affh-data-documentation/). 

 
Kent County 
 

Table 2d – Publicly Supported Households by Race/Ethnicity 
Kent County, DE 

 White Black Hispanic 
Asian/Pacific 

Islander 
Housing Type # % # % # % # % 
Public Housing 106 18.37% 446 77.3% 22 3.81% 3 0.52% 
Project Based Section 
8 227 37.46% 356 58.75% 22 3.63% 1 0.17% 
Other Multifamily 130 61.32% 63 29.72% 12 5.66% 7 3.30% 
Housing Choice 
Vouchers 177 26.38% 468 69.75% 22 3.28% 0 0.00% 

Total Households 41220 70.42% 
1232

4 21.05% 2666 4.55% 1126 1.92% 
0-30% of AMI 3285 55.28% 1978 33.29% 297 5.00% 114 1.92% 
0-50% of AMI 7070 60.32% 3351 28.59% 567 4.84% 302 2.58% 
0-80% of AMI 12735 62.17% 5191 25.34% 1422 6.94% 536 2.62% 
Note 1: Data Sources: Decennial Census; APSH; CHAS; Note 2: Numbers presented are numbers of households 
not individuals; Note 3: Refer to the Data Documentation for details 
(https://www.hudexchange.info/resource/4848/affh-data-documentation/). 

 
Non-Hispanic Whites account for over 70% of total households and over 62% of PSH eligible 
units in Kent County (see table 2d), but much lower shares of public housing (18.37%), HCVs 
(26.38%), and Project-Based Section 8 (37.46%). While their share is higher (61.32%), Whites 
are also underrepresented in Other Multifamily relative to total households. Non-Hispanic Blacks 
make up much lower shares of both total households (21.05%) and PSH eligible households 
(25.34%), but considerably higher shares of public housing (77.3%), Project-based Section 8 
(58.75%), and HCVs (69.75%). The racial/ethnic demographics of PSH for Hispanics more 

https://www.hudexchange.info/resource/4848/affh-data-documentation/
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closely mirrors Hispanic demographics in total and eligible housing. Asians/Pacific Islanders 
make up small shares of total and eligible housing units, and are generally underrepresented in 
PSH. 
 
Sussex County 
 

Table 2e – Publicly Supported Households by Race/Ethnicity 
Sussex County, DE 

 White Black Hispanic 
Asian/Pacific 

Islander 
Housing Type # % # % # % # % 
Public Housing 38 26.57% 105 73.43% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 
Project Based 
Section 8 185 25.95% 496 69.57% 27 3.79% 2 0.28% 
Other 
Multifamily 84 79.25% 19 17.92% 2 1.89% 0 0.00% 
Housing Choice 
Vouchers 141 56.40% 104 41.60% 3 1.20% 1 0.40% 
Total 
Households 63,476 83.06% 7,631 9.99% 3,602 4.71% 591 0.77% 
0-30% of AMI 4,756 67.83% 1,453 20.72% 668 9.53% 59 0.84% 
0-50% of AMI 11,182 71.29% 2,695 17.18% 1,325 8.45% 131 0.84% 
0-80% of AMI 21,029 74.49% 4,273 15.14% 2,053 7.27% 228 0.81% 
Note 1: Data Sources: Decennial Census; APSH; CHAS; Note 2: Numbers presented are numbers of households 
not individuals; Note 3: Refer to the Data Documentation for details 
(https://www.hudexchange.info/resource/4848/affh-data-documentation/). 

 
Table 2e shows that non-Hispanic Whites are a large majority of both total households (83.06%) 
and PSH eligible households (74.49%), but small shares of especially public housing (26.57%) 
and Project-Based Section 8 (25.95%). Whites are similarly underrepresented in HCVs, but the 
share is higher (56.40%) as compared to the prior two categories of PSH. The share of Whites in 
Other Multifamily (79.25%) is commensurate with their presence in total and PSH eligible 
housing units. Non-Hispanic Blacks are overrepresented in each category of publicly supported 
housing relative to total households and eligible units, but especially in public housing, Project-
Based Section 8 and HCVs. Hispanics, by contrast, are underrepresented in all types of PSH as 
compared to their presence in total households and eligible households. 
 
Wilmington 
 
Non-Hispanic Blacks make up a majority (51.02%) of all households in the Wilmington 
jurisdiction (see table 2f). Blacks make up larger shares of each type of PSH, but are especially 
over-concentrated in public housing (89.5%) and HCVs (93.30%). Similarly, Blacks are 
overrepresented in these same two PSH categories relative to their share in PSH-eligible 
households (62.52%). Non-Hispanic Whites are 37.55% of total households and 23.31% of 
eligible households. While Whites are approximately appropriately represented in Project-Based 
Section 8 and Other Multifamily units, they have relatively small shares of both public housing 
(4.71%) and HCVs (3.00%). Hispanics are underrepresented in all forms of PSH except Project-
Based Section 8.   

https://www.hudexchange.info/resource/4848/affh-data-documentation/
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Table 2f – Publicly Supported Households by Race/Ethnicity 

Wilmington, DE 

 White Black Hispanic 
Asian/Pacific 

Islander 
Housing Type # % # % # % # % 
Public Housing 65 4.71% 1,236 89.50% 75 5.43% 2 0.14% 
Project Based Section 
8 413 26.53% 949 60.95% 159 10.21% 33 2.12% 
Other Multifamily 45 38.79% 67 57.76% 2 1.72% 1 0.86% 
Housing Choice 
Vouchers 52 3.00% 1,615 93.30% 62 3.58% 0 0.00% 
Total Households 10,684 37.55% 14,515 51.02% 2,535 8.91% 278 0.98% 
0-30% of AMI 1,384 20.40% 4,605 67.87% 600 8.84% 44 0.65% 
0-50% of AMI 2,369 20.34% 7,610 65.35% 1,120 9.62% 64 0.55% 
0-80% of AMI 3,859 23.31% 10,350 62.52% 1,705 10.30% 64 0.39% 
Note 1: Data Sources: Decennial Census; APSH; CHAS; Note 2: Numbers presented are numbers of 
households not individuals; Note 3: Refer to the Data Documentation for details 
(https://www.hudexchange.info/resource/4848/affh-data-documentation/). 

 
Newark  
 

Table 2g – Publicly Supported Households by Race/Ethnicity 
Newark, DE 

 White Black Hispanic 
Asian/Pacific 

Islander 
Housing Type # % # % # % # % 
Public Housing 26 27.96% 61 65.59% 6 6.45% 0 0.00% 
Project Based Section 
8 143 71.50% 32 16.00% 20 10.00% 5 2.50% 
Other Multifamily 23 92.00% 2 8.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 
Housing Choice 
Vouchers 17 32.08% 33 62.26% 3 5.66% 0 0.00% 
Total Households 7810 79.17% 875 8.87% 365 3.70% 659 6.68% 
0-30% of AMI 1425 71.25% 230 11.50% 80 4.00% 225 11.25% 
0-50% of AMI 2235 72.56% 380 12.34% 105 3.41% 305 9.90% 
0-80% of AMI 3285 72.76% 525 11.63% 235 5.20% 389 8.62% 
Note 1: Data Sources: Decennial Census; APSH; CHAS; Note 2: Numbers presented are numbers of 
households not individuals; Note 3: Refer to the Data Documentation for details 
(www.hudexchange.info/resource/4848/affh-data-documentation). 

 
Non-Hispanic Whites are a considerable majority of total households (79.17%) and PSH-eligible 
units (72.76%) in the Newark jurisdiction (see table 2g). White shares in Project-Based Section 8 
(71.50%) and Other Multifamily (92.00%) are relatively similar (or higher). However, Whites 
are underrepresented in public housing (27.96%) and HCV (32.08%) when compared to total or 
eligible Black households. By contrast, non-Hispanic Blacks make up a smaller share of total 
households (8.87%) and PSH-eligible households (11.63%), but are over-concentrated in public 
housing (65.59%) and HCVs (62.26%). Hispanics make up a small share of Newark’s 

https://www.hudexchange.info/resource/4848/affh-data-documentation/
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households (3.70%), and are slightly overrepresented in Project-Based Section 8. Few 
Asian/Pacific Islanders are present in any of the types of PSH. 
 
Dover 
 

Table 2h – Publicly Supported Households by Race/Ethnicity 
Dover, DE 

 White Black Hispanic 
Asian/Pacific 

Islander 
Housing Type # % # % # % # % 
Public Housing 49 13.84% 292 82.49% 12 3.39% 1 0.28% 
Project Based Section 8 138 38.66% 203 56.86% 15 4.20% 1 0.28% 
Other Multifamily 130 61.32% 63 29.72% 12 5.66% 7 3.30% 
Housing Choice 
Vouchers 62 21.31% 219 75.26% 9 3.09% 0 0.00% 
Total Households 6,739 53.25% 4,395 34.73% 795 6.28% 350 2.77% 
0-30% of AMI 529 31.79% 845 50.78% 150 9.01% 20 1.20% 
0-50% of AMI 1,114 33.31% 1,460 43.66% 240 7.18% 115 3.44% 
0-80% of AMI 1,939 37.92% 2,080 40.67% 465 9.09% 190 3.72% 
Note 1: Data Sources: Decennial Census; APSH; CHAS; Note 2: Numbers presented are numbers of households 
not individuals; Note 3: Refer to the Data Documentation for details 
(https://www.hudexchange.info/resource/4848/affh-data-documentation/). 

 
Non-Hispanic Whites are a slight majority (53.25%) of total households in Dover (see table 2h). 
Relative to total households, Whites are under-concentrated in public housing (13.84%), Project-
Based Section 8 (38.66%) and HCVs (21.31%) and overrepresented in Other Multifamily 
(61.32%). Interestingly, the White share of PSH-eligible units in Dover is quite a bit less, at 
37.92%. As such, relative to eligible units, Whites are underrepresented only in public housing 
and HCVs. About 35% of total households and 41% of PSH-eligible households in Dover are 
accounted for by non-Hispanic Blacks. Relative to both of these comparison groups, Blacks are 
over-concentrated in public housing (82.49%), Project-Based Section 8 (56.86%) and HCVs 
(75.26%). Hispanics comprise about 6% of total households and 9% of eligible units, and are 
underrepresented in all types of PSH. Asian/Pacific Islanders have a very low presence in PSH at 
all.  
 
Publicly Supported Housing Location and Occupancy 
 

i. Describe patterns in the geographic location of publicly supported housing by 
program category (public housing, project-based Section 8, Other Multifamily 
Assisted developments, HCV, and LIHTC) in relation to previously discussed 
segregated areas and R/ECAPs in the jurisdiction and region.  

 
Delaware (State) 
 
More meaningful patterns can be discerned by looking at smaller geographies (below). Public 
housing most frequently is concentrated in neighborhoods with higher concentrations of Black 
residents (see map 1). However, the other types of publicly supported housing – LIHTC, HCV, 
Project-Based Section 8, and Other Multifamily housing (see maps 2 to 5) – follow different 

https://www.hudexchange.info/resource/4848/affh-data-documentation/
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patterns in different places around the state. On average statewide, these types of PSH are evenly 
distributed across neighborhoods with both majority Black or White populations, but 
nevertheless follow idiosyncratic patterns for specific jurisdictions (e.g. in Wilmington). 
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Map 1 Publicly Supported Housing by Demographics (Race/Ethnicity), Delaware 
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Map 2 Other Multifamily Housing by Demographics (Race/Ethnicity), Delaware 
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Map 3 Project-Based Section 8 by Demographics (Race/Ethnicity), Delaware 
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Map 4 LIHTC Developments by Demographics (Race/Ethnicity), Delaware 
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Map 5 Percent Voucher Holders by Demographics (Race/Ethnicity), Delaware 
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Philadelphia-Camden-Wilmington, PA-NJ-DE-MD Metropolitan Statistical Area 
 
Map 6 Public Housing by Demographics (Race/Ethnicity), Philadelphia MSA 
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Map 7 Other Multifamily Housing by Demographics (Race/Ethnicity), Philadelphia MSA 
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Map 8 Project-Based Section 8 by Demographics (Race/Ethnicity), Philadelphia MSA 
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Map 9 LIHTC Developments by Demographics (Race/Ethnicity), Philadelphia MSA 
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Map 10 Percent Voucher Units by Demographics (Race/Ethnicity), Philadelphia MSA 

 
 
New Castle County (outside of Wilmington) 
 
Public housing (see map 11) and Other Multifamily (see map 12) developments are concentrated 
in census tracts that are predominantly White. Project-Based Section 8 (see map 13) and LIHTC 
developments (see map 14) are spread across neighborhoods that are primarily White as well as 
primarily Black. HCVs also are concentrated in several tracts that are mostly Black (see map 15). 
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Map 11 Public Housing by Demographics (Race/Ethnicity), New Castle County 
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Map 12 Other Multifamily Housing by Demographics (Race/Ethnicity), New Castle County 
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Map 13 Project-Based Section 8 by Demographics (Race/Ethnicity), New Castle County 
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Map 14 LIHTC Developments by Demographics (Race/Ethnicity), New Castle County 
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Map 15 Percent Voucher Holders by Demographics (Race/Ethnicity), New Castle County 

 
 
Kent County 
 
Public Housing (map 16), Project-Based Section 8 (map 18), LIHTC (map 19) and Other 
Multifamily (map 17) developments are located in tracts that are either mostly White or a mix of 
Whites and Blacks. HCVs (map 20) also follow a similar pattern. 
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Map 16 Public Housing by Demographics (Race/Ethnicity), Kent County 
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Map 17 Other Multifamily Housing by Demographics (Race/Ethnicity), Kent County 
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Map 18 Project-Based Section 8 by Demographics (Race/Ethnicity), Kent County  
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Map 19 LIHTC Developments by Demographics (Race/Ethnicity), Kent County  
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Map 20 Percent Voucher Holders by Demographics (Race/Ethnicity), Kent County  

 
 
Sussex County 
 
Public Housing (map 21), Project-Based Section 8 (map 23), LIHTC (map 24) and Other 
Multifamily (map 22) developments are located in tracts that are either mostly White or a mix of 
Whites and Blacks. HCVs also follow a similar pattern (map 25). 
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Map 21 Public Housing by Demographics (Race/Ethnicity), Sussex County 
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Map 22 Other Multifamily Housing by Demographics (Race/Ethnicity), Sussex County 
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Map 23 Project-Based Section 8 by Demographics (Race/Ethnicity), Sussex County 
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Map 24 LIHTC Developments by Demographics (Race/Ethnicity), Sussex County 
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Map 25 Percent Voucher Holders by Demographics (Race/Ethnicity), Sussex County 

 
 
Wilmington 
 
Public housing developments (map 27) are located mostly in neighborhoods with concentrated 
non-Hispanic Black populations. Other Multifamily developments (map 28) follow a similar 
pattern in Wilmington. Several Project-Based Section 8 developments (map 26) are in 
neighborhoods with more integrated racial/ethnic demographic profiles, although a majority of 
developments are still in heavily Black neighborhoods, including several in R/ECAPs. Many 
LIHTC developments (map 29) are directly in or adjacent to R/ECAP tracts, although a few 
LIHTC developments are also in majority White neighborhoods. HCVs are mostly absent from 
the parts of the jurisdiction that are most segregated with the highest concentrations of White 
residents. By contrast, vouchers are most present in heavily Black neighborhoods and in places 
with more mixed populations (map 30).  
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Map 26 Project Based Section 8 by Demographics (Race/Ethnicity), Wilmington 
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Map 27 Public Housing by Demographics (Race/Ethnicity), Wilmington  
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Map 28 Other Multifamily Housing by Demographics (Race/Ethnicity), Wilmington  
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Map 29 LIHTC Developments by Demographics (Race/Ethnicity), Wilmington  
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Map 30 Percent Voucher Holders by Demographics (Race/Ethnicity), Wilmington  

 
 
Newark 
 
Public Housing (map 31), Project-Based Section 8 (map 33), LIHTC (map 34) and Other 
Multifamily developments (map 32) are located in tracts that are mostly White. HCVs also 
concentrate in places are either mostly White or a mix of Whites and Blacks (map 35). 
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Map 31 Public Housing by Demographics (Race/Ethnicity), Newark 
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Map 32 Other Multifamily Housing by Demographics (Race/Ethnicity), Newark 
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Map 33 Project-Based Section 8 by Demographics (Race/Ethnicity), Newark 
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Map 34 LIHTC Developments by Demographics (Race/Ethnicity), Newark 
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Map 35 Percent Voucher Holders by Demographics (Race/Ethnicity), Newark 

 
 
Dover 
 
Public housing, Project-Based Section 8, and LIHTC developments (map 36) are located in 
several types of neighborhoods: integrated, primarily Black, and primarily White. A similar 
pattern prevails for HCVs as well (map 37). Other Multifamily developments, by contrast, are 
located in tracts that are a majority or plurality White (map 36). 
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Map 36 Publicly Supported Housing by Demographics (Race/Ethnicity), Dover 
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Map 37 Percent Voucher Holders by Demographics (Race/Ethnicity), Dover 
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ii. Describe patterns in the geographic location for publicly supported housing that 
primarily serves families with children, elderly persons, or persons with disabilities 
in relation to previously discussed segregated areas or R/ECAPs in the jurisdiction 
and region.120 

 
Delaware (State) 
 
LIHTC developments in the state that either serve families or the elderly are on average located 
in Census tracts in which the largest share of residents are White. For both, the average Black 
neighborhood share is second highest. By contrast, the two LIHTC developments in the state 
devoted to persons with disabilities are located in tracts with an average Black share of 52.16%. 
Project-Based Section 8 developments serving families are located in Census tracts with similar 
statewide average shares of Blacks and Whites: 45% Whites and 43% Blacks. However, Project-
Based Section 8 developments devoted to the elderly are located in tracts that are on average 
heavily White (52.2%). Other Multifamily developments, whether for the elderly or disabled, are 
most often located in Census tracts in which the largest average share of residents is White and 
the second highest share is Black. Note that these statewide averages mask variability occurring 
in various locations in the state. 
 
New Castle County (outside of Wilmington) 
 
According to the Delaware Preservation Inventory, there are 18 LIHTC developments in New 
Castle County (but outside of Wilmington) that serve families. These developments are located 
in tracts with an average White share of 51.8% and an average Black share of 33.5%. There are 
no LIHTC developments serving the elderly or disabled in New Castle (outside of Wilmington). 
The nine Project-Based Section 8 developments in New Castle (outside of Wilmington) serving 
families are located in tracts with average White shares of 53.3% and average Black shares of 
31.6%. Similarly, Project-Based Section 8 developments serving the elderly are on average 
located in tracts with 54.5% Whites and 29.5% Blacks. There are no Project-Based Section 8 
developments serving the disabled in New Castle (outside of Wilmington). There is one Other 
Multifamily development serving the elderly, which is located in a predominantly White tract 
(68.2%). There is also one Other Multifamily development serving the disabled, in a 

                                                           
120 Data used in this section comes from a number of sources. Data on project-based section 8, other 
multifamily, and LIHTC developments serving persons with disabilities, elderly persons, and families 
comes from the Delaware Preservation Inventory 
(http://www.destatehousing.com/FormsAndInformation/preservation.php). We define LIHTC 
developments as those that are designated in the inventory as “LIHTC sites” and have greater than zero 
LIHTC units. Furthermore, we consider Section 8 developments to be those that are designated by the 
inventory as “Section 8 sites” and not as “HUD Section 202” sites. Other multifamily developments are 
those that are designated in the inventory as either Section 202 or Section 811 sites (see 
https://www.hudexchange.info/resources/documents/AFFH-Rule-Guidebook.pdf). We join these 
preservation data to census tract level race/ethnicity data, and report the average tract-level race/ethnical 
shares for the tracts with different types of PSH. For public housing developments serving families with 
children, we make use of the information from the AFFH-T data and mapping tool. For public housing 
developments that serve the disabled and elderly, we make use of information obtained directly from 
several Delaware housing authorities.  

http://www.destatehousing.com/FormsAndInformation/preservation.php
https://www.hudexchange.info/resources/documents/AFFH-Rule-Guidebook.pdf
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predominantly White tract (83.2%). According to table 4b121, 27% of the units in the George 
Reed Village public housing development are households with children, and this development is 
in a census tract that is 85% White. Table 5 shows that there is one public housing development 
managed by DSHA that serves the elderly (100% share of residents). This development is in a 
tract that is 73% White. 
 
Kent County 
 
Table 5 lists public housing developments owned and managed by the Delaware State Housing 
Authority122. The three DSHA developments in Kent County with over 50% of disabled 
household members are located in census tracts with an average White share of 62% and an 
average Black share of 29%. Table 5 also indicates that the public housing development in Kent 
County that serves the elderly (Peach Circle) is in a tract that is largely White (69.87%). The five 
DSHA developments in Kent County that have at least 50% of their household members in a 
family are in tract with an average White share of 64.5%. Table 4c further shows that there are 
two public housing developments managed by the Dover Housing Authority with high shares of 
households with children (Manchester and Senate View), and these two developments are both 
located in tracts with approximately equal shares of Whites and Blacks. From the Preservation 
Inventory, we learn that the 21 LIHTC developments in Kent County that serve families are 
located in tracts with an average White share of 55% and average Black share of 33%. The three 
elderly LIHTC developments in Kent County are in tracts with an average of 57% Whites. There 
are no LIHTC developments serving the disabled in Kent County, according to the Preservation 
Inventory. The five family Project-Based Section 8 developments in Kent County are in tracts 
with a higher average share of Blacks (48%) than Whites (39%). The Project-Based Section 8 
development serving the elderly is in a highly White tract (share of 66%). There are no Project-
Based Section 8 developments in Kent County serving the disabled. The five Other Multifamily 
developments serving the elderly are in tracts that are largely White (average share of 58%). The 
Other Multifamily development serving the disabled is in a tract with about 40% of both Whites 
and Blacks.  
 
Sussex County 
 
Table 5 also provides demographic information about DSHA-owned public housing 
developments in Sussex County.123 The one public housing development with over 50% of 
disabled household members (Laverty Lane) is located in a tract that is 71% White and about 
20% Black. All three public housing developments serve mostly families, and all three are in 
mostly White tracts. Turning to the Preservation Inventory, we find that the 18 family LIHTC 
developments that are in Sussex County are in heavily White census tracts, i.e. with an average 

                                                           
121 See section iv below for tables 4a-g and table 5. 
122 There are several DSHA owned public housing developments in Kent County and listed in Table 5 
(i.e. in the data provided by DSHA) that are not present in the data provided by HUD via the AFFH data 
and mapping tool (table 4c): McLane Gardens/McLane Gardens Annex and Liberty Court. DSHA 
designates Liberty Court as RAD converted to PBV. 
123 There are several DSHA owned public housing developments in Sussex County and listed in Table 5 
(i.e. in the data provided by DSHA) that are not present in the data provided by HUD via the AFFH data 
and mapping tool (table 4d): Burton Village and Hickory Tree. 
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White share of about 72%. The eight elderly-serving LIHTC developments are in tracts with an 
average White share of 66%. And, according to the Inventory, there are no disabled-serving 
LIHTC developments in the county. In terms of Project-Based Section 8 in the county, the eight 
family-serving developments are in very White tracts (average share of 68%), as are the three 
elderly-serving developments (average White share of 81%). There are only elderly-serving 
Other Multifamily developments in Sussex County, and these four developments are in tracts 
with an average White share of 60%.  
 
Wilmington 
 
Table 4e indicates that the five public developments in Wilmington with at least 50% of their 
households with children are located in tracts with and average Black share of 76% and an 
average poverty rate of 30%. The Preservation Inventory gives demographic data for LIHTC, 
Project-Based Section 8 and Other Multifamily developments. The 14 family-serving LIHTC 
developments in Wilmington are located in heavily Black tracts, with an average Black share of 
65%. Similarly, the two disabled-serving LIHTC developments are in tracts with an average 
Black share of 52%. By contrast, the two elderly-serving LIHTC developments are in mostly 
White neighborhoods (average White share of 60%). The 8 family-serving Project-Based Section 
8 developments are in predominantly Black tracts (average Black share of 76%), as are the five 
elderly-serving developments (average Black tract share of 60%). According to the Inventory, 
there are no elderly-serving Project-Based Section 8 developments in Wilmington. Other 
Multifamily developments are also in mostly Black neighborhoods: the seven elderly-serving 
developments are in tracts that are 51% Black on average, while the one disabled-serving 
development is in a tract with 70% Black residents. 
 
Newark  
 
Using data provided from the Newark Housing Authority, as of April 5, 2019, 37 out of 89 
public housing residents (42%) in 52 occupied units were elderly and 24 of 89 (27%) were 
disabled. These units are located in three predominantly White tracts, including the George Reed 
development which is located in a tract with a White share of 85% (see table 4f). Only 27% of 
these public housing units have children. The Preservation Inventory shows that the two family-
serving LIHTC developments are in heavily White tracts with an average White share of 78%. 
There are no elderly or disabled-serving LIHTC developments in Newark, according to the 
inventory. The two elderly-serving Project-Based Section 8 developments are in White tracts 
(average White share of 75%). There are no family or disabled-serving Project-Based Section 8 
developments in Newark. There is one Other Multifamily development in Newark that serves 
disabled residents, according to the Inventory. This development is located in a tract with a 
White share of 83%. 
 
Dover 
 
Information provided directly from the Dover Housing Authority indicates that there is not a 
high concentration of the elderly or disabled in any public housing site except for Queen Manor, 
in which approximately 50% of the residents are elderly. Table 4g shows that Queen Manor is 
located in a census tract that has a poverty rate of 27% and is 50% Black (versus 36% White). 
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Table 4g also shows that only two public housing developments have considerable shares of 
households with children (Senate View and Manchester Square), and each are located in tracts 
with approximately equal shares of White and Black residents. As above, the Preservation 
Inventory gives development-level demographic data for LIHTC, Project-Based Section 8 and 
Other Multifamily. The eleven family LIHTC developments are in tracts with an average White 
share of 49% and an average Black share of 40%. The elderly-serving LIHTC development in 
Dover is located in a tract that is 52% Black and 36% White. The three family-serving Project-
Based Section 8 developments are also located in mostly Black tracts, with an average Black 
share of 54% and an average White share of 37%. The sole elderly-serving Project-Based 
Section 8 development is in a heavily White tract (i.e. White share of 66%). Finally, there are 
only elderly-serving Other Multifamily developments in Dover, and these are located in 
neighborhoods with an average White share of almost 58%.    
 

iii. How does the demographic composition of occupants of publicly supported housing 
in R/ECAPS compare to the demographic composition of occupants of publicly 
supported housing outside of R/ECAPs in the jurisdiction and region? 

  
Delaware (State) 
Table 3a shows that three of the four types of PSH have units in racially or ethnically 
concentrated areas of poverty (R/ECAPs): public housing, Project-Based Section 8, and HCVs. 
The demographic composition of public housing is roughly similar between Census tracts that 
qualify as R/ECAPS and non-R/ECAP tracts. To begin, about 37 percent of public housing 
statewide is located in R/ECAPs. The Black share of public housing in R/ECAP tracts is slightly 
higher than the Black share in non-R/ECAP tracts. Similarly, the share of public housing 
members with disabilities is about 8 points higher in R/ECAPs than in non-R/ECAPs. The 
elderly actually make up a smaller share of public housing units in R/ECAPs than in non-
R/ECAP neighborhoods. The demographics of Project-Based Section 8 units are more dissimilar 
between R/ECAPs and non-R/ECAP tracts. First, about 16 percent of Project-Based Section 8 
units are in R/ECAPs. Furthermore, whereas Whites comprise only about 6% of Project-Based 
Section 8 units in R/ECAPs, they account for fully 41% in non-R/ECAPs. By contrast, both 
Blacks and Hispanics are a larger share of Project-Based Section 8 units in R/ECAPs. Blacks 
account for 78% of Project-Based Section 8 units in R/ECAPs versus only 51% in non-
R/ECAPs. Similarly, Hispanics make up only 7% of Project-Based Section 8 in non-R/ECAPs, 
but are 13% in R/ECAP tracts. The share of Project-Based Section 8 units that are families with 
children is about 11 points higher in R/ECAPs than in non-RECAPs (42% vs 31%). Finally, 
lower shares of Project-Based Section 8 units are comprised of elderly residents in R/ECAPs 
than in non-R/ECAPs. The demographics of HCVs differ the most for Whites, Blacks, and the 
elderly. For instance, Whites account for only 4% of HCV households in R/ECAPs but 14% in 
non-R/ECAPs. By contrast, the share of Black HCV households rises to 93% in R/ECAP tracts, 
up from 79% in non-R/ECAPs. Lastly, once again the percentage of elderly HCV households is 
lower in R/ECAPs. 
 
New Castle County (outside of Wilmington) 
Table 3b indicates that there are not any units of PSH in R/ECAPs in New Castle County. 
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Table 3a - R/ECAP and Non-R/ECAP Demographics  
by Publicly Supported Housing Program Category 

Delaware (State)  

Total # 
units 

(occupied) % White % Black 
% 

Hispanic 

% 
Asian 

or 
Pacific 
Islander 

% 
Families 

with 
children 

% 
Elderly 

% with a 
disability 

Public Housing 
    R/ECAP 
tracts 709 5.40% 89.20% 4.97% 0.00% 46.47% 18.36% 33.05% 
    Non 
R/ECAP tracts 1,231 11.04% 83.86% 4.94% 0.16% 45.71% 25.20% 24.64% 
Project Based Section 8 
    R/ECAP 
tracts 709 6.31% 77.56% 12.76% 3.23% 42.16% 38.00% 11.93% 
    Non 
R/ECAP tracts 3,636 40.61% 51.05% 7.00% 1.20% 31.04% 51.08% 14.34% 
Other Multifamily 
    R/ECAP 
tracts 0 N/a N/a N/a N/a 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 
    Non 
R/ECAP tracts 549 63.23% 31.89% 3.00% 1.50% 0.00% 57.03% 37.54% 
HCV Program 
    R/ECAP 
tracts 243 3.60% 93.17% 3.24% 0.00% 47.89% 9.86% 21.13% 
    Non 
R/ECAP tracts 4,156 14.21% 79.08% 6.38% 0.10% 50.29% 17.47% 22.73% 
Note 1: Disability information is often reported for heads of household or spouse/co-head only. Here, the data reflect 
information on all members of the household; Note 2: Data Sources: APSH; Note 3: Refer to the Data Documentation for 
details (https://www.hudexchange.info/resource/4848/affh-data-documentation/). 

 

https://www.hudexchange.info/resource/4848/affh-data-documentation/
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Table 3b - R/ECAP and Non-R/ECAP Demographics  
by Publicly Supported Housing Program Category 

New Castle County, DE  

Total # 
units 

(occupied) 
% 

White 
% 

Black 
% 

Hispanic 

% 
Asian 

or 
Pacific 
Islander 

% 
Families 

with 
children 

% 
Elderly 

% with a 
disability 

Public Housing 
    R/ECAP tracts N/a N/a 0.00% N/a N/a N/a N/a N/a 
    Non R/ECAP 
tracts 56 40.74% 55.56% 3.70% 0.00% 26.79% 67.86% 28.57% 
Project Based Section 8 
    R/ECAP tracts N/a N/a 0.00% N/a N/a N/a N/a N/a 
    Non R/ECAP 
tracts 1,501 46.59% 42.26% 9.12% 2.03% 31.90% 54.86% 11.06% 
Other Multifamily 
    R/ECAP tracts N/a N/a N/a N/a N/a N/a N/a N/a 
    Non R/ECAP 
tracts 110 78.79% 21.21% 0.00% 0.00% N/a 9.72% 74.31% 
HCV Program 
    R/ECAP tracts N/a N/a N/a N/a N/a N/a N/a N/a 
    Non R/ECAP 
tracts 1,786 13.16% 76.23% 10.29% 0.16% 57.37% 12.06% 15.15% 
Note 1: Disability information is often reported for heads of household or spouse/co-head only. Here, the data reflect 
information on all members of the household; Note 2: Data Sources: APSH; Note 3: Refer to the Data Documentation for 
details (https://www.hudexchange.info/resource/4848/affh-data-documentation/). 

https://www.hudexchange.info/resource/4848/affh-data-documentation/
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Kent County 
Table 3c shows that the demographics of public housing and Project-Based Section 8 differ 
considerably between R/ECAPs and non-R/ECAPs in Kent County. Just over 25 percent of 
public housing is located in R/ECAP tracts in Kent County. In terms of race/ethnicity, White 
households account for a lower share (10.91%) of public housing in R/ECAPs than in non-
R/ECAPs (19.57%), while Blacks (83.64%) make up a larger share in R/ECAPs than in non-
R/ECAPs (about 77%). Furthermore, the share of public housing in R/ECAP tracts composed of 
families with children is about 30 points higher (81.25%) than the share in non-R/ECAPs 
(51.3%). The share of public housing units in R/ECAPs comprised of persons with disabilities is 
lower than the similar share in non-R/ECAPs. We also see from table 3c that about 21 percent of 
Project-Based Section 8 units are located in R/ECAPs in Kent County. The racial demographics 
differ drastically. Only about 4 percent of Project-Based Section 8 households in R/ECAPs are 
White, while over 88 percent are Black. By contrast, in non-R/ECAP tracts those shares are 47% 
and 51%, respectively. Furthermore, in R/ECAP tracts the vast majority (86.92%) of Project-
Based Section 8 households are families with children, while this share is much lower (20.98%) 
in non-R/ECAPs. Finally, only about 4 percent of Project-Based Section 8 in R/ECAPs are 
elderly units, while 57% in non-R/ECAPs are elderly. 
 
Sussex County  
Table 3d indicates that there are not any units of PSH in R/ECAPs in Sussex County. 
 
Wilmington 
Table 3e provides the demographic composition of PSH in Wilmington for R/ECAPs and non-
R/ECAPs. First, we see that high shares of both public housing (43%) and Project-Based Section 
8 (38%) are located in R/ECAPs. About 13% of HCVs are located in R/ECAPs. The 
demographic composition of public housing and HCVs is quite similar between R/ECAPs and 
non-R/ECAPs, and bigger differences exist for Project-Based Section 8 households. While only 
about 7% of Project-Based Section 8 units in R/ECAPs are White, 38% in non-R/ECAP tracts 
are White. Further, the Black share of Project-Based Section 8 increases to over 75% in 
R/ECAPs from 52% in non-R/ECAPs. In addition, families with children comprise a larger share 
(32.32%) of Project-Based Section 8 units in R/ECAPs than in non-R/ECAPs (20.24%).   
 
Newark 
Table 3f indicates that there are not any units of PSH in R/ECAPs in Newark. 
 
Dover 
Table 3g gives the demographic composition of PSH for R/ECAPs and non-R/ECAPs in Dover. 
First, we observe that 41.48% of public housing and 35.93% of Project-Based Section 8 units are 
in R/ECAPs. A smaller share of HCVs units (4.2%) are in R/ECAPs. The racial composition of 
public housing is similar for R/ECAPs and non-R/ECAP neighborhoods. By contrast we observe 
that a much higher share of public housing units in R/ECAPs are families with children (81.25%) 
than is the case in non-R/ECAPs (51.53%). The racial composition of Project-Based Section 8, 
however, differs widely between R/ECAPs and non-R/ECAPs. The percentage of Project-Based 
Section 8 units in R/ECAPs that are White is only 3.88%, whereas the White share in non-
R/ECAPs is 58.33%. By contrast, the Black share of Project-Based Section 8 increases to 
88.37% in R/ECAPs from 39.04% in non-R/ECAP areas. Furthermore, the vast majority of 
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Project-Based Section 8 units in R/ECAPs are families with children (86.92%), while families 
with children account for only about 11% of units in non-R/ECAP tracts. Finally, the share of 
Project-Based Section 8 units comprised of elderly persons in R/ECAPs is low, at 3.85%. This 
share is high in non-R/ECAPs (80.85%). 
 

Table 3c - R/ECAP and Non-R/ECAP Demographics  
by Publicly Supported Housing Program Category 

Kent County, DE  

Total # 
units 

(occupied) % White % Black % Hispanic 

% Asian 
or 

Pacific 
Islander 

% 
Families 

with 
children 

% 
Elderly 

% with a 
disability 

Public Housing 
    
R/ECAP 
tracts 112 10.91% 83.64% 5.45% 0.00% 81.25% 6.25% 10.71% 
    Non 
R/ECAP 
tracts 329 19.57% 76.76% 3.67% 0.00% 51.3% 14.7% 24.5% 
Project Based Section 8 
    
R/ECAP 
tracts 126 3.88% 88.37% 7.75% 0.00% 86.92% 3.85% 5.38% 
    Non 
R/ECAP 
tracts 476 46.54% 50.73% 2.52% 0.21% 20.98% 56.82% 17.72% 
Other Multifamily 
    
R/ECAP 
tracts 0 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 
    Non 
R/ECAP 
tracts 214 61.32% 29.72% 5.66% 3.3% 0.00% 86.09% 11.74% 
HCV Program 
    
R/ECAP 
tracts 12 27.27% 72.73% 0% 0.00% 25% 16.67% 33.33% 
    Non 
R/ECAP 
tracts 647 26.01% 69.97% 3.41% 0.00% 36.34% 18.76% 33.68% 
Note 1: Disability information is often reported for heads of household or spouse/co-head only. Here, the data reflect 
information on all members of the household; Note 2: Data Sources: APSH; Note 3: Refer to the Data Documentation for 
details (https://www.hudexchange.info/resource/4848/affh-data-documentation/). 

https://www.hudexchange.info/resource/4848/affh-data-documentation/
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Table 3d - R/ECAP and Non-R/ECAP Demographics  
by Publicly Supported Housing Program Category 

Sussex County, DE  

Total # 
units 

(occupied) % White % Black 
% 

Hispanic 

% Asian or 
Pacific 
Islander 

% 
Families 

with 
children 

% 
Elderly 

% with a 
disability 

Public Housing 
    
R/ECAP 
tracts 0 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 
    Non 
R/ECAP 
tracts 49 19.57% 80.43% 0.00% 0.00% 75.00% 4.17% 16.67% 
Project Based Section 8 
    
R/ECAP 
tracts 0 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 
    Non 
R/ECAP 
tracts 702 26.42% 68.91% 3.94% 0.29% 51.35% 27.31% 12.52% 
Other Multifamily 
    
R/ECAP 
tracts 0 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 
    Non 
R/ECAP 
tracts 107 79.25% 17.92% 1.89% 0.00% 0.00% 55.56% 34.92% 
HCV Program 
    
R/ECAP 
tracts 0 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 
    Non 
R/ECAP 
tracts 231 57.20% 40.74% 1.23% 0.41% 19.69% 25.20% 38.98% 
Note 1: Disability information is often reported for heads of household or spouse/co-head only. Here, the data reflect 
information on all members of the household; Note 2: Data Sources: APSH; Note 3: Refer to the Data Documentation for 
details (https://www.hudexchange.info/resource/4848/affh-data-documentation/). 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

https://www.hudexchange.info/resource/4848/affh-data-documentation/
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Table 3e - R/ECAP and Non-R/ECAP Demographics  
by Publicly Supported Housing Program Category 

Wilmington, DE  

Total # 
units 

(occupied) % White % Black 
% 

Hispanic 

% Asian 
or Pacific 
Islander 

% 
Families 

with 
children 

% 
Elderly 

% with a 
disability 

Public Housing 
    
R/ECAP 
tracts 597 4.38% 90.24% 4.88% 0.00% 39.93% 20.64% 37.25% 
    Non 
R/ECAP 
tracts 797 4.96% 88.95% 5.84% 0.25% 42.87% 28.00% 24.91% 
Project Based Section 8 
    
R/ECAP 
tracts 583 6.85% 75.17% 13.87% 3.94% 32.32% 45.52% 13.37% 
    Non 
R/ECAP 
tracts 957 38.34% 52.42% 8.02% 1.03% 20.24% 59.21% 19.13% 
Other Multifamily 
    
R/ECAP 
tracts N/a N/a N/a N/a N/a N/a N/a N/a 
    Non 
R/ECAP 
tracts 118 38.79% 57.76% 1.72% 0.86% N/a 59.52% 45.24% 
HCV Program 
    
R/ECAP 
tracts 231 2.62% 94.01% 3.37% 0.00% 48.90% 9.56% 20.59% 
    Non 
R/ECAP 
tracts 1,492 3.08% 93.16% 3.62% 0.00% 52.83% 22.47% 24.70% 
Note 1: Disability information is often reported for heads of household or spouse/co-head only. Here, the data reflect 
information on all members of the household; Note 2: Data Sources: APSH; Note 3: Refer to the Data Documentation for 
details (https://www.hudexchange.info/resource/4848/affh-data-documentation/). 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

https://www.hudexchange.info/resource/4848/affh-data-documentation/
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Table 3f - R/ECAP and Non-R/ECAP Demographics  
by Publicly Supported Housing Program Category 

Newark, DE  

Total # 
units 

(occupied) % White 
% 

Black 
% 

Hispanic 

% 
Asian 

or 
Pacific 
Islander 

% 
Families 

with 
children 

% 
Elderly 

% with a 
disability 

Public Housing 
    R/ECAP tracts 0 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 
    Non R/ECAP 
tracts 56 40.74% 55.56% 3.70% 0.00% 26.79% 67.86% 28.57% 
Project Based Section 8 
    R/ECAP tracts 0 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 
    Non R/ECAP 
tracts 196 71.50% 16.00% 10.00% 2.50% 0.00% 88.67% 16.26% 
Other Multifamily 
    R/ECAP tracts 0 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 
    Non R/ECAP 
tracts 27 92.00% 8.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 7.69% 100% 
HCV Program 
    R/ECAP tracts 0 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 
    Non R/ECAP 
tracts 64 32.08% 62.26% 5.66% 0.00% 30.88% 20.59% 32.35% 
Note 1: Disability information is often reported for heads of household or spouse/co-head only. Here, the data reflect 
information on all members of the household; Note 2: Data Sources: APSH; Note 3: Refer to the Data Documentation for 
details (https://www.hudexchange.info/resource/4848/affh-data-documentation/). 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

https://www.hudexchange.info/resource/4848/affh-data-documentation/


424 
 

Table 3g - R/ECAP and Non-R/ECAP Demographics  
by Publicly Supported Housing Program Category 

Dover, DE  

Total # 
units 

(occupied) % White % Black 
% 

Hispanic 

% Asian 
or Pacific 
Islander 

% 
Families 

with 
children 

% 
Elderly 

% with a 
disability 

Public Housing 
    R/ECAP 
tracts 112 10.91% 83.64% 5.45% 0.00% 81.25% 6.25% 10.71% 
    Non 
R/ECAP tracts 158 11.69% 85.06% 3.25% 0.00% 51.53% 16.56% 28.22% 
Project Based Section 8 
    R/ECAP 
tracts 126 3.88% 88.37% 7.75% 0.00% 86.92% 3.85% 5.38% 
    Non 
R/ECAP tracts 230 58.33% 39.04% 2.19% 0.44% 10.64% 80.85% 8.94% 
Other Multifamily 
    R/ECAP 
tracts N/a N/a N/a N/a N/a N/a N/a N/a 
    Non 
R/ECAP tracts 214 61.32% 29.72% 5.66% 3.30% N/a 89.19% 12.16% 
HCV Program 
    R/ECAP 
tracts 12 27.27% 72.73% 0.00% 0.00% 27.27% 18.18% 36.36% 
    Non 
R/ECAP tracts 274 21.35% 75.09% 3.20% 0.00% 35.93% 17.97% 32.20% 
Note 1: Disability information is often reported for heads of household or spouse/co-head only. Here, the data reflect 
information on all members of the household; Note 2: Data Sources: APSH; Note 3: Refer to the Data Documentation for 
details (https://www.hudexchange.info/resource/4848/affh-data-documentation/). 

https://www.hudexchange.info/resource/4848/affh-data-documentation/
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iv. (A) Do any developments of public housing, properties converted under the RAD, and 
LIHTC developments have a significantly different demographic composition, in 
terms of protected class, than other developments of the same category for the 
jurisdiction? Describe how these developments differ.  

 
New Castle County (outside of Wilmington) 
Table 4b shows that there are 16 Project-Based Section 8 developments in New Castle County 
(outside of Wilmington) for which demographic data are available. Of these, seven developments 
are a majority White, eight are a majority Black, and one (Chelten Apartments) is 49% White 
and 41% Black. Furthermore, table 4b also provides race/ethnic information for eight of thirteen 
Other Multifamily developments. All eight of these developments are at least 50% White. The 
Newark Housing Authority managed public housing development called George Reed Village 
has 41% White residents and 55% Black residents (table 4b). By contrast, table 5 shows that the 
DSHA-managed Holly Square is 53% White and 45% Black. 
 
Kent County 
Both table 4c show that the DSHA-managed public housing developments are overwhelmingly 
composed of Black residents, with the exception of Peach Circle (table 5) which has tenants 
more evenly divided between Whites and Blacks. The Dover Housing Authority managed public 
housing developments in Kent County have over 80% Black residents (table 4c). Four of the 
eight Project-Based Section 8 developments in Kent County have large majorities of Black 
residents (i.e. at least 75%), whereas only two (A&I Housing and Luther Towers I) are majority 
White. Another two developments (Luther Towers II and Silver Lake Estates) are evenly divided 
between White and Black residents. Four of the six Other Multifamily developments in the 
county that have race/ethnic data are majority White, whereas the remaining two sites (Luther 
Village I of Dover and Luther Village II) are closely split between Black and White tenants. 
 
Sussex County  
Tables 4d and 5 both show that public housing developments in Sussex County are composed 
heavily of Black residents (all at least 60% Black). Furthermore, ten of Sussex’s thirteen Project-
Based Section 8 developments are majority Black (although Jefferson and Brandywine also have 
about 40% White residents as well). Three Project-Based Section 8 developments – Luther 
Towers of Milton, Huling Cove Annex, and Huling Cove – are majority White. Six of the nine 
Other Multifamily developments (see table 4d) have race/ethnic data, and of these five of them 
are at least 80% White. One of them – Virginia Crest Village – is closely divided between White 
and Black tenants.  
 
Wilmington 
There are nine public housing developments managed by Wilmington Housing Authority for 
which we have race/ethnic information (see table 4e), and all are largely composed of Black 
residents. Eight of the nine developments have over 80% Black tenants, and the ninth (Lincoln 
Tower) is 68% Black. Table 4e lists 19 Project-Based Section 8 developments, and these sites 
have a somewhat more diverse range of demographic compositions than public housing. Twelve 
developments are composed largely of Black residents, with shares over 70%. Three other 
developments (Ingleside Retirement Apartments, Maplewood Housing for the Elderly, and 
Antonian) are mostly White (all with White shares at 70% and above). Clayton Court, by 
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contrast, is composed of 51% Black residents and 48% Hispanic. Luther Towers II is 41% White 
and 50% Black. Quaker Hill Place Apartments is uniquely diverse, with 11% Whites, 38% 
Black, 38% Hispanic, and 13% Asian residents. Finally, Terry Apartments is made up of 34% 
White residents and 59% Black tenants. There are four Other Multifamily developments for 
which we have race/ethnic data in table 4e, and three (Dima II, Dima III, and Dima VIII) are 
composed of predominantly White residents. The other development (Sacred Heart Village) is 
86% Black. 
 
Newark 
In table 4f, we observe that Newark’s three Project-Based Section 8 developments and two Other 
Multifamily developments are all composed of largely White tenants (White shares all above 
65%). 
 
Dover 
We observe in table 4g that Dover’s public housing developments all have shares of Black 
residents over 80%. Two of Dover’s four Project-Based Section 8 sites (Capital Green and 
Whatcoat) are also similar composed of Black residents, whereas Luther Towers I is 72% White 
and Luther Towers II is evenly White and Black. Finally, four of Dover’s Other Multifamily 
sites are over 65% White, while the other two (Luther Village II and Luther Village I of Dover) 
are closely split between White and Black tenants. 
 

(B) Provide additional relevant information, if any, about occupancy, by protected 
class, in other types of publicly supported housing for the jurisdiction and region.  

 
Additional relevant information is provided in the analysis of the contributing factors. 
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Table 4a - Demographics of Publicly Supported Housing Developments, by Program Category 
Public Housing 
Demographics of Assisted HHs in Delaware 
(State) Avg. Census Tract Composition where Public Housing Developments are Located 

Assisted 
Households by 
Race/Ethnicity 

# % 
% White, 

Non-
Hispanic 

% Black, 
Non-

Hispanic 
% Hispanic 

% Asia/Pacific 
Islander, Non-

Hispanic 

% Native 
American, 

Non-Hispanic 
% Minority 

White, Non-
Hispanic 235 10.71% 56.54% 33.52% 5.42% 1.79% 0.36% 43.46% 
Black, Non-
Hispanic 1,848 84.23% 31.03% 59.54% 5.70% 1.36% 0.33% 68.97% 
Hispanic 5 0.23% 44.57% 46.03% 4.45% 1.67% 0.41% 55.43% 
Asia/Pacific 
Islander, Non-
Hispanic 103 4.69% 31.80% 58.73% 5.50% 1.60% 0.32% 68.20% 
Native American, 
Non-Hispanic N/a N/a 3.70% 88.94% 5.27% 0.39% 0.48% 96.30% 
Total N/a -- 34.01% 56.46% 5.69% 1.43% 0.33% 65.99% 
Project-Based Section 8 
Demographics of Assisted Households in 
Delaware (State) 
  Avg. Census Tract Composition where Project-Based Section 8 Developments are Located 

Assisted 
Households by 
Race/Ethnicity 

# % 
  

% White, 
Non-

Hispanic 

% Black, Non-
Hispanic % Hispanic 

% Asia/Pacific 
Islander, Non-

Hispanic 

% Native 
American, Non-

Hispanic 
% Minority 

White, Non-
Hispanic 1,535 34.89% 54.59% 30.41% 9.03% 3.03% 0.28% 45.41% 
Black, Non-
Hispanic 2,445 55.57% 39.42% 46.68% 9.17% 1.79% 0.36% 60.58% 
Hispanic 67 1.52% 36.50% 47.07% 10.21% 3.66% 0.22% 63.50% 
Asia/Pacific 
Islander, Non-
Hispanic 347 7.89% 36.99% 45.51% 12.76% 2.09% 0.28% 63.01% 
Native American, 
Non-Hispanic N/a N/a 68.46% 21.95% 5.95% 1.51% 0.27% 31.54% 
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Total N/a -- 44.52% 40.89% 9.41% 2.27% 0.32% 55.48% 
Other Multifamily 
Demographics of Assisted Households in 
Delaware (State) Avg. Census Tract Composition where Other Multifamily Developments are Located 

Assisted 
Households by 
Race/Ethnicity 

# % 
% White, 

Non-
Hispanic 

% Black, Non-
Hispanic % Hispanic 

% Asia/Pacific 
Islander, Non-

Hispanic 

% Native American, 
Non-Hispanic % Minority 

White, Non-
Hispanic 337 60.61% N/a N/a N/a N/a N/a N/a 
Black, Non-
Hispanic 170 30.58% N/a N/a N/a N/a N/a N/a 
Hispanic 8 1.44% N/a N/a N/a N/a N/a N/a 
Asia/Pacific 
Islander, Non-
Hispanic 39 7.01% N/a N/a N/a N/a N/a N/a 
Native American, 
Non-Hispanic N/a N/a N/a N/a N/a N/a N/a N/a 
Total N/a -- N/a N/a N/a N/a N/a N/a 
Housing Choice Vouchers 
Demographics of Assisted Households in 
Delaware (State) 
  Avg. Census Tract Composition where HCV Households are Located 

Assisted 
Households by 
Race/Ethnicity 

# % % White, Non-
Hispanic 

% Black, 
Non-Hispanic % Hispanic 

% Asia/Pacific 
Islander, Non-

Hispanic 

% Native 
American, 

Non-Hispanic 

% 
Minority 

White, Non-
Hispanic 627 13.73% 58.52% 25.23% 10.98% 2.33% 0.33% 41.48% 
Black, Non-
Hispanic 3,645 79.85% 36.02% 47.22% 12.18% 1.89% 0.26% 63.98% 
Hispanic 4 0.09% 54.86% 32.88% 6.29% 2.71% 0.20% 45.14% 
Asia/Pacific 
Islander, Non-
Hispanic 279 6.11% 45.31% 32.70% 17.53% 1.90% 0.21% 54.69% 
Native American, 
Non-Hispanic N/a N/a 44.20% 41.02% 9.58% 1.77% 0.34% 55.80% 
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Total N/a -- 40.02% 42.99% 12.31% 1.97% 0.27% 59.98% 
Low Income Housing Tax Credits 
Demographics of Assisted Households in 
Delaware (State) 
  Avg. Census Tract Composition where LIHTC Properties are Located 

Assisted 
Households by 
Race/Ethnicity 

# % % White, Non-
Hispanic 

% Black, 
Non-Hispanic % Hispanic 

% Asia/Pacific 
Islander, Non-

Hispanic 

% Native 
American, 

Non-Hispanic 

% 
Minority 

Total 7,615 -- 48.80% 36.00% 10.17% 2.07% 0.34% 51.20% 
Note 1: For LIHTC properties, this information will be supplied by local knowledge; Note 2: Percentages may not add to 100 due to rounding error; Note 3: Data Sources: 
APSH; Note 4: Refer to the Data Documentation for details (https://www.hudexchange.info/resource/4848/affh-data-documentation/). 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

https://www.hudexchange.info/resource/4848/affh-data-documentation/
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Table 4b - Demographics of Publicly Supported Housing Developments, by Program Category 

New Castle County, DE 
Public Housing 

Development Name 
PHA 
Code PHA Name 

 
Units White Black Hispanic Asian 

HHs w/ 
Children Tract 

Tract 
White  

Tract 
Black  

Tract 
Asian  

Tract 
Hispanic  

 Tract 
Poverty 

Rate 

George Reed 
Village DE003 

Newark 
Housing 
Authority 56 41% 55% 4% N/a 27% 10003014502 85% 4% 4% 5% 70% 

Project-Based Section 8 

Development Name 
PHA 
Code PHA Name  Units White Black Hispanic Asian 

HHs w/ 
Children Tract 

Tract 
White  

Tract 
Black  

Tract 
Asian  

Tract 
Hispanic  

 Tract 
Poverty 

Rate 
Main Towers 
Apartments N/a N/a 150 73% 13% 10% 4% N/a 10003014501 85% 4% 3% 5% 67% 
Woodmont Garden 
Apartments N/a N/a 18 67% 33% 0% N/a N/a 10003014300 83% 6% 5% 4% 12% 
Carleton 
Preservation Assoc N/a N/a 100 13% 64% 23% 1% 60% 10003014100 59% 25% 2% 10% 7% 
Chelten Apartments 
Associates, Lp N/a N/a 120 49% 41% 8% 2% N/a 10003014908 25% 57% 4% 9% 10% 
Riverview 
Apartments 038 N/a N/a 41 19% 55% 24% N/a 76% 10003010502 77% 14% 4% 4% 7% 
Carrington Way N/a N/a 165 18% 59% 23% N/a 65% 10003014100 59% 25% 2% 10% 7% 
Marrows Court 
Apartments N/a N/a 50 67% 20% 14% N/a N/a 10003014703 64% 14% 3% 15% 10% 
Marydale N/a N/a 108 85% 14% 1% N/a N/a 10003014705 68% 16% 4% 9% 6% 
Middletown 
Associates, L.P. N/a N/a 65 27% 65% 7% 2% 43% 10003016604 58% 27% 4% 8% 7% 
Lakewood N/a N/a 42 13% 84% 3% N/a 74% 10003016604 58% 27% 4% 8% 7% 
Cheltenham Village N/a N/a 100 9% 79% 6% 4% 78% 10003014907 42% 41% 3% 11% 13% 
Liberty Terrace N/a N/a 108 61% 32% 4% 3% N/a 10003014907 42% 41% 3% 11% 13% 
Spencer 
Preservation 
Associates, Ll N/a N/a 72 27% 66% 7% N/a 80% 10003014908 25% 57% 4% 9% 10% 
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Stoneybrook 
Preservation 
Assoc.,Llc N/a N/a 145 28% 57% 11% 3% 77% 10003010101 37% 43% 6% 11% 16% 
Woodlea 
Apartments N/a N/a 102 85% 3% 4% 8% N/a 10003013607 74% 6% 11% 6% 3% 
B'Nai B'Rith House N/a N/a 208 71% 26% 1% 2% N/a 10003010101 37% 43% 6% 11% 16% 
Wilton Club 
Associates, L.P. N/a N/a 7 N/a N/a N/a N/a N/a 10003014908 25% 57% 4% 9% 10% 

Other Multifamily Housing 

Development Name 
PHA 
Code PHA Name  Units White Black Hispanic Asian 

HHs w/ 
Children Tract 

Tract 
White  

Tract 
Black  

Tract 
Asian  

Tract 
Hispanic  

 Tract 
Poverty 

Rate 

Dima Iv, Inc. N/a N/a 18 65% 35% 0% N/a N/a 10003013611 78% 8% 7% 5% 3% 

Arc Hud Ii, Inc. N/a N/a 17 79% 21% 0% N/a N/a 10003014300 83% 6% 5% 4% 12% 

Dima Vii, Inc. N/a N/a 13 55% 36% 0% 9% N/a 10003013100 73% 7% 2% 16% 7% 

Arc Of Hud Iii N/a N/a 16 92% 8% 0% N/a N/a 10003011300 88% 6% 4% 1% 1% 

Arc Hud Iv, Inc. N/a N/a 14 83% 8% 8% N/a N/a 10003013800 61% 13% 17% 7% 4% 

Arc Hud V, Inc. N/a N/a 8 N/a N/a N/a N/a N/a 10003012200 60% 14% 1% 24% 11% 

Arc Hud Vi, Inc. N/a N/a 12 100% N/a 0% N/a N/a 10003014402 73% 6% 14% 4% 24% 

Arc Hud Vii, Inc. N/a N/a 12 N/a N/a N/a N/a N/a 10003013613 81% 6% 8% 4% 2% 

Arc Hud Viii, Inc. N/a N/a 12 N/a N/a N/a N/a N/a 10003016804 72% 20% 2% 4% 3% 
Llangollen Hope 
House N/a N/a 4 N/a N/a N/a N/a N/a 10003016305 32% 50% 6% 9% 9% 
Black Diamond 
Hope House N/a N/a 6 N/a N/a N/a N/a N/a 10003016904 56% 42% 0% 1% 5% 

Dima Vi, Inc. N/a N/a 20 72% 28% 0% N/a N/a 10003011600 87% 3% 5% 4% 4% 

Dima I, Inc. N/a N/a 12 58% 42% 0% N/a N/a 10003011300 88% 6% 4% 1% 1% 
Note 1: For LIHTC properties, this information will be supplied by local knowledge; Note 2: Percentages may not add to 100 due to rounding error; Note 3: Data Sources: 
APSH; Note 4: Refer to the Data Documentation for details (https://www.hudexchange.info/resource/4848/affh-data-documentation/). 

 
  

https://www.hudexchange.info/resource/4848/affh-data-documentation/
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Table 4c - Demographics of Publicly Supported Housing Developments, by Program Category 
Kent County, DE 
Public Housing 

Development Name 
PHA 
Code PHA Name 

 
Units White Black Hispanic Asian 

HHs w/ 
Children Tract 

Tract 
White  

Tract 
Black  

Tract 
Asian  

Tract 
Hispanic  

 Tract 
Poverty 

Rate 

DERBY 
ESTATES/Phase I DE002 

Dover 
Housing 
Authority 6 N/a N/a N/a N/a N/a 10001040700 55% 34% 4% 4% 16% 

Peach Circle & 
Holly Square DE004 

Delaware 
State 
Housing 
Authority 56 56% 41% 4% N/a N/a 10001040201 70% 20% 1% 6% 6% 

MIFFLIN 
MEADOWS DE004 

Delaware 
State 
Housing 
Authority 54 12% 83% 6% N/a 75% 10001042201 63% 24% 2% 6% 16% 

SCATTERED SITE 
KENT CO DE004 

Delaware 
State 
Housing 
Authority 9 N/a N/a N/a N/a N/a 10001042500 40% 37% 1% 18% 19% 

MANCHESTER 
SQUARE DE002 

Dover 
Housing 
Authority 113 12% 83% 5% N/a 77% 10001040501 44% 40% 3% 8% 23% 

Scattered Sites DE004 

Delaware 
State 
Housing 
Authority 5 N/a N/a N/a N/a N/a 10001042202 72% 17% 2% 6% 12% 

Clark's Corner & 
Clarks Corner 
Annex DE004 

Delaware 
State 
Housing 
Authority 70 16% 81% 3% N/a 81% 10001043000 73% 19% 1% 4% 14% 

QUEEN MANOR 
APTS DE002 

Dover 
Housing 
Authority 50 11% 87% 2% N/a N/a 10001041400 36% 50% 2% 8% 27% 

SENATE VIEW DE002 

Dover 
Housing 
Authority 117 11% 83% 6% N/a 82% 10001041300 44% 43% 1% 7% 44% 

Scattered Site II DE002 

Dover 
Housing 
Authority 3 N/a N/a N/a N/a N/a 10001043300 34% 56% 1% 6% 14% 
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Project-Based Section 8 

Development Name 
PHA 
Code PHA Name  Units White Black Hispanic Asian 

HHs w/ 
Children Tract 

Tract 
White  

Tract 
Black  

Tract 
Asian  

Tract 
Hispanic  

 Tract 
Poverty 

Rate 
LUTHER TOWERS 
II N/a N/a 50 47% 51% 0% N/a N/a 10001040900 66% 24% 2% 5% 20% 
ACADEMY 
APARTMENTS N/a N/a 11 9% 82% 9% N/a 27% 10001042500 40% 37% 1% 18% 19% 
SILVER LAKE 
ESTATES, L.P. N/a N/a 146 46% 50% 3% N/a 20% 10001042500 40% 37% 1% 18% 19% 
BRIGHTWAY 
COMMONS N/a N/a 76 4% 91% 4% 1% 63% 10001042500 40% 37% 1% 18% 19% 
CAPITOL GREEN 
HOUSING 
CORPORATION N/a N/a 132 4% 88% 8% N/a 87% 10001041300 44% 43% 1% 7% 44% 
LUTHER TOWERS 
I N/a N/a 148 72% 24% 2% 1% N/a 10001040900 66% 24% 2% 5% 20% 
A & I HOUSING, 
INC N/a N/a 24 83% 17% 0% N/a N/a 10001042500 40% 37% 1% 18% 19% 
WHATCOAT 
COMMUNITY 
DEVELOPMENT, 
INC N/a N/a 45 13% 79% 8% N/a 68% 10001043300 34% 56% 1% 6% 14% 

Other Multifamily Housing 

Development Name 
PHA 
Code PHA Name  Units White Black Hispanic Asian 

HHs w/ 
Children Tract 

Tract 
White  

Tract 
Black  

Tract 
Asian  

Tract 
Hispanic  

 Tract 
Poverty 

Rate 
KENCREST 
HOUSING DE 02 N/a N/a 15 67% 20% 7% 7% N/a 10001040700 55% 34% 4% 4% 16% 

DIMA IX, INC. N/a N/a 12 73% 18% 9% N/a N/a 10001040700 55% 34% 4% 4% 16% 
KENCREST 
HOUSING DE 03 N/a N/a 9 N/a N/a N/a N/a N/a 10001041701 66% 21% 4% 5% 8% 
LUTHER TOWERS 
IV N/a N/a 44 67% 20% 9% 2% N/a 10001040900 66% 24% 2% 5% 20% 
LUTHER TOWERS 
III N/a N/a 49 71% 21% 2% 6% N/a 10001040900 66% 24% 2% 5% 20% 
LUTHER VILLAGE 
I OF DOVER N/a N/a 68 48% 43% 6% 3% N/a 10001041000 45% 37% 3% 12% 11% 
LUTHER VILLAGE 
II N/a N/a 32 44% 38% 9% 6% N/a 10001041000 45% 37% 3% 12% 11% 
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Table 4d - Demographics of Publicly Supported Housing Developments, by Program Category 
Sussex County, DE 

Public Housing 

Development Name 
PHA 
Code PHA Name 

 
Units White Black Hispanic Asian 

HHs w/ 
Children Tract 

Tract 
White  

Tract 
Black  

Tract 
Asian  

Tract 
Hispanic  

 Tract 
Poverty 

Rate 

LAVERTY LANE DE004 

Delaware 
State 
Housing 
Authority 50 19% 79% 0% 2% 75% 10005050301 71% 18% 0% 8% 15% 

Project-Based Section 8 

Development Name 
PHA 
Code PHA Name  Units White Black Hispanic Asian 

HHs w/ 
Children Tract 

Tract 
White  

Tract 
Black  

Tract 
Asian  

Tract 
Hispanic  

 Tract 
Poverty 

Rate 

LITTLE CREEK N/a N/a 71 9% 91% 0% N/a 74% 10005051802 58% 30% 1% 7% 22% 
LUTHER TOWERS 
OF MILTON N/a N/a 50 64% 34% 0% N/a N/a 10005050801 75% 12% 1% 9% 13% 
SEAFORD 
MEADOWS 
APARTMENTS N/a N/a 120 13% 82% 3% 2% 58% 10005050406 48% 36% 2% 11% 36% 
HULING COVE 
ANNEX N/a N/a 41 71% 24% 0% N/a N/a 10005050902 88% 6% 0% 3% 7% 
PARK ROYAL 
APARTMENTS N/a N/a 32 12% 78% 9% N/a 69% 10005050801 75% 12% 1% 9% 13% 
JEFFERSON I 883 N/a N/a 40 44% 54% 0% N/a 56% 10005050902 88% 6% 0% 3% 7% 
HOLLYBROOK II N/a N/a 24 32% 64% 5% N/a 41% 10005051801 77% 14% 1% 5% 11% 
BRANDYWINE 
APTS 850 N/a N/a 31 43% 57% 0% N/a N/a 10005050602 68% 18% 3% 8% 16% 
GEORGETOWN 
APARTMENTS N/a N/a 75 19% 59% 20% N/a 57% 10005050504 58% 21% 1% 19% 17% 
HULING COVE N/a N/a 24 95% 5% 0% N/a N/a 10005050902 88% 6% 0% 3% 7% 
CHANDLER 
HEIGHTS 
APARTMENTS N/a N/a 88 15% 84% 1% N/a 55% 10005050406 48% 36% 2% 11% 36% 
MILLSBORO 
VILLAGE I N/a N/a 50 8% 92% 0% N/a 83% 10005050602 68% 18% 3% 8% 16% 
CARVEL 
GARDENS N/a N/a 100 19% 71% 9% N/a 79% 10005051801 77% 14% 1% 5% 11% 
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ASSOCIATES, 
LLC 

Other Multifamily Housing 

Development Name 
PHA 
Code PHA Name  Units White Black Hispanic Asian 

HHs w/ 
Children Tract 

Tract 
White  

Tract 
Black  

Tract 
Asian  

Tract 
Hispanic  

 Tract 
Poverty 

Rate 

DIMA X, INC. N/a N/a 10 N/a N/a N/a N/a N/a 10005050104 66% 13% 0% 19% 20% 

DIMA V, INC. N/a N/a 12 83% 17% 0% N/a N/a 10005050104 66% 13% 0% 19% 20% 
SEAFORD 
NEIGHBORHOOD N/a N/a 5 N/a N/a N/a N/a N/a 10005050405 76% 15% 2% 5% 11% 
LAUREL 
COMMONS N/a N/a 21 90% 5% 5% N/a N/a 10005051802 58% 30% 1% 7% 22% 
HOMES FOR 
LAUREL II INC. N/a N/a 20 90% 10% 0% N/a N/a 10005051802 58% 30% 1% 7% 22% 

ARC HUD I, INC. N/a N/a 13 82% 18% 0% N/a N/a 10005050803 86% 7% 1% 3% 12% 
PEACH TREE 
ACRES INC N/a N/a 20 95% 5% 0% N/a N/a 10005050802 77% 14% 1% 6% 5% 
VIRGINIA CREST 
VILLAGE N/a N/a 27 44% 48% 4% N/a N/a 10005050406 48% 36% 2% 11% 36% 
SPINNAKER LANE 
SUPPORTED LIVIN N/a N/a 2 N/a N/a N/a N/a N/a 10005050801 75% 12% 1% 9% 13% 
Note 1: For LIHTC properties, this information will be supplied by local knowledge; Note 2: Percentages may not add to 100 due to rounding error; Note 3: Data Sources: 
APSH; Note 4: Refer to the Data Documentation for details (https://www.hudexchange.info/resource/4848/affh-data-documentation/). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

https://www.hudexchange.info/resource/4848/affh-data-documentation/
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Table 4e - Demographics of Publicly Supported Housing Developments, by Program Category 
Wilmington, DE 
Public Housing 

Development Name 
PHA 
Code PHA Name 

 
Units White Black Hispanic Asian 

HHs w/ 
Children Tract 

Tract 
White  

Tract 
Black  

Tract 
Asian  

Tract 
Hispanic  

 Tract 
Poverty 

Rate 

Crestview Apts DE001 

Wilmington 
Housing 
Authority 189 7% 88% 5% 1% 19% 10003000602 6% 87% 0% 3% 34% 

Baynard Apts DE001 

Wilmington 
Housing 
Authority 113 6% 85% 8% 1% N/a 10003000400 42% 49% 1% 5% 19% 

Scattered Sites 
North DE001 

Wilmington 
Housing 
Authority 122 2% 90% 8% N/a 66% 10003000200 16% 77% 1% 3% 17% 

New Village Of 
Eastlake DE001 

Wilmington 
Housing 
Authority 70 1% 99% 0% N/a 71% 10003000601 6% 88% 0% 5% 29% 

Mid City DE001 

Wilmington 
Housing 
Authority 330 4% 90% 6% N/a 7% 10003002900 4% 89% 0% 5% 54% 

Scattered Sites 
South DE001 

Wilmington 
Housing 
Authority 141 2% 89% 7% N/a 73% 10003001600 16% 69% 0% 12% 24% 

22nd And Heald 
Street DE001 

Wilmington 
Housing 
Authority 12 N/a N/a N/a N/a N/a 10003000601 6% 88% 3% 5% 12% 

Lincoln Tower 
Mixed Finance 
Development DE001 

Wilmington 
Housing 
Authority 65 20% 68% 12% N/a N/a 10003001100 78% 15% 3% 3% 29% 

Southbridge DE001 

Wilmington 
Housing 
Authority 181 3% 92% 5% N/a 71% 10003001902 19% 70% 0% 6% 53% 

Northeast DE001 

Wilmington 
Housing 
Authority 295 5% 90% 4% N/a 80% 10003003002 17% 75% 3% 7% 12% 

Project-Based Section 8 

Development Name 
PHA 
Code PHA Name  Units White Black Hispanic Asian 

HHs w/ 
Children Tract 

Tract 
White  

Tract 
Black  

Tract 
Asian  

Tract 
Hispanic  

 Tract 
Poverty 

Rate 
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Bethel Villa 
Associates N/a N/a 150 0% 95% 5% N/a 71% 10003002900 4% 89% 0% 5% 54% 

Clayton Court Llp N/a N/a 72 1% 51% 48% N/a 58% 10003002300 9% 52% 0% 37% 25% 
Compton Park 
Apartments N/a N/a 55 2% 94% 4% N/a 48% 10003002900 4% 89% 0% 5% 54% 
New Compton 
Towne Associates, 
L.P. N/a N/a 76 3% 94% 3% N/a 84% 10003002900 4% 89% 0% 5% 54% 

Herring Manor N/a N/a 40 11% 84% 5% N/a 3% 10003000602 6% 87% 0% 3% 34% 
Ingleside 
Retirement 
Apartments N/a N/a 160 84% 12% 1% 4% N/a 10003001500 40% 48% 1% 9% 26% 

King Plaza N/a N/a 23 0% 100% 0% N/a 59% 10003000602 6% 87% 0% 3% 34% 

Buford Manlove N/a N/a 40 7% 83% 7% 2% N/a 10003001600 16% 69% 0% 12% 24% 
Maplewood 
Housing For The 
Elderly N/a N/a 51 70% 26% 2% 2% N/a 10003002500 47% 26% 1% 25% 13% 
West Center 
Village N/a N/a 55 4% 85% 9% 2% 61% 10003001600 16% 69% 0% 12% 24% 
West Center Place 
Lp N/a N/a 56 0% 94% 6% N/a 75% 10003001600 16% 69% 0% 12% 24% 

Monroe Terrace N/a N/a 35 3% 74% 24% N/a 77% 10003001600 16% 69% 0% 12% 24% 

Luther Towers Ii N/a N/a 136 41% 50% 7% 1% N/a 10003001100 78% 15% 3% 3% 12% 
Quaker Hill Place 
Apartments N/a N/a 150 11% 38% 38% 13% 1% 10003002100 5% 77% 2% 14% 45% 

Antonian N/a N/a 136 82% 15% 2% 2% N/a 10003001400 55% 30% 1% 12% 12% 

Terry Apartments N/a N/a 159 34% 59% 7% N/a 1% 10003000400 42% 49% 1% 5% 19% 
New Windsor 
Apartments 
Associates, N/a N/a 169 13% 76% 8% 3% N/a 10003002900 4% 89% 0% 5% 54% 
Christiana Village 
(Asbury) N/a N/a 33 3% 94% 3% N/a 67% 10003002800 38% 51% 2% 6% 21% 
Christiana Village 
(Westtown) N/a N/a 44 14% 82% 5% N/a 59% 10003002800 38% 51% 2% 6% 21% 

Other Multifamily Housing 

Development Name 
PHA 
Code PHA Name  Units White Black Hispanic Asian 

HHs w/ 
Children Tract 

Tract 
White  

Tract 
Black  

Tract 
Asian  

Tract 
Hispanic  

 Tract 
Poverty 

Rate 

Dima Ii, Inc. N/a N/a 13 62% 31% 0% N/a N/a 10003002500 47% 26% 1% 25% 13% 
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Dima Iii, Inc. N/a N/a 12 100% N/a 0% N/a N/a 10003001600 16% 69% 0% 12% 24% 
Sacred Heart 
Village N/a N/a 77 10% 86% 3% N/a N/a 10003001600 16% 69% 0% 12% 24% 

West St Commons N/a N/a 6 N/a N/a N/a N/a N/a 10003001600 16% 69% 0% 12% 24% 

Dima Viii, Inc. N/a N/a 21 86% 9% 0% 5% N/a 10003002400 43% 37% 1% 17% 16% 

Garrett House N/a N/a 7 N/a N/a N/a N/a N/a 10003002100 5% 77% 2% 14% 45% 
Mother Teresa 
House N/a N/a 6 N/a N/a N/a N/a N/a 10003002900 4% 89% 0% 5% 54% 
Note 1: For LIHTC properties, this information will be supplied by local knowledge; Note 2: Percentages may not add to 100 due to rounding error; Note 3: Data Sources: 
APSH; Note 4: Refer to the Data Documentation for details (https://www.hudexchange.info/resource/4848/affh-data-documentation/). 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

https://www.hudexchange.info/resource/4848/affh-data-documentation/
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Table 4f - Demographics of Publicly Supported Housing Developments, by Program Category 
Newark, DE 

Public Housing 

Development Name 
PHA 
Code PHA Name 

 
Units White Black Hispanic Asian 

HHs w/ 
Children Tract 

Tract 
White  

Tract 
Black  

Tract 
Asian  

Tract 
Hispanic  

 Tract 
Poverty 

Rate 

GEORGE REED 
VILLAGE DE003 

Newark 
Housing 
Authority 56 41% 55% 4% N/a 27% 10003014502 85% 4% 4% 5% 69% 

Project-Based Section 8 

Development Name 
PHA 
Code PHA Name  Units White Black Hispanic Asian 

HHs w/ 
Children Tract 

Tract 
White  

Tract 
Black  

Tract 
Asian  

Tract 
Hispanic  

 Tract 
Poverty 

Rate 
MAIN TOWERS 
APARTMENTS   150 73% 13% 10% 4% N/a 10003014501 85% 4% 3% 5% 67% 
MARROWS 
COURT 
APARTMENTS   50 67% 20% 14% N/a N/a 10003014703 64% 14% 3% 15% 10% 
WOODMONT 
GARDEN 
APARTMENTS   18 67% 33% 0% N/a N/a 10003014300 83% 6% 5% 4% 12% 

Other Multifamily Housing 

Development Name 
PHA 
Code PHA Name  Units White Black Hispanic Asian 

HHs w/ 
Children Tract 

Tract 
White  

Tract 
Black  

Tract 
Asian  

Tract 
Hispanic  

 Tract 
Poverty 

Rate 

ARC HUD VI, INC.   12 100% N/a 0% N/a N/a 10003014402 73% 6% 14% 4% 24% 

ARC HUD II, INC.   17 79% 21% 0% N/a N/a 10003014300 83% 6% 5% 4% 12% 
Note 1: For LIHTC properties, this information will be supplied by local knowledge; Note 2: Percentages may not add to 100 due to rounding error; Note 3: Data Sources: 
APSH; Note 4: Refer to the Data Documentation for details (https://www.hudexchange.info/resource/4848/affh-data-documentation/). 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

https://www.hudexchange.info/resource/4848/affh-data-documentation/
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Table 4g - Demographics of Publicly Supported Housing Developments, by Program Category 
Dover, DE 

Public Housing 

Development Name 
PHA 
Code PHA Name 

 
Units White Black Hispanic Asian 

HHs w/ 
Children Tract 

Tract 
White  

Tract 
Black  

Tract 
Asian  

Tract 
Hispanic  

 Tract 
Poverty 

Rate 

QUEEN MANOR 
APTS DE002 

Dover 
Housing 
Authority 50 11% 87% 2% N/a N/a 10001041400 36% 50% 2% 8% 27% 

SENATE VIEW DE002 

Dover 
Housing 
Authority 117 11% 83% 6% N/a 82% 10001041300 44% 43% 1% 7% 44% 

MANCHESTER 
SQUARE DE002 

Dover 
Housing 
Authority 113 12% 83% 5% N/a 77% 10001041000 45% 37% 3% 12% 11% 

Scattered Site II DE002 

Dover 
Housing 
Authority 3 N/a N/a N/a N/a N/a 10001043300 34% 56% 1% 6% 14% 

DERBY 
ESTATES/Phase I DE002 

Dover 
Housing 
Authority 6 N/a N/a N/a N/a N/a 10001040501 44% 40% 3% 8% 23% 

Project-Based Section 8 

Development Name 
PHA 
Code PHA Name  Units White Black Hispanic Asian 

HHs w/ 
Children Tract 

Tract 
White  

Tract 
Black  

Tract 
Asian  

Tract 
Hispanic  

 Tract 
Poverty 

Rate 
LUTHER 
TOWERS II N/a N/a 50 47% 51% 0% N/a N/a 10001040900 66% 24% 2% 5% 20% 
CAPITOL GREEN 
HOUSING 
CORPORATION N/a N/a 132 4% 88% 8% N/a 87% 10001041300 44% 43% 1% 7% 44% 
WHATCOAT 
COMMUNITY 
DEVELOPMENT, 
INC N/a N/a 45 13% 79% 8% N/a 68% 10001043300 34% 56% 1% 6% 14% 
LUTHER 
TOWERS I N/a N/a 148 72% 24% 2% 1% N/a 10001040900 66% 24% 2% 5% 20% 

Other Multifamily Housing 

Development Name 
PHA 
Code PHA Name  Units White Black Hispanic Asian 

HHs w/ 
Children Tract 

Tract 
White  

Tract 
Black  

Tract 
Asian  

Tract 
Hispanic  

 Tract 
Poverty 

Rate 
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KENCREST 
HOUSING DE 02 N/a N/a 15 67% 20% 7% 7% N/a 10001040700 55% 34% 4% 4% 16% 
LUTHER VILLAGE 
II N/a N/a 32 44% 38% 9% 6% N/a 10001041000 45% 37% 3% 12% 11% 
LUTHER TOWERS 
III N/a N/a 49 71% 21% 2% 6% N/a 10001040900 66% 24% 2% 5% 20% 
LUTHER TOWERS 
IV N/a N/a 44 67% 20% 9% 2% N/a 10001040900 66% 24% 2% 5% 20% 
LUTHER VILLAGE 
I OF DOVER N/a N/a 68 48% 43% 6% 3% N/a 10001041000 45% 37% 3% 12% 11% 
DIMA IX, INC. N/a N/a 12 73% 18% 9% N/a N/a 10001040700 55% 34% 4% 4% 16% 
Note 1: For LIHTC properties, this information will be supplied by local knowledge; Note 2: Percentages may not add to 100 due to rounding error; Note 3: Data Sources: 
APSH; Note 4: Refer to the Data Documentation for details (https://www.hudexchange.info/resource/4848/affh-data-documentation/). 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

https://www.hudexchange.info/resource/4848/affh-data-documentation/
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Table 5 - Demographics of DSHA-owned public housing developments 

Development Name 
Property 

Code 
Development 

Code County 
Total 
Units 

% residents, 
white 

% residents, 
black 

% residents, 
Native 

American 
% residents, 

Hispanic 

% residents, 
asian/pacific 

islander 

Clark's Corner DSHA0228 DE004000016 Kent 70 9.48% 90.05% 0% 1.42% 0% 

Clark's Corner Annex DSHA0229 DE004000016 Kent 70 9.48% 90.05% 0% 1.42% 0% 
Liberty Court Phase I & Liberty 
Court Phase II DSHA0205 DE004000012 Kent 100 20% 75.91% 1.82% 3.64% .45% 

McLane Gardens DSHA0221 DE004000005 Kent 50 18.71% 79.86% .72% 3.6% .72% 

McLane Gardens Annex DSHA0222 DE004000005 Kent 50 18.71% 79.86% .72% 3.6% .72% 

Mifflin Meadows DSHA0219 DE004000003 Kent 54 16.33% 84.18% 0% 9.69% 0% 

Peach Circle DSHA0231 DE004000019 Kent 56 53.33% 45% 0% 3.33% 0% 

Scattered Site-Home Ownership DSHA0224 DE004000011 Kent 4 0% 100% 0% 0% 0% 

Scattered Sites-Rental DSHA0227 DE004000015 Kent 6 27.27% 72.73% 0% 0% 0% 

Holly Square DSHA0230 DE004000019 
New 
Castle 56 53.33% 45% 0% 3.33% 0% 

Burton Village DSHA0220 DE004000004 Sussex 51 33.93% 61.9% 0% 0% 0% 

Hickory Tree Phase I DSHA0225 DE004000013 Sussex 55 32.5% 69.38% 0% 1.25% 0% 

Hickory Tree Phase II DSHA0226 DE004000013 Sussex 55 32.5% 69.38% 0% 1.25% 0% 

Laverty Lane DSHA0223 DE004000008 Sussex 50 16.81% 74.79% 0% 0% 2.52% 

Development Name 

% household 
members, 
disabled 

% household 
members, elderly 

% 
household 
members, 

family % white, tract % black, tract 
% Native 

American, tract 
% asian/pacific 
islander, tract % Hispanic, tract 

Clark's Corner 47.14% 0% 67.14% 72.69% 20.51% .82% 1.53% 4.36% 

Clark's Corner Annex 47.14% 0% 67.14% 72.69% 20.51% .82% 1.53% 4.36% 
Liberty Court Phase I & Liberty 
Court Phase II 62% 0% 58% 54.56% 35.86% .85% 4.25% 4.21% 

McLane Gardens 54% 0% 62% 59.7% 31.87% .72% 1.99% 5.2% 

McLane Gardens Annex 54% 0% 62% 59.7% 31.87% .72% 1.99% 5.2% 

Mifflin Meadows 42.59% 0% 72.22% 63.1% 26.92% .74% 2.88% 6.1% 

Peach Circle 44.64% 100% 0% 69.87% 22.08% .67% .97% 6.19% 

Scattered Site-Home Ownership 50% 0% 50% 72.49% 18.66% .81% 2.33% 5.51% 

Scattered Sites-Rental 33.33% 0% 33.33% 76.93% 14.36% .91% 2.35% 5.27% 

Holly Square 44.64% 100% 0% 73.07% 19.06% .31% 2.14% 5.25% 

Burton Village 41.18% 0% 78.43% 81.78% 10.21% .47% 1.95% 5.38% 
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Hickory Tree Phase I 21.82% 0% 69.09% 55.67% 16.69% .25% 2.4% 24.99% 

Hickory Tree Phase II 21.82% 0% 69.09% 55.67% 16.69% .25% 2.4% 24.99% 

Laverty Lane 54% 0% 58% 70.78% 19.5% .9% .71% 8.1% 

Note 1: Data provided by DSHA; Note 2: Statistics in table are computed for Development Codes. 
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v. Compare the demographics of occupants of developments in the jurisdiction, for each 
category of publicly supported housing (public housing, project-based Section 8, 
Other Multifamily Assisted developments, properties converted under RAD, and 
LIHTC) to the demographic composition of the areas in which they are located. For 
the jurisdiction, describe whether developments that are primarily occupied by one 
race/ethnicity are located in areas occupied largely by the same race/ethnicity. 
Describe any differences for housing that primarily serves families with children, 
elderly persons, or persons with disabilities.  

 
New Castle County (outside of Wilmington) 
Table 4b shows the relationships between the demographic composition of the PSH 
developments and the tracts in which they are located, for New Castle County (outside 
Wilmington). George Reed Village public housing development has a much higher share of 
Black residents (55%) than the tract it is in (4% Black and 85% White). Five of New Castle’s 
Project-Based Section 8 developments are majority White and are located in majority White 
tracts, while another two sites have mostly Black residents and are in at tracts with (at least) a 
Black plurality. By contrast several developments are located in tracts with higher shares of 
Blacks or Hispanics than live in the development: B’nai Brith House, Liberty Terrace, and 
Chelten Apartments. Also, several developments have higher shares of Black residents than in 
the surrounding area: Carleton, Riverview, Carrington, Middletown, Lakewood, and Cheltenham 
Village. There is generally correspondence between the demographics of Other Multifamily 
developments and the race/ethnic composition of the tracts they are located in.  
 
Kent County 
Tables 4c and 5 indicate that most public housing developments in the county (whether managed 
by DSHA or Dover Housing Authority) have different demographics than the tract in which they 
are in. For instance, Liberty Court and McLane Gardens/Annex both have over 75% Black 
tenants but are located in majority White tracts (table 5). The same holds for Mifflin Meadows 
and Clark’s Corner/Annex, while Manchester Square and Senate View have mostly Black 
residents and are located in neighborhoods with even shares of White and Black residents (table 
4c). Only two of eight Project-Based Section 8 developments in the county have race/ethnic 
compositions similar to their tracts (Luther Towers I and Whatcoat Community). By contrast, 
Luther Towers II, Academy Apartments, Silver Lake Estates, Brightway Commons, and Capitol 
Green all have higher shares of Blacks as tenants as compared to the surrounding area. A&I 
Housing is mostly White, but the tract has equal shares of Whites and Blacks as well as a sizable 
percentage of Hispanics. Other Multifamily developments in Kent County have similar 
demographic compositions to their tracts.  
 
Sussex County  
Tables 4d and 5 show that public housing developments in Sussex County are composed of 
mostly Black residents, but are located in majority White neighborhoods. Luther Towers of 
Milton, Huling Cove/Annex all have mostly White tenants and are in majority White tracts. By 
contrast the other ten Project-Based Section 8 developments have much higher shares of Black 
tenants than the tracts they are located in. Other Multifamily developments in Sussex County 
have similar demographic compositions to their tracts.  
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Wilmington 
In table 4e, we observe that most of the public housing developments have large majorities of 
Black tenants and are located in majority Black tracts. Two exceptions are Baynard (which is 
located in a neighborhood that is 42% White and 49% Black) and Lincoln Tower (which is 68% 
Black and is in a 79% White tract.) Similarly, only three of 19 Project-Based Section 8 
developments have race/ethnic compositions that differ substantially from the surrounding tract. 
Ingleside Retirement Apartments and Maplewood Housing for the Elderly each have higher 
shares of White residents than their neighborhood. On the other hand, Luther Towers II has a 
lower share of White tenants than its tract. In terms of Other Multifamily, Dima II, Dima III and 
Dima VIII all have much higher shares of Whites as tenants than the White share of their tracts. 
 
Newark 
Table 4f indicates that the George Reed Village public housing development has majority Black 
residents but is located in a predominantly White neighborhood. The Project-Based Section 8 
and Other Multifamily developments have similar race/ethnic compositions to their tracts. 
 
Dover 
Two of the three public housing developments for which we have race/ethnic data in table 4g 
have different compositions than their tracts. Senate View and Manchester Square each have 
mostly Black residents but are located in neighborhoods with balanced racial distributions. 
Luther Towers II and Capitol Green are Project-Based Section 8 developments with much higher 
shares of Whites in the neighborhood than in the development itself. The race/ethnic composition 
of Other Multifamily developments in Dover mostly correspond to the composition of the census 
tracts. 
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Publicly Supported Housing and Disparities in Access to Opportunity 
 

i. Describe any disparities in access to opportunity for residents of publicly supported 
housing in the jurisdiction and region, including within different program categories 
(public housing, project-based Section 8, Other Multifamily Assisted Developments, 
HCV, and LIHTC) and between types (housing primarily serving families with 
children, elderly persons, and persons with disabilities) of publicly supported 
housing.  

 
New Castle County (outside of Wilmington) 
Housing Choice Vouchers are most concentrated in tracts just outside of the border of the city of 
Wilmington, which are also tracts that have relatively higher poverty rates (i.e. score low on the 
Low Poverty Index) and low scores on school proficiency. Other types of publicly supported 
housing (LIHTC, public housing, Other Multifamily, and Project-Based Section 8), are 
concentrated in areas of varying school proficiency, such that an overall pattern is not 
immediately evident. Project-Based Section 8 developments are concentrated in Dover (i.e. in 
neighborhoods with lower proficiency) and in tracts on the southern county border (in areas with 
high performing schools). A similar pattern pertains for LIHTC. HCVs are concentrated both in 
and around Dover (i.e. in tracts with lower school proficiency), but also in tracts to the north and 
south that score better on the index.  
 
Kent County 
The clearest relationships between opportunity and publicly supported housing in Kent County 
overall pertains to the School Proficiency Index. Public housing developments within Dover 
coincide with areas of lower school proficiency, whereas public housing developments elsewhere 
in the county may actually be located in tracts of moderate or even high proficiency. Insofar as 
Other Multifamily developments only occur in or immediately adjacent to Dover, these sites are 
located in those tracts with the county’s lowest school proficiency index scores. 
 
Sussex County  
School proficiency is the opportunity index that most differs across the county: tracts in the 
western half of the state have much lower performing schools than those on the eastern half. 
However, there are publicly supported housing of most types (Other Multifamily, Project-Based 
Section 8, and LIHTC) in areas with both high- and low- performing schools. The county’s one 
public housing development also is in an area of higher performing schools. 
 
Wilmington 
The school proficiency index is highest in Wilmington on the western side of the city, and lowest 
on the east and to the south. Public housing developments are concentrated in those areas with 
low performing schools. Similarly, HCVs are most heavily concentrated in the northeastern 
quadrant, which has low performing schools. The other varieties of PSH (Other Multifamily, 
LIHTC, and Project-Based Section 8) coincide more frequently with neighborhoods that have 
higher performing schools. Public housing also is most concentrated in areas with low labor 
market engagement. 
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Newark 
The school proficiency index is highest on the western half of the city, and lower especially in 
the southeast and northeast. The one public housing development is on the eastern side, in an 
area with lower performing schools. Other Multifamily developments are mostly in areas with 
higher performing schools, whereas Project-Based Section 8 and LIHTC developments are in a 
range of neighborhoods. 
 
Dover 
PSH of all types in Dover is located in neighborhoods with higher and lower performing schools, 
and in neighborhoods of higher and lower poverty.  
 
Additional Information  
 

a. Beyond the HUD-provided data, provide additional relevant information, if any, about 
publicly supported housing in the jurisdiction and region, particularly information about 
groups with other protected characteristics and about housing not captured in the HUD-
39 provided data.  
 

Additional policy analysis provided in the contributing factors below. 
 

b. The program participant may also describe other information relevant to its assessment 
of publicly supported housing. Information may include relevant programs, actions, or 
activities, such as tenant self-sufficiency, place-based investments, or geographic 
mobility programs.  

 
Administration of publicly-supported housing is divided among several entities in Delaware: the 
Delaware State Housing Authority; Wilmington Housing Authority; New Castle County Housing 
Authority; Newark Housing Authority; and Dover Housing Authority. DSHA acts as the public 
housing administrator for Kent and Sussex Counties. Each of these entities has limited 
jurisdiction, such that Housing Choice Voucher holders must “port” (in keeping with HUD’s 
regulation providing for portability) among PHAs. Notably, DSHA is a Moving to Work (MTW) 
PHA, providing it with additional regulatory and financial flexibility, as set forth in its HUD-
approved MTW Plan. DSHA also serves as the state Housing Finance Agency, administering the 
Low Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC) program throughout the state. Policies are discussed 
in further detail in the following Contributing Factors section.  
 
Contributing Factors of Publicly Supported Housing Location and Occupancy 
 
Consider the listed factors and any other factors affecting the jurisdiction and Region. Identify 
factors that significantly create, contribute to, perpetuate, or increase the severity of fair housing 
issues related to publicly supported housing, including Segregation, R/ECAPs, Disparities in 
Access to Opportunity, and Disproportionate Housing Needs. For each contributing factor that 
is significant, note which fair housing issue(s) the selected contributing factor relates to. 
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Admission/occupancy policies/procedure, including preferences in publicly supported housing 
and waitlist management 
 
Housing authority tenant selection and waitlist policies can impact fair housing by shaping who 
is able to access subsidized or public housing, overall and in particular jurisdictions.  Some types 
of admission and waitlist procedures may have a discriminatory effect on the basis of race, 
disability, or ethnicity, depending on local demographic patterns. Examples may include local 
residency preferences (and other local preferences), inadequate marketing of waitlist openings 
(including use of local advertising and word-of-mouth marketing), short application windows, 
limitations on the types of application procedures available, and ordering of waitlist by time and 
date of application. Where these types of procedures exist, they should be carefully scrutinized to 
assess whether they are having a discriminatory effect.  Also, several PHAs in Delaware124 also 
have a local preference in admission that requires non-elderly or disabled applicants to be 
employed; this is a type of preference that may sometimes have a discriminatory effect, 
depending upon differential rates of access to employment in the local labor market.  
 
Across the state, the occupancy rates for African Americans in “other multifamily” housing 
(primarily HUD-subsidized, privately owned multifamily housing) falls significantly below their 
representation in the eligible population.  It is unclear what mechanisms are driving this disparity 
– as noted above, it could include the impact of local residency preferences, or marketing 
practices that rely on local advertising, word of mouth, first-come, first-serve waitlist 
management, or other marketing practices related to the ownership of the properties.   
 
Latinos appear to be somewhat underrepresented in every type of assisted housing category, in 
proportion to their share of the eligible population. 
 
Delaware State Housing Authority 
 
DSHA administers public housing and Housing Choice Vouchers in Kent and Sussex Counties 
(and a small state funded voucher program in New Castle County).  DSHA has a local residency 
preference in its public housing and HCV programs (that is, a preference for applicants who live 
or work in Kent or Sussex County), and a local preference that requires the applicant to be 
working at least 20 hours per week, except in the case of elderly or disabled individuals.   
 
Wilmington Housing Authority 
 
The Wilmington Housing Authority (WHA) administers public housing and Housing Choice 
Vouchers within the city of Wilmington.  WHA’s local preferences include a working preference 
for non-elderly and disabled applicants, and a local residency preference (which is unlikely to 
have any discriminatory impact in the local Wilmington context).  WHA application and waitlist 
management procedures include initial application by phone (generally a non-discriminatory 
approach) and ordering the waitlist within preference categories by date and time of application 
(which sometimes has the potential to have a discriminatory effect).  Affirmative marketing 

                                                           
124 DSHA, Dover, Wilmington, and New Castle County housing authorities.  
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provisions in the WHA’s PHA Plan include targeted outreach to underserved populations, based 
on an analysis of waitlist composition.125   
 
Newark Housing Authority 
 
Newark has a local residency preference for its public housing and HCV programs (preference 
for applicants who live or work in Newark), but the demographic profile of PHA residents does 
not suggest a fair housing issue.   
 
New Castle Housing Authority 
 
The jurisdiction of the NCCHA includes all of New Castle County except the jurisdictions of the 
Newark and Wilmington Housing Authorities (each of which are coterminous with their city’s 
boundary). For this reason, the NCCHA’s proposed residency preference (set out in its March 
2019 administrative plan) may have a discriminatory impact on African American families, since 
the proportion of the eligible population of African American families living in the NCCHA area 
of operation is roughly half of the eligible African American population of families living in the 
county as a whole. This effect may be mitigated by the inclusion of the preference for families 
working in the NCCHA jurisdiction, but further analysis should be undertaken to determine the 
extent of any discriminatory impact of the proposed policy, especially given the extensive list of 
local preferences adopted by the NCHHA, including preferences for extremely rent burdened 
families, victims of domestic violence, etc.  
  
The NCCHA recently updated its Section 8 Administrative Plan to include new non-
discrimination protections for victims of domestic violence and applicants with certain types of 
criminal records. 
 
Dover Housing Authority 
 
Dover has a local residency preference for its public housing and HCV programs (preference for 
applicants who live or work in Dover). 
 
Community opposition 
 
Community opposition is discussed in more detail in the Segregation section. Community 
opposition is a significant factor for Public Supported Housing.  
 
Displacement of residents due to economic pressures 
 
Displacement due to economic pressures is discussed in more detail in the Segregation 
section. It is not a significant contributing factor to Publicly Supported Housing. 
 

                                                           
125 However, the WHA PHA plan also indicates that the PHA should “avoid outreach efforts that…prefer 
members of a protected class,” which tends to undermine affirmative marketing goals.  We are unclear as 
to the origin or purpose of this provision.  
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Displacement of and/or lack of housing support for victims of domestic violence, dating 
violence, sexual assault, and stalking 
 
Displacement of victims of domestic violence is discussed in more detail in the 
Disproportionate Housing Needs section. It is not a significant contributing factor to 
Publicly Supported Housing. 
Impediments to mobility 
 
One of the original purposes of the Housing Choice Voucher program (formerly called “Section 
8”) was to expand housing choice and deconcentrate poverty by giving low income families 
access to privately owned and managed housing – and in 1989, Congress expanded this principle 
by permitting families to move freely outside the jurisdiction where their voucher was first 
issued.  However, in the administration of the HCV program over the years, families have often 
been constrained in their choices, and today the HCV program is more geographically 
concentrated in higher poverty (and racially concentrated) neighborhoods than private rental 
housing generally, and almost as geographically concentrated as traditional public housing.  The 
reasons for these patterns of concentration include a combination of housing market factors and 
PHA practice.  Collectively, we call these factors “impediments to mobility,” and this assessment 
will highlight specific impediments that may be affecting voucher concentration in Delaware. 
 
Landlord outreach 
 
The PHAs throughout Delaware engage in landlord outreach activities, but so far have had 
limited success with landlord participation in high opportunity areas, in particular. For example, 
New Castle Housing Authority engages in twice-yearly outreach meetings, and DSHA also 
engages in periodic outreach meetings. Because of the extreme shortage of family housing 
available to non-students in Newark, the PHA has attended landlord association meetings, but 
this has not resulted in identification of new properties. 
 
Lack of appropriate payment standards  
 
DSHA 
 
DSHA applies a 105% payment standard to the HUD Fair Market Rent (FMR) for its HCV 
program vouchers in Kent and Sussex Counties, with a slightly higher (110%) payment standard 
in the state-identified “Opportunity Area” zip codes in Kent and Sussex Counties.  This payment 
standard appears to be adequate in some of these opportunity areas, but for many opportunity zip 
codes the current payment standard is dramatically below the HUD-designated “Small Area 
FMR,” which means that HCV families are unlikely to have adequate access to these 
neighborhoods where the Small Area FMR exceeds the current payment standard by $100 or 
more (the Small Area FMR is calculated to access roughly the 40th percentile of rents in the zip 
code).  It appears that for a three bedroom apartment, the current payment standard is more than 
$100 less than the Small Area FMR in 16 zip codes.  Some of these differences are extreme.  For 
example, in Sussex County, 8 zip codes have dramatically higher Small Area FMRs than the 
current “opportunity” payment standard (ranging from $210 to $510 higher), which indicates that 
low income families with vouchers are unlikely to be able to afford a unit in these areas.  
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Wilmington Housing Authority 
 
Wilmington is within the greater Philadelphia mandatory Small Area Fair Market Rent area, 
which means that WHA voucher rent is now set by zip code.  WHA has adjusted for decreased 
FMRs in a number of city zip codes by adjusting the payment standard by up to 110%. 
  
Newark Housing Authority 
 
Newark is within the greater Philadelphia mandatory Small Area Fair Market Rent area, which 
means that WHA voucher rent is now set by zip code.  We have not received Newark’s current 
payment standards by zip code, but the PHA reports that rents are still inadequate because of the 
high and increasing demand for University of Delaware student housing throughout the city. The 
inability of HCV families to access apartments in the city forces many families to port out to 
neighboring communities.  The housing shortage for families with children is exacerbated by the 
practice of local property owners who rent larger family units to groups of students.  
 
New Castle County Housing Authority 
 
New Castle County is within the greater Philadelphia mandatory Small Area Fair Market Rent 
area, which means that WHA voucher rent is now set by zip code.  There are significant payment 
standard increases in effect in several zip codes within the NCCHA’s area of operation.  NCCHA 
briefings include explaining to families “the advantages of areas that do not have a high 
concentration of low-income families,” but it is not clear whether families are also briefed on the 
new housing opportunities available within low poverty areas of the county under the Small Area 
FMR payment standards. 
 
Dover Housing Authority 
 
It does not appear that payment standards are a significant issue in Dover.  
 
Lack of adequate search time 
 
Delaware State Housing Authority 
 
DSHA has a short search time of 60 days, and an absolute bar against extensions of the voucher 
term past 120 days, except for residents with disabilities having difficulty accessing an accessible 
unit. Under this current policy, the allowable reasons for requests for 30 day extensions up to 120 
days do not include difficulty in finding a unit in a low poverty area or opportunity area. The 
absolute limit on extensions, and the lack of provision for families seeking housing in hard to 
rent opportunity areas, make it more difficult for households to exercise housing choice, and 
represents a potential fair housing issue 
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Wilmington Housing Authority 
 
Voucher search time is limited to 60 days, with additional 30 day extensions up to 120 days total.  
Reasons listed for an extension of the voucher search time currently do not include efforts by the 
family to find housing in a lower poverty neighborhood. This is a potential fair housing issue. 
 
Newark Housing Authority 
 
The Newark Housing Authority has a short search time of 60 days, and a general policy against 
extensions of the voucher term, with a limited number of exceptions that do not include difficulty 
in finding a unit in a low poverty area or opportunity area. This is a potential fair housing issue, 
especially given the shortage of voucher-affordable rental housing in the city.  
 
New Castle Housing Authority 
 
The Section 8 Administrative Plan for the NCCHA does not have a strict limit on the total 
amount of search time, but limits requests for extension of the initial search time to a list of 
extenuating circumstances that does not include difficulty in finding a unit in a low poverty area 
or opportunity area. This is a potential fair housing issue. 
 
Dover Housing Authority 
 
The Dover Housing Authority has an initial search time of 90 days (with a suspension of the time 
period during a request for tenancy approval).  30-day extensions of the voucher term are 
permitted for up to a total of 60 additional days, for a limited number of reasons that do not 
include difficulty in finding a unit in a low poverty area or opportunity area. This is a potential 
fair housing issue. 
 
Lack of access to opportunity due to high housing costs 
 
Lack of access to opportunity due to high housing costs is a significant contributing factor. As 
noted above, many of the “high opportunity” zip code areas of New Castle County now have 
substantially higher payment standards, based on the mandatory Small Area FMRs in the greater 
Philadelphia metropolitan area.  This is a huge opportunity for HCV families in the 
Wilmington/New Castle County area to access neighborhoods that were previously inaccessible 
due to high rent levels. 
 
In many of the high-rent zip codes in Sussex County, current payment standards are too low to 
give reasonable access to families with HCVs.  This has the effect of excluding HCV families 
from those neighborhoods and steering them to lower priced, lower opportunity areas of the 
counties.   The possibility of voluntary adoption of Small Area FMRs in these higher rent areas 
could open up new housing opportunities for HCV families. 
 
In Newark, the continuing growth of University of Delaware enrollment has placed huge 
pressure on the local housing market, to the disadvantage of low income families of color who 
are the predominant group of residents and families on the Newark PHA waitlist.  The University 
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has established a steering committee to address the long term issue of inadequate supply of rental 
housing, but the PHA will also need to reassess its payment standards, and possibly petition 
HUD for increases, if it seeks to compete in the local market. 
 
Lack of meaningful language access for individuals with limited English proficiency 
 
Lack of meaningful language access is a moderate contributing factor to segregation in the state 
of Delaware. The State has seen an increasingly diverse minority population, with English 
learners as the fastest growing student population within its schools, growing 428% since 
1997.126 In a survey of state residents, 63% of residents who identified as speaking English “less 
than very well” spoke Spanish. Residents speaking ‘other Indo-European languages” made up 
20%, followed by 14% speaking an Asian or Pacific Island language.127 The Delaware State 
Housing Authority provides services to LEP residents, mainly focusing on the Spanish-speaking 
population, where there is the most significant need. There are translations for written documents 
and interpretive services for LEP residents, with an identified need for both oral interpretation 
and written translation for Spanish and written notice of right to free translation for all other 
languages.128 The vast majority of interactions between LEP residents and DSHA occurred 
during the application process leading up to participation in Public Housing and Housing Choice 
Voucher programs. Ongoing interactions include periodic contacts related to initial program 
eligibility, continuing eligibility, and termination from either program.129 DSHA’s Language 
Access Plan also provides for periodic assessments of language needs and how well they are 
being met, policy reviews, and assessments of staff capability in this area, as well as for the 
designation of a language access coordinator. Complaint procedures are available through 
DSHA. Because of the increasing diversity of the state, because language access differences may 
impede movement throughout the state, and because Hispanics are underrepresented in publicly-
supported housing throughout the state (relative to their share of the income-eligible population), 
language access needs remain a relevant fair housing issue. Additional outreach to LEP 
communities would expand access to housing programs.  
 
Lack of Regional Coordination/ Fragmentation: PHA areas of operation and HCV portability 
issues  
 
A highly significant impediment to fair housing relating to PHA areas of operation is the state-
imposed limitation on the jurisdiction of the Wilmington Housing Authority.  Because state law 
currently limits the Wilmington HA’s jurisdiction to the city borders, Wilmington residents do 
not have an equal choice to live in lower poverty, and higher opportunity areas, which are also 
less racially segregated than many Wilmington neighborhoods.  Because of this limitation, the 
Wilmington HA cannot develop affordable housing outside the city, and cannot administer 
Housing Choice Vouchers outside the city, which requires burdensome and time-consuming 
portability procedures for families who wish to move to lower poverty neighborhoods – a 
significant barrier to mobility for families with Wilmington HCVs.  This problem could be 
                                                           
126 http://www.rodelfoundationde.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/10/EL-Fact-Sheet-1-_-Revised-Final.pdf 
127 Id at 2 
128 http://www.destatehousing.com/FormsAndInformation/Publications/lep_plan.pdf, pg. 2 
129 Rodel Foundation at 4 

http://www.rodelfoundationde.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/10/EL-Fact-Sheet-1-_-Revised-Final.pdf
http://www.destatehousing.com/FormsAndInformation/Publications/lep_plan.pdf
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ameliorated by adoption of a portability agreement or similar arrangement among neighboring 
PHAs 
 
Portability processing delays among PHAs were identified generally as a fair housing problem in 
a recent fair housing review by the state – there is no indication that this problem has been 
resolved. 
 
DSHA 
The DSHA HCV program has jurisdiction throughout Kent and Sussex counties.  Because of its 
status as an MTW agency, and through its MTW agreement, DSHA restricts portability for non-
elderly and non-disabled families (with exceptions for out of jurisdiction employment, education, 
or compelling family care needs).  DSHA’s reason for restricting portability is to protect the 
integrity of its self-sufficiency work requirement. 
 
Dover HA reported one recent portability transfer into DSHA that took up to one month to 
process; this type of delay is potentially a fair housing issue, depending on the parties and 
locations involved.    
 
Wilmington Housing Authority 
 
The Wilmington Housing Authority’s HCV program area of operation is limited to the City of 
Wilmington, significantly limiting access for HCV families to lower poverty, less segregated 
neighborhoods. 
 
Newark Housing Authority 
 
The Newark Housing Authority’s HCV program area of operation is limited to the City of 
Newark. 
 
New Castle Housing Authority 
 
The New Castle County Housing Authority’s HCV program area of operation covers all of New 
Castle County, with the exception of the cities of Wilmington and Newark. 
 
Dover Housing Authority 
 
The Dover Housing Authority’s area of operation includes a three mile radius around the city of 
Dover, and there appears to be a reasonable distribution of HCVs within this radius.   
 
Lack of private investment in specific neighborhoods 
 
Lack of private investments in specific neighborhoods is discussed in more detail in the 
Segregation section. It is not a contributing factor to Publicly Supported Housing.  
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Lack of public investment in specific neighborhoods, including services and amenities 
 
Lack of public investment in specific neighborhoods is discussed in more detail in the 
Segregation section. It is not a significant contributing factor to Publicly Supported Housing.  
 
Land use and zoning laws 
 
Land use and zoning is discussed in more detail in the Segregation section. It is a major 
contributing factor to Publicly Supported Housing.  
 
Loss of Affordable Housing 
 
Loss of affordable housing is discussed in more detail in the Segregation section. It is a 
significant contributing factor to Publicly Supported Housing. 
 
Occupancy codes and restrictions 
 
Occupancy codes and restrictions are discussed in more detail in the Segregation section. It is a 
significant contributing factor to Publicly Supported Housing.  
 
Quality of affordable housing information programs 
 
Apartment listings 
 
The HUD portability rule requires that PHAs provide a balanced set of apartment listings, 
including apartments outside of areas of poverty or minority concentration. 

 
All of the PHAs in Delaware except NCCHA rely on “DelawareHousingSearch.com,” developed 
by SocialServe, Inc., to help HCV families find available units.  A review of this resource for 
New Castle County revealed a heavy predominance of listings in Wilmington, with a large 
number also in Newark, and very few listings from the balance of New Castle County.  In order 
to determine if the DelawareHousingSearch.com complies with the HUD requirement, all of the 
current addresses should be mapped with reference to census tract racial concentration and 
poverty rates, to determine if the tool complies with current HUD rules.   
 
Briefing materials 
 
Delaware State Housing Authority  
 
The DSHA HCV briefing packet explains “areas of opportunity,” and clients are presented with 
this information during their voucher briefings.  
 
Wilmington Housing Authority 
 
The Wilmington Housing Authority briefing materials for Housing Choice Voucher families 
appropriately include maps and other information about low poverty areas both inside and 
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outside the city, and the oral briefing includes “an explanation of the advantages of moving to 
areas outside of high-poverty concentrations” for families living in high-poverty census tracts.130    
 
Newark Housing Authority 
 
The Newark Section 8 Administrative Plan indicates that the oral briefing for families include 
“[f]or families living in high-poverty census tracts, an explanation of the advantages of moving 
to areas outside of high-poverty concentrations” 

 
New Castle County Housing Authority  
 
The Section 8 Administrative Plan for the NCCHA provides that the PHA explain “the 
advantages of areas that do not have a high concentration of low-income families,” but it is not 
clear whether families are also briefed on the new housing opportunities available within low 
poverty areas of the county under the Small Area FMR payment standards. 

 
Dover Housing Authority  

 
The Dover Section 8 Administrative Plan indicates that the oral briefing for 
families include “If the family is currently living in a high poverty census tract 
in DHA's jurisdiction, the briefing will explain the advantages of moving to 
an area that does not have a high concentration of poor families. 

 
Lack of mobility counseling 

 
None of the PHAs in Delaware currently provide any housing mobility counseling to HCV 
families.  One PHA director expressed concerns that many families were reluctant to look for 
housing outside their “comfort zones,” and wondered if there were ways to encourage families to 
think outside their comfort zones – possibly allowing them to access housing in less concentrated 
areas.  Another PHA director indicated an interest in developing a housing mobility program 
with other PHAs in the region. 
 
Affirmative Marketing 
 
An improved Affirmative Fair Housing Marketing program would assist in addressing racial 
disparities in occupancy and location, and expand housing choice. The under-representation of 
Hispanics across categories of publicly-supported housing in Delaware indicates that additional 
outreach and marketing to this community may be needed. Additionally, geographic disparities 
in the racial composition of publicly-supported housing residents, as shown by occupancy data, 
may also indicate the need for improved marketing across racial groups and throughout broader 
marketing regions.  

 
In its capacity as the state’s Housing Finance Agency, DSHA requires LIHTC developers to 
affirmatively market to voucher holders. However, stakeholder input indicates that voucher 
                                                           
130 But note that current HUD regulations also include that this information be extended to all HCV 
families, not just families living in high poverty tracts. 
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holders lack information and access to LIHTC developments, suggesting a need for improvement 
of those policies.    
 
Siting selection policies, practices, and decisions for publicly supported housing, including 
discretionary aspects of Qualified Allocation Plans and other programs 
 
DSHA serves as Delaware’s Housing Finance Agency, administering the Low Income Housing 
Tax Credit program throughout the states, and issuing an annual “Qualified Allocation Plan” that 
establishes the criteria by which tax credits are awarded. Although important characteristics of 
the LIHTC program are established by federal law, the state has significant discretion in setting 
out requirements and priorities for development siting, applications, and management. Each of 
these has an influence on fair housing outcomes. Nationally, the LIHTC program has often 
exacerbated problems with the concentration of subsidized housing and racial segregation, but a 
thoughtfully designed and managed program at the state level can help expand housing choice 
and achieve a better balance in subsidized housing location.  
 
DSHA has established balance in siting outcomes and access to opportunity as one of the goals 
of its QAP. It currently awards up to 15 points for developments that are located in areas of 
“Opportunity.”131 This designation is based on DSHA’s categorization of areas throughout the 
state into three categories (used to assess balance in siting and how well program residents can 
access well performing schools and other resources): Areas of Opportunity (where new 
developments are to be encouraged and supported); Mixed Areas (where a balance of subsidized 
and market development is to be supported); and Distressed Areas (where development that 
furthers subsidized housing concentration should be limited). In addition, DSHA reserves 
discretion to award basis boosts of up to 30% (increasing the value of the available tax credit) to 
developments in Opportunity Areas.  
 
DSHA also provides 10 QAP points for developments that are part of a Concerted Community 
Revitalization Plan (CCRP),132 for which it sets forth the following criteria: 
 

The comprehensiveness and specificity of the CCRP, including defined geographic 
region, timeline, and identified specific and measurable outcomes; • The extent to which 
the CCRP demonstrates the need for revitalization and is of sufficient size and scope to 
have a significant and lasting positive impact on the community; • Whether the CCRP 
describes commitments or strategies for obtaining public and private investment other 
than housing such as for infrastructure, transportation, open spaces, or commercial 
amenities; • If proposed financing of the CCRP includes non-DSHA public or private 
resources; • The community input involved in the creation of the CCRP. Such input may 
be demonstrated by participation of community organizations, business associations, 
CDC's, and/or resident meetings; • Whether the CCRP identifies the service needs of 
residents, including but not limited to, healthcare needs, residential supportive services, 
access to public benefits, or education and identifies strategies for addressing unmet 

                                                           
131 DE State 2019 QAP at 42, available at 
http://www.destatehousing.com/Developers/lihtc/2019/2019_qap.pdf.  
132 QAP at 42.  

http://www.destatehousing.com/Developers/lihtc/2019/2019_qap.pdf
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needs; • If the CCRP complies with applicable civil rights laws and responsiveness to the 
local jurisdiction's Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing obligations; and • Qualifying 
updates to CCRP, for the purposes of determining plan eligibility, must involve at the 
least, renewed community stakeholder engagement, evaluation of progress, and 
applicable updates to originally-adopted strategic goals.133  

 
 
The QAP allows awards up to 15 points for “Site and Neighborhood Standards,” by which it 
refers specifically to characteristics and amenities of the immediate neighborhood (apart from 
deconcentration or desegregation criteria). It awards up to 5 points for “Residential 
Appropriateness” (noting DSHA policy to promote “high quality, visible projects that promote 
strong communities, limit promotion of residential sprawl, and do not isolate residents”) and up 
to 10 points for “Community Compatibility” (based largely on design features, as well as 
whether “project’s design is consistent with the architecture/character of the local area, or the 
project’s visual character respects and makes a positive contribution to the surrounding 
community”).134  
This point scoring falls within the context of the following rubric, which also includes other 
criteria: Development Characteristics, 50 Possible Points; Community Impact, 50 Possible Points 
(comprising those noted above); Tenant Populations Served, 45 Possible Points (reflecting 
income levels and “special populations”); Use of Resources, 45 Possible Points; Development 
Team, 30 Possible Points. 
  
In addition to these competitive criteria, DSHA imposes a market study requirement as a 
screening criterion for developments. This study includes, in part, an assessment of need (that is, 
housing demand among low income households) in the local housing market area. DSHA should 
ensure that these studies are not conducted in a manner (or this requirement is not interpreted in 
manner) that discourages development in areas of low poverty concentration.  
 
Source of income discrimination 
 
Source of income discrimination is discussed in more detail in the Segregation section. Source 
of income discrimination is a significant contributing factor to Publicly Supported Housing. 
 

 

 

 

 

  

                                                           
133 QAP at 7-8.  
134 QAP at 45.  
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D. Disability and Access Analysis 

 1. Population Profile 

a. How are persons with disabilities geographically dispersed or concentrated in the State, 
 including R/ECAPs and other segregated areas identified in previous sections? 

Table 1: Percentage of Noninstitutionalized Population with a Disability, 2013-2017 
American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates 

 
Geography    Percentage of Persons with Disabilities  
New Castle County 10.7% 
Kent County 14.2% 
Sussex County 13.8% 
Wilmington 13.0% 
Newark 7.5% 
Dover 13.6% 

 
In Delaware as a whole, there is a market pattern of central cities and rural areas having the 
highest concentrations of persons with disabilities while, in the suburban communities in 
between, the percentage of persons with disabilities is lower. Consistent with this pattern, as the 
table below reflects, mostly rural Kent and Sussex Counties as well as the more urban cities of 
Wilmington and Dover, have higher concentrations of persons with disabilities than mostly 
suburban New Castle County (inclusive of Wilmington and Newark) and Newark, which is both 
more suburban than Wilmington and Dover and which has a relatively young population due to 
the presence of the University of Delaware. One implication of this dynamic is that people with 
disabilities, though not entirely concentrated in segregated areas and R/ECAPs, 
disproportionately lack access to the highest opportunity areas in the State of Delaware, which 
tend to be in predominantly White suburban portions of New Castle County rather than in 
predominantly White rural areas and beach communities in Kent and Sussex Counties. 
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Map 1: Map of Percent with a Disability, Philadelphia-Camden-Wilmington, PA-NJ-DE-
MD Metropolitan Statistical Area 

 

In the Philadelphia-Camden-Wilmington, PA-NJ-DE-MD Metropolitan Statistical Area, persons 
with disabilities are most concentrated in counties that include central cities, such as Philadelphia 
and Camden, or in the most rural portions of the region, which include Cecil County, Maryland 
and Salem County, New Jersey. This pattern is consistent with that discussed above in 
connection with the State of Delaware. Areas of Black and Hispanic population concentration, 
including R/ECAPs, tend to have high concentrations of persons with disabilities. Predominantly 
White rural or outer suburban areas do, as well. However, the highest opportunity, 
predominantly White suburban counties, typified by Chester and Montgomery Counties, 
Pennsylvania, have the lowest concentrations of persons with disabilities. 
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Map 2: Map of Percent with a Disability, New Castle County 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



462 
 

Map 3: Disability by Type, Philadelphia-Camden-Wilmington, PA-NJ-DE-MD 
Metropolitan Statistical Area 
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Map 4: Disability by Type, Philadelphia-Camden-Wilmington, PA-NJ-DE-MD 
Metropolitan Statistical Area 
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Map 5: Disability by Age Group, Philadelphia-Camden-Wilmington, PA-NJ-DE-MD 
Metropolitan Statistical Area 

 

Within New Castle County, areas with relatively high concentrations of persons with disabilities 
include Claymont, Talleys Corner, the east side of the City of Wilmington, Lynford, and 
Wilmington Manor. Newark, as well as communities to the north of Newark, have the lowest 
concentrations of persons with disabilities in New Castle County. Communities with high 
concentrations of persons with disabilities in New Castle County include relatively integrated 
areas like Wilmington Manor and Lynford, predominantly Black and/or Hispanic areas like 
Claymont and parts of Wilmington, and predominantly White areas like Talleys Corner. Overall, 
predominantly White communities appear to be somewhat less likely to have concentrations of 
persons with disabilities than are more racially and ethnically diverse communities. 
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Map 6: Percent with a Disability, Kent County 
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Map 7: Disability by Type, Kent County
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Map 8: Disability by Type, Kent County 
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Map 9: Disability by Age Group, Kent County 

 

Within Kent County, areas with relatively high concentrations of persons with disabilities 
include the unincorporated area between Cheswold and Leipsic to the north of Dover, the 
unincorporated area near Sandtown, the census tract along the Delaware Bay which is primarily 
non-residential, and the east side of the City of Dover. The unincorporated area north of Dover 
and the portions of Dover with high concentrations of persons with disabilities are relatively 
heavily Black and/or Hispanic. The bayfront census tract and the area near Sandtown are more 
heavily White. 
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Map 10: Percent with a Disability, Sussex County 
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Map 11: Disability by Type, Sussex County 
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Map 12: Disability by Type, Sussex County 
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Map 13: Disability by Age Group, Sussex County 

 

In Sussex County, the areas with the highest concentrations of persons with disabilities are the 
inland area to the west of Rehoboth Beach and to the north of Marshtown and the area to the 
north and northeast of Millsboro. The former area is predominantly White while the latter is 
more racially and ethnically diverse, including significant Black, Hispanic, and Native American 
populations. There appears to be somewhat less unevenness of the population of persons with 
disabilities that is connected to racial and ethnic demographics in Sussex County than there is in 
New Castle and Kent Counties. 
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Map 14: Disability by Type, Wilmington 
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Map 15: Disability by Type, Wilmington 
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Map 16: Disability by Type, Wilmington 
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Map 17: Disability by Type, Newark 
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Map 18: Disability by Type, Newark 
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Map 19: Disability by Age, Newark 
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Map 20: Disability by Type, Dover 
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Map 21: Disability by Age, Dover 

 

As reflected in the county-level discussion above, there are concentrations of persons with 
disabilities on the east side of the City of Wilmington and on the east side of the City of Dover. 
These are disproportionately Black. There are no areas of relative concentration of persons with 
disabilities in the City of Newark. 

R/ECAPs, particularly those in the City of Wilmington, tend to have slightly higher 
concentrations of persons with disabilities than do non-R/ECAP areas. This is particularly true 
with respect to cognitive disabilities, ambulatory disabilities, and independent living difficulties. 
For the four R/ECAP census tracts in the City of Wilmington, each has higher concentrations of 
persons with those three types of disabilities than does the State of Delaware as a whole. In 
Wilmington, the relationship between residency in R/ECAPs and likelihood of having a hearing, 
vision, or self-care disability was not as close. The closer relationship between residency in 
R/ECAPs in Wilmington and the former three types of disabilities may be, in part, a result of the 
relatively younger population of R/ECAP census tracts. Rates of hearing and vision disabilities, 
in particular, tend to be closely linked to concentrations of elderly residents. The one R/ECAP 
census tract in the City of Dover does not follow the same pattern as do R/ECAPs in 
Wilmington. Only two disability categories, hearing and cognitive disabilities, have 
concentration sin that census tract that are higher than the statewide average. The latter is a type 
of disability that is also relatively common in Wilmington R/ECAPs, but the former is not. 
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b. Describe whether these geographic patterns vary for persons with each type of disability 
or for persons with disabilities in different age ranges. 

Table 2: Disability by Type (State) 
Disability Type Number Percentage 
Hearing Difficulty 28,519 3.41% 
Vision Difficulty 18, 476 2.21% 
Cognitive Difficulty 40, 421 4.83% 
Ambulatory Difficulty 59, 208 7.07% 
Self-care Difficulty 19,936 2.38% 
Independent Living Difficulty 38,127 4.55% 

Note 1: All % represent a share of the total population 
Note 2: Data Sources: ACS 
 

Table 3: Disability by Type (Entitled/Non-Entitled Areas) 
 Entitlement Areas Non-Entitlement Areas 

Disability Type Number Percentage Number Percentage 
Hearing Difficulty 15,272 2.86% 13,247 4.36% 
Vision Difficulty 11,048 2.07% 7,428 2.44% 
Cognitive Difficulty 24,596 4.61% 15,825 5.21% 
Ambulatory Difficulty 34,042 6.38% 25,166 8.28% 
Self-care Difficulty 11,935 2.24% 8,001 2.63% 
Independent Living 
Difficulty 

22,663 4.25% 15,464 5.09% 

Note 1: All % represent a share of the total population 
Note 2: Data Sources: ACS 
 
In the State of Delaware, persons with hearing disabilities are concentrated in Sussex County, in 
particular. Persons with cognitive disabilities are concentrated in Kent County. In comparison to 
New Castle County, both Kent and Sussex Counties have relative concentrations of persons with 
ambulatory disabilities and independent living disabilities. At the statewide level, there are not 
significant concentrations of persons with self-care and vision disabilities. Across all age groups, 
persons with disabilities are comparatively concentrated in Kent County. 
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Concentrations of persons with disabilities by type and age within individual counties and cities 
are discussed below. 

Table 4: Disability by Age Group (State) 
 Delaware (State) 

Age of People with Disabilities Number Percentage 
Age 5-17 with Disabilities 8,259 0.99% 
Age 18-64 with Disabilities 57,967 6.2% 
Age 65+ with Disabilities  43,121 5.15% 

Note 1: All % represent a share of the total population 
Note 2: Data Sources: ACS 
 

Table 5: Disability by Age Group (Entitled/Non-entitled Areas) 
 Delaware Entitlement Areas Non-Entitlement Areas 
Age of People with 
Disabilities 

Number Percentage Number Percentage 

Age 5-17 with 
Disabilities 

5,399 1.01% 2,860 0.94% 

Age 18-64 with 
Disabilities 

34,692 6.50% 23,275 7.66% 

Age 65+ with Disabilities  23,456 4.40% 19,665 6.47% 
Note 1: All % represent a share of the total population 
Note 2: Data Sources: ACS 
 

Table 6: Disability by Type  
 New Castle County, DE CDBG 

Home Jurisdiction 
Philadelphia-Camden-

Wilmington Region  
Disability Type Number Percentage Number Percentage 
Hearing Difficulty 12,434 2.8% 165,844 2.99% 
Vision Difficulty 8,181 1.87% 120,984 2.18% 
Cognitive Difficulty 18,337 4.19% 279,046 5.03% 
Ambulatory Difficulty 26,030 5.95% 371,932 6.71% 
Self-care Difficulty 9,008 2.06% 146,430 2.6% 
Independent Living 
Difficulty 

17,336 3.97% 275,868 4.98% 

Note 1: All % represent a share of the total population within the jurisdiction or region. 
Note 2: Data Sources: ACS 
 

In New Castle County, rates of most types of disabilities are higher in the City of Wilmington 
and in relatively heavily Black communities in the eastern portion of the county. Individuals with 
hearing disabilities, by contrast, reside more uniformly across the county. 
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Table 7: Disability by Age Group  
 New Castle County, DE CDBG 

Home Jurisdiction 
Philadelphia-Camden-

Wilmington Region  
Age of People with 
Disabilities 

Number Percentage Number Percentage 

Age 5-17 with 
Disabilities 

3,956 0.90% 57,431 1.04% 

Age 18-64 with 
Disabilities 

26,553 6.07% 369,758 6.67% 

Age 65+ with Disabilities  18,411 4.21% 272,561 4.92% 
Note 1: All % represent a share of the total population within the jurisdiction or region. 
Note 2: Data Sources: ACS 
 
Consistent with the pattern described above, elderly persons with disabilities (who are more 
likely to have hearing disabilities) reside fairly uniformly throughout the county, while children 
and younger adults with disabilities are more concentrated in the eastern portion of the county. 

Table 8: Disability by Type (Kent County) 
Disability Type Number Percentage 
Hearing Difficulty 4,700 2.8% 
Vision Difficulty 3,118 1.8% 
Cognitive Difficulty 10,205 6.0% 
Ambulatory Difficulty 13,734 8.1% 
Self-care Difficulty 4,861 2.9% 
Independent Living Difficulty 7,806 4.6% 

Source: 2013-2017 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates 

In Kent County, there are concentrations of persons with hearing disabilities in the City of Dover 
and in the far southern portion of the county. There are comparatively fewer people with hearing 
disabilities in the areas immediately to the south and west of the City of Dover. There are no 
strong patterns of concentration for individuals with vision disabilities in Kent County. People 
with cognitive disabilities are concentrated immediately to the east and west of the City of Dover 
as well as on the west side of the city. Persons with ambulatory disabilities are concentrated on 
the west side of the City of Dover, immediately to the north of the city, and in the south-central 
portion of the county. People with self-care disabilities are concentrated on the east side of the 
City of Dover. Individuals with independent living disabilities are concentrated throughout the 
City of Dover and just to the south of Haffington, in the southern portion of the county. 

Table 9: Disability by Age Group (Kent County) 
Age of People with Disabilities Number Percentage 
5 to 17 Years 1,838 1.1% 
18 to 64 Years 12,904 7.6% 
65 Years and Over 9,327 5.5% 

Source: 2013-2017 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates 
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Children with disabilities in Kent County are concentrated in the southeastern portion of the City 
of Dover, just to the west of the City of Dover, and to the east of the City of Dover. Non-elderly 
adults are concentrated on the west side of the City of Dover. Elderly persons with disabilities 
are concentrated just to the north of downtown Dover. 

Table 10: Disability by Type  
 Wilmington, DE CDBG Home 

Jurisdiction 
Philadelphia-Camden-

Wilmington Region  
Disability Type Number Percentage Number Percentage 
Hearing Difficulty 1,769 2.78% 165,844 2.99% 
Vision Difficulty 2,017 3.17% 120,984 2.18% 
Cognitive Difficulty 4,175 6.56% 279,046 5.03% 
Ambulatory Difficulty 5,405 8.49% 371,932 6.71% 
Self-care Difficulty 1,789 2.81% 146,430 2.64% 
Independent Living 
Difficulty 

3,590 5.64% 275,868 4.98% 

 
In the City of Wilmington, individuals with hearing disabilities reside throughout the city in 
relatively similar proportions. As compared to the distribution of persons with hearing 
disabilities, people with vision disabilities are slightly more concentrated in predominantly Black 
neighborhoods on the east side of the city, but not to nearly the same extent as individuals with 
other types of disabilities, as discussed below. The distribution of persons with cognitive 
disabilities exemplifies that type of more extreme imbalance, with much higher concentrations of 
individuals with cognitive disabilities residing on the east side of Wilmington and, especially, in 
central city R/ECAPs than on the more heavily White west side. Concentrations of persons with 
ambulatory disabilities, persons with self-care disabilities, and persons with independent living 
disabilities are broadly similar to those of persons with cognitive disabilities.  

Table 11: Disability by Age Group  
 Wilmington, DE CDBG Home 

Jurisdiction 
Philadelphia-Camden-

Wilmington Region  
Age of People with 
Disabilities 

Number Percentage Number Percentage 

Age 5-17 with 
Disabilities 

976 1.53% 57,431 1.04% 

Age 18-64 with 
Disabilities 

5,705 8.96% 369,758 6.67% 

Age 65+ with Disabilities  3,190 5.01% 272,561 4.92% 
 
Children with disabilities are more likely to reside in the northeastern portion of the city and in 
R/ECAPs in the city center, and are less likely to live on the west side of the city. Areas with 
higher concentrations of children with disabilities are disproportionately likely to be 
predominantly Black. The pattern with respect to adults ages 18 through 64 is broadly similar, 
with the caveat that there is less noticeable neighborhood-by-neighborhood difference between 
predominantly Black neighborhoods on the east side of Wilmington. In other words, the gap 
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between northeast Wilmington and southeast Wilmington is less pronounced. By contrast, there 
are not major neighborhood-by-neighborhood differences in the concentration of elderly persons 
with disabilities in Wilmington. Indeed, the census tracts in the northwest corner of the city, 
which are over 90% White, have similarly high concentrations of elderly persons with 
disabilities to those of the census tracts in northeast Wilmington that have the highest 
concentrations of younger people with disabilities and that are predominantly Black. 

 

Table 12: Disability by Type (Newark) 
Disability Type Number Percentage 
Hearing Difficulty 681 2.1% 
Vision Difficulty 419 1.3% 
Cognitive Difficulty 1,180 3.6% 
Ambulatory Difficulty 1,207 3.6% 
Self-care Difficulty 515 1.6% 
Independent Living Difficulty 1,004 3.0% 

Source: 2013-2017 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates 
 
Within the City of Newark, there is a slight concentration of persons with hearing disabilities in 
the far southwestern portion of the city. There are no areas of significant concentration of 
persons with vision disabilities in the city. There is an area of concentration of persons with 
cognitive disabilities in the northeastern portion of the city. Persons with ambulatory disabilities 
disproportionately reside in the southern and western portions of the city. There is a slight 
concentration of individuals with self-care disabilities in the western portion of the city. Lastly, 
persons with independent living disabilities are concentrated in the southern portion of the city. 
 

Table 13: Disability by Age Group (Newark) 
Age of People with Disabilities Number Percentage 
5 to 17 Years 120 0.4% 
18 to 64 Years 1,146 3.5% 
65 Years and Over 1,212 3.6% 

Source: 2013-2017 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates 

There are no areas of concentration for children with disabilities in the City of Newark. Both 
adults under the age of 65 who have disabilities and elderly individuals with disabilities are 
somewhat more heavily represented in the western and southern portions of the city. 
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Table 14: Disability by Type  
 Dover, DE CDBG Home 

Jurisdiction 
Dover, DE Region 

Disability Type Number Percentage Number Percentage 
Hearing Difficulty 1,069 3.29% 5,070 3.38% 
Vision Difficulty 850 2.61% 3,022 2.01% 
Cognitive Difficulty 2,084 6.41% 8,227 5.48% 
Ambulatory Difficulty 2,607 8.02% 11,840 7.87% 
Self-care Difficulty 1,138 3.50% 3,936 2.62% 
Independent Living 
Difficulty 

1,737 5.34% 7,280 4.85% 

Note 1: All % represent a share of the total population within the jurisdiction or region 

Note 2: Data Sources: ACS 

In the City of Dover, persons with hearing disabilities are relatively concentrated in the 
southwest corner of the city, which is racially integrated in relation to the city as a whole. 
Individuals with vision disabilities are not as concentrated, but, to the extent that there are 
neighborhood-based differences, the same southwest corner of the city is an area for relative 
concentration. There are concentrations of persons with cognitive disabilities in both the 
southwest portion of the city and immediately to the east of downtown Dover, which is also 
relatively integrated. There are concentrations of persons with ambulatory disabilities in the 
western and eastern portions of the city, but not in the central or far southeastern portions of the 
city. The northwestern portion of the city, which has high concentrations of persons with 
ambulatory disabilities but does not have high concentrations of people with the aforementioned 
types of disabilities, is predominantly White, while other areas of concentration are relatively 
integrated. The areas immediately to the north of downtown and in the far southeast of the city, 
both of which have low concentrations of persons with ambulatory disabilities, are 
predominantly White. The only area of concentration of individuals with self-care disabilities is 
immediately to the east of downtown. Independent living disabilities are most common in the 
predominantly White northwest corner of the city. 

Table 15: Disability by Age Group  
 Dover, DE CDBG Home 

Jurisdiction 
Dover, DE Region 

Age of People with 
Disabilities 

Number Percentage Number Percentage 

Age 5-17 with 
Disabilities 

467 1.4% 1,882 1.25% 

Age 18-64 with 
Disabilities 

2,434 7.49% 11,681 7.78% 

Age 65+ with Disabilities  1,855 5.71% 7,869 5.24% 
 
The highest concentrations of children with disabilities in Dover are in the relatively integrated 
area to the east of downtown and the in the predominantly White southeast corner of the city. 
Adults ages 18 through 64 are concentrated on the west side of town, including in both integrated 



487 
 

neighborhoods to the west and southwest and a predominantly White area to the northwest. 
Elderly individuals with disabilities are concentrated in the same areas as other adults with 
disabilities. 
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 2. Housing Accessibility 

a. Describe the areas in the State where affordable accessible housing units are located. Do 
they align with R/ECAPs or other areas that are segregated within the State? 

The Delaware Affordable Rental Housing Preservation Inventory lists 455 affordable units in the 
state of Delaware as meeting either Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) or Section 504 
accessibility standards. A plurality of these units (113) are located in the City of Wilmington, 
which is home to a majority of the state’s R/ECAPs. Dover, which is the location of the only 
R/ECAP outside of Wilmington, has the fourth highest number of affordable, accessible units. 
Other cities with large numbers of affordable, accessible units either have demographics that are 
similar to the state as a whole, such as Milford, or are predominantly non-Hispanic White, like 
Newark. At the same time, it is important to note that affordable, accessible units in Milford, like 
all affordable units, are disproportionately located in a majority-Black census tract within that 
city. Although Wilmington has a disproportionate share of affordable, accessible units in 
Delaware, the proportion (24.8%) is actually lower than the proportion of all affordable units that 
is in Wilmington (31.9%). This is likely a result of the lower level of community opposition that 
affordable housing developments for the elderly tend to face, and the more frequent inclusion of 
greater numbers of accessible units in senior developments. 

In all three of Delaware’s counties, affordable, accessible units are concentrated in segregated 
areas that are more heavily Black than the entire counties. In New Castle and Kent Counties, that 
largely means that units are concentrated in the Cities of Dover and Wilmington, which are 
discussed in greater detail below. In Sussex County, units are concentrated in neighborhoods 
within the Cities of Milford and Seaford that are over 40% Black. 

In Wilmington and Dover, affordable, accessible units are concentrated in predominantly Black 
neighborhoods. In Wilmington, many of those units are in R/ECAPs though, in Dover, most are 
in census tracts that have poverty rates above the threshold for R/ECAPs. In Newark, affordable, 
accessible units are distributed throughout the city and are not concentrated in the one majority 
non-White census tract on the west side of the city. 

With respect to unsubsidized housing in the broader market, the Fair Housing Act requires 
compliance with more limited design and construction standards in multifamily housing built for 
first occupancy after March 13, 1991. Unfortunately, the American Community Survey lumps 
together all units built from 1980 through 1999 in its tables reflecting the number of units in 
structures by the year structures were built. Additionally, although the Fair Housing Act covers 
units in structures with four or more units, the American Community Survey combines together 
structures with two to four units. Nonetheless, it is reasonable to infer that units in structures with 
five or more units built from 2000 until the present have some accessibility features and that 
those built prior to 1980 are largely inaccessible. For units, built from 1980 through 1999, 
roughly half would be subject to some accessibility standards. The table below reflects the 
number of units in structures with five or more units by when they were constructed for the 
jurisdictions considered in this analysis. 
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Table 16: Units in Structure by Age of Structure, Key Geographies, 2013-2017 American 
Community Survey 5-Year Estimates 

Geography Multifamily Units Built 2000 
or Later 

Multifamily Units Built 1980-
1999 

Delaware 8,907 14,699 Multifamily Units Built Prior 
to 1980 

Philadelphia-Camden-
Wilmington, PA-NJ-DE-
MD MSA 

45,269 81,313 22,668 

New Castle County 5,341 10,131 219,920 
Kent County 1,322 2,536 19,314 
Sussex County 2,244 2,032 2,132 
Wilmington 826 994 1,222 
Newark 594 1,148 4,631 
Dover 515  1,290 

 
As discussed above, there are 59,208 individuals in Delaware with ambulatory disabilities. The 
data in the table above reflects units in developments that may or may not have to meet some 
accessibility standards; it is not a perfect proxy for truly accessible units. Regardless of how one 
dissects the data above, it is clear that the supply of accessibility units falls far short of the total 
need across jurisdictions. The need for accessible units appears to be particularly acute in 
Wilmington and Dover, which have disproportionately older multifamily housing stock than the 
surrounding suburban areas. Given that Dover and Wilmington already have a disproportionate 
amount of multifamily housing, retrofitting and rehabilitating existing houses to make them 
accessible would be desirable from a civil rights perspective. 

b. Describe the extent to which the supply of accessible housing aligns with the demand for 
such housing within the State. 

At the statewide level, there is a shortage of accessible housing in Kent and Sussex Counties. 
Both affordable units that meet the accessibility requirements of the ADA or Section 504 of the 
Rehabilitation Act and newer multifamily units that are subject to the design and construction 
standards of the Fair Housing Act are relatively concentrated in New Castle County. This is 
despite the fact that New Castle County has the lowest concentration of persons with ambulatory 
disabilities of any county in the state. 

Within New Castle County, units are disproportionately concentrated in the City of Wilmington, 
which is where residents with the highest level of need reside. However, this apparent alignment 
of supply and need within a single housing market (as opposed to across regional lines) may not 
signal alignment of supply and demand, as some Wilmington residents with disabilities in need 
of accessible units might prefer to reside in other parts of New Castle County. 

In Kent and Sussex Counties, in contrast to New Castle County, there is a higher level of clear 
need for accessible housing across both rural areas and small urban centers like Dover, Seaford, 
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and Milford. However, accessible units, both affordable and market rate, are scarce in rural parts 
of both counties. 

In the City of Wilmington, affordable, accessible units are concentrated in areas that appear to 
have the highest level of need, but, as discussed above with respect to New Castle County, it is 
not clear that this apparent alignment belies a deeper mismatch. Some persons with disabilities 
who need accessible units and who live in census tracts with a relatively significant number of 
them might prefer to live in other neighborhoods throughout the city. In Newark and Dover, by 
contrast, affordable, accessible housing is relatively evenly distributed throughout each city, so 
supply appears to be relatively well aligned with need. 

c. To what extent are persons with different disabilities able to access and live in the 
different categories of publicly supported housing in the State? To what extent are these 
categories located near accessible transportation? 

Table 17: Disability by Publicly Supported Housing Program Category 
Delaware (State) Number Percentage 
Public Housing 587 26.08% 
Project-Based Section 8 625 13.93% 
Other Multifamily 239 35.57% 
HCV Program 1,076 22.89% 

 
Table 18: Disability by Publicly Supported Housing Program Category (Entitled/Non-

entitled Areas) 
State Entitlement Areas Number Percentage 
Public Housing 520 27.82% 
Project-Based Section 8 468 13.38% 
Other Multifamily 195 6.93% 
HCV Program 811 20.42% 

Disability by Publicly Supported Housing Program Category 
State Non-Entitlement 
Areas 

Number Percentage 

Public Housing 67 17.54% 
Project-Based Section 8 157 15.89% 
Other Multifamily 44 30.56% 
HCV Program 244 37.08% 

Note 1: The definition of “disability” used by the Census Bureau may not be comparable to reporting requirements 
under HUD programs. 
Note 2: Data sources: APSH 
 
In Delaware, across both entitlement and non-entitlement areas and for all categories of publicly 
supported housing, a higher percentage of residents of publicly supported housing is comprised 
of persons with disabilities than the percentage of the total population that is comprised of 
persons with disabilities. For Public Housing, Other Multifamily housing, and the Housing 
Choice Voucher Program, the extent of this higher representation is significant. For Project-
Based Section 8, however, in both entitlement and non-entitlement areas, the percentage of 
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persons with disabilities is only marginally higher than the percentage of the total population 
with a disability. When the correlation between disability status and socioeconomic status is 
considered, it is likely that persons with disabilities are actually underrepresented in Project-
Based Section 8 developments. Rates of occupancy in Other Multifamily housing, some of 
which (like HUD’s Section 811 program) explicitly targets persons with disabilities, are 
consistently high across entitlement and non-entitlement areas. The demographics of Public 
Housing residents and Housing Choice Voucher holders across entitlement and non-entitlement 
areas is flipped. In entitlement areas, persons with disabilities make up a large share of Public 
Housing residents but a relatively modest (though still proportionate) share of Housing Choice 
Voucher holders. In non-entitlement areas, persons with disabilities are much more likely to be 
Housing Choice Voucher holders than they are to reside in Public Housing. 

Table 19: Disability by Publicly Supported Housing Program Category  
New Castle County Number Percentage 
Public Housing 17 17.53% 
Project-Based Section 8 172 11.06% 
Other Multifamily 111 66.07% 
HCV Program 289 15.15% 

Disability by Publicly Supported Housing Program Category 
Philadelphia-Camden-
Wilmington Region 

Number Percentage 

Public Housing 5,025 25.61% 
Project-Based Section 8 3,925 17.27% 
Other Multifamily 638 14.13% 
HCV Program N/A N/A 

Note 1: The definition of “disability” used by the Census Bureau may not be comparable to reporting requirements 
under HUD programs. 
Note 2: Data sources: APSH 
 
In New Castle County, which has a lower concentration of persons with disabilities than other 
counties, persons with disabilities make up a slightly higher proportion of residents of Public 
Housing and Project-Based Section 8, as well as of Housing Choice Voucher holders than they 
do of the total population. In Other Multifamily housing, they make up a dramatically higher 
proportion of residents. That is the result of the presence of a number of Section 811 and Section 
202 properties that specifically target persons with disabilities and elderly persons in need of 
supportive housing in the County. 

In the broader Philadelphia-Camden-Wilmington, PA-NJ-DE-MD Region, persons with 
disabilities are more heavily represented in Public Housing and Project-Based Section 8 but 
much less heavily represented in Other Multifamily housing. This reflects the prevalence of 
different types of Other Multifamily housing, which are not targeted, in parts of the Region 
outside of New Castle County. 

In Kent County, accurate data about the representation of persons with disabilities in categories 
of publicly supported housing other than among Housing Choice Voucher holders is not 
available. As the table reflecting regional data for the City of Dover, the region for which is 
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coextensive with Kent County, reflects, the proportion of Housing Choice Voucher holders with 
disabilities far exceeds the percentage of the overall population with disabilities. For the other 
types of publicly supported housing, the table shows the same numbers and percentages for both 
the City of Dover and Kent County as a whole. This cannot be the case, because, as the maps 
discussed in the Publicly Supported Housing section of this Analysis reflect, there are other types 
of publicly supported housing in parts of Kent County outside of the City of Dover. 

HUD does not directly provide data on the percentage of residents with disabilities in publicly 
supported housing in Sussex County. The apparent discrepancies in HUD data regarding the 
Dover region, which is coextensive with Kent County, also makes it difficult to draw inferences 
about publicly supported housing in Sussex County by subtracting other jurisdictions’ statistics 
from the statewide table above. With the assumption that the statewide data is correct and 
includes parts of Kent County outside of Dover, there are 67 persons with disabilities residing in 
Public Housing across both counties combined, 157 such persons in Project-Based Section 8, and 
44 residents in Other Multifamily housing. Since the data regarding Housing Choice Vouchers 
for Kent County appears to be accurate, it is possible to more precisely determine that there are 
111 residents in Sussex County in households assisted with Housing Choice Vouchers. HUD-
provided data does not state the total number of residents in assisted households, so it is not 
possible to determine the percentage of residents with disabilities, but, given that the non-
entitlement portions of the State consist solely of Sussex County and the portions of Kent County 
outside of the City of Dover, it is likely that the proportional representation of persons with 
disabilities in publicly supported housing in Sussex County broadly mirrors that for the non-
entitlement portions of the state as discussed above. 

Table 20: Disability by Publicly Supported Housing Program Category 
Wilmington, DE Number Percentage 
Public Housing 423 30.15% 
Project-Based Section 8 269 16.97% 
Other Multifamily 57 41.30% 
HCV Program 423 24.10% 

Disability by Publicly Supported Housing Program Category 
Philadelphia-Camden-
Wilmington Region 

Number Percentage 

Public Housing 5,025 25.61% 
Project-Based Section 8 3,925 17.27% 
Other Multifamily 638 14.13% 
HCV Program N/A N/A 

 
In the City of Wilmington, persons with disabilities make up a significantly higher share of 
residents of publicly supported housing in all categories of publicly supported housing, except 
for Project-Based Section 8. As with other geographic areas in Delaware, the representation of 
persons with disabilities in Project-Based Section 8 developments may be disproportionately low 
if income-eligibility is considered. 
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Table 21: Disability by Publicly Supported Housing Program Category  

 
Dover, DE Number Percentage 
Public Housing 80 21.68% 
Project-Based Section 8 28 7.67% 
Other Multifamily 27 12.16% 
HCV Program 99 32.14% 

Disability by Publicly Supported Housing Program Category 
Dover, DE Region Number Percentage 
Public Housing 80 21.68% 
Project-Based Section 8 28 7.67% 
Other Multifamily 27 12.16% 
HCV Program 253 34.56% 

 
In the City of Dover, persons with disabilities are underrepresented in Project-Based Section 8 
and Other Multifamily housing and are more proportionally represented, when income is 
considered, in Public Housing and the Housing Choice Voucher Program.  

Data is not available for the City of Newark; however, the demographics of publicly supported 
housing in Newark are included in the data discussed above with respect to New Castle County. 
The only two Other Multifamily developments in Newark both appear to be targeted towards 
persons with disabilities. Thus, at the very least, it is highly unlikely that persons with disabilities 
are underrepresented in Other Multifamily Housing in Newark. 

d. What programs (including disability-specific housing programs) or incentives does the 
State provide in order to create or target housing assistance for people with disabilities 
so that they can live in integrated, accessible, and affordable housing in the community 
(e.g., Non-Elderly Disabled Vouchers, LIHTC or other set asides, PHA preferences, and 
targeted remedial preferences, etc.) or to provide reasonable modifications? 

The State of Delaware operates multiple housing programs that specifically target assistance 
toward persons with disabilities. First, the State Rental Assistance Program is a state-funded 
tenant-based rental assistance program, similar to the federal Housing Choice Voucher Program. 
The Delaware State Housing Authority, the Delaware Department of Health and Social Services, 
and the Delaware Department of Services for Children, Youth, and their Families collaboratively 
administer the program. Individuals access assistance through referrals from approved service 
providers. The program is directly targeted at individuals with disabilities who are transitioning 
away from institutional settings and individuals who are at risk of institutionalization. According 
to the State’s Fiscal Year 2017 CAPER, as of June 30, 2017, there were 709 households assisted 
through this program. 

Second, the State administers the Section 811 Project Rental Assistance program, which provides 
rental assistance to units, often in Low Income Housing Tax Credit developments, that otherwise 
would not be affordable to extremely low-income persons with disabilities who are qualified for 
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long-term care services as defined by the Delaware Department of Health and Social Services. 
Unfortunately, Congress has not appropriated funds for new Section 811 contracts in recent 
years, instead only funding contract renewals. 

Third, the Delaware State Housing Authority’s Qualified Allocation Plan for the Low Income 
Housing Tax Credit developments has a threshold requirement that a development set-aside the 
greater of either 5% of total units or three units for special populations with household incomes 
below 40% of the Area Median Income. Although some of the possible special populations do 
not target persons with disabilities, multiple do. Some of the special populations include persons 
with HIV/AIDS-related illness, persons with disabilities, and youth exiting foster care or persons 
exiting state-run institutions. The Qualified Allocation Plan also provides application bonus 
points for developments that exceed the required proportion of fully accessible units. Developers 
that obtain these points must affirmatively market the units to persons with disabilities. Lastly, 
the Qualified Allocation Plan provides bonus points for developments that would include Section 
811 Project Rental Assistance units. 

The State’s local governments generally do not operate programs designed to increase the 
availability of affordable rental housing for persons with disabilities. The City of Wilmington 
and New Castle County, however, maintain home repair loan programs that, although not limited 
to persons with disabilities, provide a source of affordable finance for accessibility modifications 
for low-income homeowners with disabilities. Neither the Dover Housing Authority nor New 
Castle County provides an admissions preference for persons with disabilities in its 
administration of the Housing Choice Voucher program. 

 3. Integration of Persons with Disabilities Living in Institutions and Other  
  Segregated Settings 

a. To what extent do persons with disabilities in the State reside in segregated or integrated 
settings? Include the extent to which the State uses institutional settings outside of the 
State to provide health care services to State residents who are individuals with 
disabilities. 

The State of Delaware is a national leader in efforts to ensure community integration for persons 
with disabilities. In 2016, the State became the first jurisdiction in the nation to successfully 
fulfill the terms of a settlement agreement with the U.S. Department of Justice (DOJ) in a case 
alleging violations of the Americans with Disabilities Act’s community integration mandate, and 
it was released from court oversight. The implementation of the settlement agreement 
successfully reduced the duration and frequency of psychiatric hospital stays, increased access to 
intensive community-based services and supports, and led to the revamping of affordable 
housing programs for persons with psychiatric disabilities, including through the State Rental 
Assistance Program and the Section 811 Project Rental Assistance program described above. 

These tangible successes do not mean that the State has achieved total community integration, 
and progress made toward community integration is not always permanent. With that said, it is 
difficult to quantify any changes in the population in Delaware residing in segregated settings 
because the 2017 American Community Survey 1-Year Estimates do not include the Group 
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Quarters Type table, and the 5-Year Estimates include data collected over several years while the 
implementation of the settlement agreement was still ongoing. 

Up-to-date data regarding differences in the segregation of persons with disabilities among the 
state’s counties and the cities of Wilmington, Dover, and Newark is not available. 2010 Census 
data, which does not reflect the changes that the State of Delaware successfully made through the 
implementation of the settlement agree, reflects that there were some differences in levels of 
community integration between communities in the state. Specifically, although the state’s 
counties all had relatively similar percentages of residents living in nursing facilities (0.49% in 
New Castle County, 0.48% in Kent County, and 0.58% in Sussex County), the cities of 
Wilmington, Dover, and Newark had very different rates of nursing home residence (0.07% in 
Wilmington, 0.94% in Dover, and 0% in Newark). Although this data suggest that Dover was an 
area of particular concentration of segregated facilities, the placement of sometimes as few as 
one nursing home has an outsized potential to skew these numbers. In reality, it is not likely that 
persons with disabilities in Newark and Wilmington were substantially less segregated than were 
persons with disabilities in other parts of New Castle County. Instead, the more likely 
explanation is that residents of those two cities who move into nursing homes move to nursing 
homes in nearby parts of New Castle County that are outside of city limits rather than into 
nursing homes in those cities. 

b. Describe the State’s effort to assess the extent to which people with disabilities reside in 
segregated settings and any barriers to conducting such an assessment. 

As part of the process of settling the DOJ lawsuit and then implementing that settlement, the 
State of Delaware engaged in extensive efforts to assess the extent to which people with 
psychiatric disabilities reside in segregated settings. Additionally, that assessment was honed and 
made more objective by the work of the independent court monitor. Since the State met the 
settlement agreement’s requirements for reducing segregation, the State has not engaged in any 
public-facing planning process that reflects any changes or new emergency patterns with respect 
to the segregation of persons with psychiatric disabilities in Delaware. Although the systemic 
changes that the State put in place were designed to guard against the reemergence of the 
segregation of persons with psychiatric disabilities, it is important to continually test whether 
reality matches that intent. 

With respect to persons with developmental disabilities, the State of Delaware conducted a 
Statewide Transition Plan in 2015 and 2016 in response to the federal Center for Medicare & 
Medicaid Services’ (CMS) new rule for home and community-based settings. This planning 
process focused more on the policy changes and new connective infrastructure that would be 
necessary to increase community integration for individuals with Home and Community-Based 
Waiver services rather than demographic data concerning the number of individuals with 
developmental disabilities currently living in segregated setting. The State of Delaware continues 
to operate the 54-bed Stockley Center as an institutional setting for persons with developmental 
disabilities. The Stockley Center is located in Georgetown and has been the subject of litigation. 
The State of Delaware does not appear to have engaged in a systematic assessment of the 
population of persons with other types of disabilities, including ambulatory disabilities, residing 
in other types of segregated settings, such as nursing homes. 



496 
 

c. Describe the range of options for persons with disabilities to access affordable housing 
and supportive services in the State, including access to affordable housing and 
supportive services. 

The State of Delaware has a variety of programs that provide affordable housing and supportive 
services to persons with disabilities. With respect to affordable housing, the discussion above in 
response to question 2(d) of this section outlines many of the State’s affordable housing 
programs that specifically target persons with disabilities who need supportive services. 
Additionally, The Arc of Delaware operates 83 group homes throughout the state, 27 of which 
receive subsidy through the former iteration of HUD’s Section 811 program. Nearly all of those 
group homes are small ones with four or fewer residents. The affordable housing options that 
Delaware makes available for persons with disabilities who need supportive services exceed 
those of other states, but they still fall short of meeting the total need. As of May 31, 2016, 198 
individuals with psychiatric disabilities were on the waiting list for the State Rental Assistance 
Program. Congress’s failure to provide funding for new Section 811 Project Rental Assistance 
contracts is a factor in this shortfall. The State may wish to consider developing a state project 
rental assistance funding stream that could work in tandem with the Low Income Housing Tax 
Credit program to increase access to affordable housing for persons with disabilities who need 
supportive services. Because many persons with disabilities who need supportive services have 
multiple disabilities, there is also a need for more accessible units in which individuals could use 
subsidies administered by the State. 

The State of Delaware administers a variety of Medicaid-funded programs that provide 
supportive services to individuals with disabilities who require those services in order to live 
independently. With regard to persons with intellectual and development disabilities, the State 
provides Home and Community Based Waiver services under Section 1915(c) of the Social 
Security Act. Waiver services can meet a broad range of different needs including day habitation 
services, prevocational services, residential habitation, supported employment-individual, 
supported employment-group, and supported living. At present, the maximum number of 
individuals whom the State has the capacity to support through Waivers in a given year is 2,506. 
Delaware does not have a waiting list for Waiver services. 

With respect to people with psychiatric disabilities, the State provides community-based services 
and supports, including intensive services and supports for people with particularly complex 
needs who are at the highest risk of institutionalization. In particular, as a result of the settlement 
with the U.S. Department of Justice, the State supports the provision of Intensive Case 
Management and Assertive Community Treatment. The Division of Services for Aging and 
Adults with Physical Disabilities also supports the provision of supportive services for persons 
with physical disabilities. Some of these services, such as Home Modification, can also help to 
ensure stable, affordable, accessible housing. 

d. Describe the State’s Olmstead planning efforts, including any Olmstead plans, any 
existing efforts to implement remedial preferences to provide housing in integrated, 
community-based settings for persons with disabilities in the State. 

The State of Delaware does not currently have a formal Olmstead plan that reflects conditions 
following key developments like the settlement of the DOJ lawsuit and the promulgation of the 
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CMS rule. In 2007, the State published A Path Forward: Building a Community-Based Plan for 
Delaware, but links to this plan on State websites are no longer operational. It would be valuable 
for the State to update its Olmstead plan with a particular focus on disability services systems 
that have not been the targets of structural reform efforts. 

e. To what extent are the following categories of persons with disabilities able to access 
housing in integrated, community based settings in the State: children (including foster 
care placements and access to medical services), persons at risk of institutionalization, 
individuals with mental health disabilities, individuals with intellectual or developmental 
disabilities, individuals who are blind, individuals who are deaf, individuals with mobility 
disabilities, and any other identified categories of persons with disabilities. 

The policies implemented by the State of Delaware have significantly increased access to 
housing in integrated, community-based settings for individuals with mental health disabilities 
and individuals with intellectual or developmental disabilities. There do not appear to be specific 
housing programs targeted at other categories of persons with disabilities, although compliance 
with the accessibility requirements of Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act serves to increase the 
availability of integrated housing for persons with mobility disabilities and sensory disabilities. 
At the same time, of the 4,580 Delawareans reported to be living in nursing homes as of the 
2013-2017 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates, almost all of whom (95.5%) had 
disabilities, the vast majority, 84.9%, were elderly individuals, 65 years of age and over. As the 
data discussed above illustrates, sensory and ambulatory disabilities make up a higher proportion 
of older persons with disabilities than they do of younger persons with disabilities. Thus, it is 
likely that individuals with ambulatory, hearing, and visions disabilities are overrepresented 
among nursing home residents.  

f. Describe the State’s efforts or plans to transition individuals with disabilities to 
integrated settings, including timeframes and goals adopted by the State. Include the 
State’s efforts to transfer individuals with disabilities to integrated, community based 
settings from the following types of facilities: nursing facilities, board and care and adult 
care facilities, mental health facilities, institutions for individuals with intellectual or 
developmental disabilities, day activity centers or sheltered workshops, and schools, 
among others. 

As discussed above in response to question 3(d), the State of Delaware does not have a current, 
coordinated plan for transitioning individuals with disabilities to integrated settings. 

g. Describe the State’s Money Follows the Person Program, if any, as well as any Medicaid 
home and community-based services waivers or options, and other state programs or 
services serving people with disabilities in integrated settings. 

The Money Follows the Person Program assists individuals moving from segregated long-term 
care facilities to individuals’ own homes, family homes, rented apartments, or small group 
homes or shared living arrangements. Eligible populations include individuals with 
developmental disabilities who are eligible for Home and Community-Based Waiver services 
and elderly persons or non-elderly adults with disabilities who meet a nursing facility level of 
care and Medicaid eligibility requirements. The program covers a range of services including 
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some services, such as security deposit assistance and home accessibility modifications, that are 
directly related to access to housing. After one year, individuals continue to be served through 
Medicaid or the Home and Community Based Waiver. The manner in which the State of 
Delaware administers its Home and Community Based Waiver is discussed in greater detail in 
response to question 3(c) above. 

h. Describe any partnerships between local and state housing agencies and other agencies, 
including supportive services, healthcare, education, and criminal justice, to facilitate 
community integration of individuals with disabilities and to identify affordable, 
accessible, integrated housing opportunities. 

As part of the process of implementing the settlement of the DOJ lawsuit, the Delaware 
Department of Health and Social Services and the Delaware State Housing Authority developed 
a partnership that was crucial for efforts to connect individuals with disabilities to new forms of 
publicly-supported housing such as the State Rental Assistance Program and Section 811 Project 
Rental Assistance. This type of partnership could serve as a model for broader efforts to increase 
community integration, both with respect to additional types of government services and with 
respect to persons with other types of disabilities.  

 4. Disparities in Access to Opportunity 

a. To what extent are persons with disabilities in the State able to access the following in 
the State? Identify major barriers faced concerning: 

i. State government services and facilities 

Delaware state government’s website has accessibility features including ReadSpeaker software 
and adjustable font size. Municipal government websites do not seem to achieve the same level 
of access as the Delaware state government. Neither the state government nor municipal 
governments have many TTY numbers posted for people with hearing impairments. However, 
aside from federal relay services, Delaware has its own relay service for deaf or hard of hearing 
people, operated through Sprint using funds from the state.135 Still, TTY is quicker and more 
convenient than relay services, even if the demand for relay services is lower when run on a 
statewide basis (as opposed to national). People with auditory and speech disabilities face 
significant barriers in accessing emergency services. It takes an estimated three to eight minutes 
for individuals to be connected via relay services compared to a national standard of being 
connected within ten seconds for at least 90% of emergency calls.136 This lag has the potential to 
endanger people with disabilities and their property when threatened by criminal behavior or fire. 
It can also result in people with disabilities receiving needed medical care in a less timely fashion 
than individuals without disabilities.  
 

ii. State-funded public infrastructure 

The Delaware Department of Transportation has entered into a voluntary settlement which 
requires it to retrofit curb cuts on any state-maintained roads on an aggressive schedule that was 
                                                           
135 https://www.delawarerelay.com/ 
136 https://www.motherjones.com/politics/2017/03/text-911-deaf-accessibility-ada-lawsuits-1/ 

https://www.delawarerelay.com/
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meant to end in 2010. The City of Newark has also adopted an ADA Transition Plan regarding 
curb and pedestrian accessibility, as has the City of Dover. The state Department of 
Transportation has also developed extensive regulations regarding pedestrian accessibility.137  
 

iii. State-funded transportation 

In August 2008, the Federal Transit Administration published DART First State ADA 
Compliance Review – August 29, 2008. This review is the last publicly available compliance 
review that has been conducted of the State of Delaware’s public transit accessibility efforts. As 
of 2008, some of the Federal Transit Administration’s findings included that: 

• The hours of operation of DART paratransit were more limited in some parts of Delaware 
than the hours of operation for fixed route services. 

• DART had a practice of only granting conditional eligibility for paratransit based on the 
purpose of a trip. 

• DART schedulers adjusted scheduled pick-up times to match estimated arrival times 
without customer approval. 

• DART allowed for 60 minutes of travel time for all tips and a pick-up window of +/- 30 
minutes, which resulted in late drop-offs and early drop-offs in some instances. 

• Only 75% of drop-offs were on-time. 
Some of these issues appear to have been addressed over the past decade while others may not 
have been. DART no longer appears to be conditioning eligibility on the basis of the purpose of 
paratransit trips. At the same time, there do appear to be times at which fixed-route service is 
available but paratransit service is not. These include between 10 PM and 12 AM on weeknights, 
and between 7 PM and 8 PM in New Castle County. Also, the pick-up window still appears to 
have a variance of +/- 30 minutes. Although there is no fixed-route bus service in Kent and 
Sussex Counties on Sundays, the lack of such service, though not an ADA violation, does curtail 
the mobility of persons with disabilities in those counties and in the City of Dover. 

In the State of Delaware, local bus service is generally provided through DART as a service 
funded by the State of Delaware. Thus, the landscape for public transit accessibility is not 
typically affected by local government. Newark, which operates its UNICITY Bus System in 
tandem with the University of Delaware and with state financial support, is the main exception. 
The City of Newark does not provide paratransit services, but paratransit is available in the City 
of Newark through DART. UNICITY has a policy of accommodating persons with disabilities 
but has not made information publicly available about the process for requesting 
accommodations. As UNICITY, unlike DART, is a free service, access to it for low-income 
persons with disabilities is particularly vital. 

iv. State-funded proficient schools and educational programs, including post-
secondary and vocational educational opportunities 

Children with disabilities do not appear to be more heavily concentrated in any particular 
neighborhoods, with the possible exception of Wilmington, where there is a slight concentration 
in the westernmost R/ECAP as well as the northernmost tract of the city. These areas are located 
                                                           
137 http://regulations.delaware.gov/register/december2015/proposed/PedestrianAccessibilityStandards.pdf 

http://regulations.delaware.gov/register/december2015/proposed/PedestrianAccessibilityStandards.pdf


500 
 

within the Red Clay Consolidated School District and the Brandywine School District, 
respectively. It would not be practical to survey the accessibility of each school district’s website 
and evaluate every school district’s reasonable accommodation procedures. However, brief 
consultation of the Red Clay and Brandywine school district websites (where students with 
disabilities are highly concentrated in Wilmington) indicate that it is not immediately apparent 
where students and parents may access information about IDEA and Section 504 reasonable 
accommodations; nor are there dedicated website accessibility tabs. On the other hand, the 
Delaware Department of Education’s website has accessibility assistance, and includes 
information about filing accessibility grievances.  
 
Delaware public schools have intradistrict and interdistrict open enrollment programs.138 
Receiving districts must give priority to students based on 1) returning students, 2) students 
living in a school’s designated feed zone, and 3) siblings of currently enrolled students, with 
preference for siblings who live in the district. Districts can also give priority based on a) 
students who have designated the school or program as a first, second, or third choice, b) 
students who live within the district, and c) children of school employees. The districts must use 
a lottery and ranked waiting list. Parents are responsible for the transportation of students 
admitted through open enrollment.  
 

v. State jobs and job programs 

The Delaware Division of Vocational Rehabilitation assists persons with disabilities in their 
efforts to secure and maintain employment. In its 2018 Performance Report, the Division 
reported serving 6,184 clients, roughly 1/3 of whom had the most significant disabilities. The 
Division reported successfully rehabilitating 881 clients, just under ¼ of whom had the most 
significant disabilities. For clients for whom the Division closed out services in Fiscal Year 
2017, transition age youth reported an average hourly wage of $10.43, individuals in supported 
employment reported an hourly wage of $9.42, and adults who did not fall into either of those 
categories had an average hourly wage of $12.82. The lower wages for individuals in supported 
employment indicate that persons with disabilities who have the most intensive needs do not 
have equal access to employment opportunity despite the Division’s efforts. That can have 
consequences for a range of housing issues, including the disproportionate housing needs 
discussed below, as persons with disabilities may spend a higher proportion of their limited 
income on rent. 

The Delaware JobLink website, which is operated by the Delaware Department of Labor, is 
designed to be accessible to individuals with vision disabilities. The website has a readily 
identifiable “Accessibility” tab that leads to information about accessibility including 
information about how to submit feedback about any content or features on the website that are 
not accessible. 

The Delaware Department of Health and Social Services provides, through its home and 
community-based services, a variety of services designed to increase employment opportunity. 

                                                           
138 http://ecs.force.com/mbdata/mbstprofexcL?Rep=OE15ST&st=Delaware 

http://ecs.force.com/mbdata/mbstprofexcL?Rep=OE15ST&st=Delaware
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These included employment navigators, career exploration and assessment, supported 
employment-individual, supported employment-small group, and more. 

With respect to public employment, Selective Placement is a program administered by the State 
of Delaware that specifically supports persons with disabilities in their efforts to obtain civil 
service jobs to which they might not otherwise have access because of their disabilities. 

Delaware’s local governments generally do not operate workforce development programs, 
including ones that specifically address the accessibility and supported employment needs of 
persons with disabilities.   

vi. State parks and recreational facilities  

Comprehensive information about the accessibility of public parks and recreational facilities in 
Delaware is not available. In its Statewide Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan, the 
Department of Natural Resources and Environmental Control identified three recommendations 
for addressing the recreation needs of persons with disabilities. These were: 

• Create an accessibility guide to all public outdoor recreation spaces. 
• Development guidance tools that address best practices for universal accessibility to 

outdoor recreation facilities. 
• Ensure representation from the disability community throughout the conservation and 

recreation planning processes. 
This forward-looking plan covers a period from 2018 through 2023. The implementation of these 
goals will be critical to efforts to ensure that persons with disabilities have equal access to 
publicly funded and operated parks and recreational facilities. 

Delaware’s counties and the Cities of Wilmington, Newark, and Dover, for the most part, do not 
have information about the accessibility of parks and recreation facilities posted on their 
websites. Kent County, which provides information about how to request the modification of a 
program that is of interest to a person with a disability, is the one exception. 

vii. State-funded criminal justice diversion and post-incarceration reentry services 

The primary criminal justice diversion program that exists in the State of Delaware is the Drug 
Court program, which now operates statewide. Rather than excluding persons with disabilities, 
the program specifically targets persons with substance abuse disorders, which are disabilities. 
This Analysis did not reveal information reflecting that the Drug Court program was inaccessible 
to individuals with other types of disabilities in addition to substance abuse disorders. Although 
programs like the Drug Court can be effective at reducing rates of recidivism compared to the 
status quo, they are more coercive than and not necessarily more effective than efforts to increase 
access to voluntary treatment that do not rely on implicit or explicit threat of incarceration in the 
event of non-compliance or relapse. There are no city or county-specific diversion programs in 
Delaware. 

By executive order, Governor John Carney recently created the Delaware Correctional Reentry 
Commission. The executive order does not make specific mention of the needs of formerly 
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incarcerated persons with disabilities and there is no representation on the Commission of state 
agencies that primarily serve persons with disabilities. In order to ensure that the Commission 
adequately incorporates a focus on disability access into its efforts, the appointment of either the 
Secretary of Health and Social Services or the Director of the Division of Substance Abuse & 
Mental Health would be helpful. 

b. Describe the State processes that exist for persons with disabilities to request and obtain 
reasonable accommodations and accessibility modifications to address the barriers 
discussed above. 

There is no consistency across State, County, and City agency websites in whether and how 
information about how to request and obtain reasonable accommodations and accessibility 
modifications is provided. Creating uniformity would make it much easier for persons with 
disabilities to access public services in Delaware. For example, government websites could 
include an “Accessibility” tab in approximately the same location on all pages across 
government websites. The language describing what a reasonable accommodation is, how to 
request one, and clarifying that a person with a need should follow the process set forth by the 
agency could be consistent in order to avoid confusion among persons with disabilities about 
their rights. Lastly, request forms, although with some adaptability to different types of public 
services, could be built on a base of common formatting and language. 

c. Describe any difficulties in achieving homeownership experienced by persons with 
disabilities and by persons with different types of disabilities in the State. 

Because the Home Mortgage Disclosure Act does not require the collection of data regarding the 
disability status of mortgage loan applicants, it is difficult to assess the extent to which persons 
with disabilities have difficulty purchasing homes in Delaware. 2011-2015 CHAS data actually 
suggests that there is a slightly higher homeownership rate for households that include persons 
with disabilities (72.0%) than there is for households that do not include persons with disabilities 
(70.9%) in Delaware. This is likely result of the older nature of the population of persons with 
disabilities. Adjusting for age, it is likely that the lower income levels of persons with disabilities 
reverses that disparity. Although the State and multiple local governments, including New Castle 
County and the City of Wilmington, operate programs to expand access to homeownership, 
either for low and moderate-income people generally or for government employees, none of 
these programs include features that are specifically designed to meet the needs of persons with 
disabilities. 

 5. Disproportionate Housing Needs 

Describe any disproportionate housing needs experienced by persons with disabilities and by 
persons with certain types of disabilities in the State. 

Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy (CHAS) data from HUD can be used to 
determine the extent of housing problems among households including persons with disabilities. 
The most recent CHAS data is derived from the 2011-2015 American Community Survey 5-
Year Estimates. As the data below reflects, households that include persons with disabilities have 
disproportionate housing needs across geographic areas within Delaware. There are, however, 
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some differences in both the magnitude of those disparities and in the degree to which they are 
experienced by individuals with varying types of disabilities. 

Statewide, individuals with hearing and/or vision disabilities, though still more likely to 
experience housing problems, face the smallest disparities of any subset of persons with 
disabilities. This is consistent with the fact that persons with hearing and/or vision disabilities are 
disproportionately likely to be elderly and are also, particularly in the case of persons with 
hearing disabilities, less likely to reside in segregated areas and R/ECAPs that have high rates of 
housing problems. In the more rural parts of the state encompassed by Kent and Sussex 
Counties, persons with hearing and/or vision disabilities do not experience disproportionately 
high rates of housing problems at all. It is also worth noting that, across types of disabilities, 
disproportionate housing needs among persons with disabilities are most pronounced in New 
Castle County. 
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Table 23: Percentage of Households Experiencing One or More Housing Problems in the 
State of Delaware by Presence of Persons with Disabilities 

Household Type Percentage of Households Experiencing 
Housing Problems 

Households with Members with Hearing 
and/or Vision Disabilities 

33.8% 

Household with Members with Ambulatory 
Disabilities 

38.9% 

Households with Members with Cognitive 
Disabilities 

39.0% 

Households with Members with Self-Care 
and/or Independent Living Disabilities 

38.2% 

Households without Members with 
Disabilities 

30.1% 

Source: 2011-2015 CHAS Data 

 

 

Table 24: Percentage of Households Experiencing One or More Housing Problems in 
New Castle County (Including the City of Wilmington) by Presence of Persons with 

Disabilities 

Household Type Percentage of Households Experiencing 
Housing Problems 

Households with Members with Hearing 
and/or Vision Disabilities 

36.7% 

Household with Members with Ambulatory 
Disabilities 

41.5% 

Households with Members with Cognitive 
Disabilities 

39.8% 

Households with Members with Self-Care 
and/or Independent Living Disabilities 

40.3% 

Households without Members with 
Disabilities 

29.4% 

Source: 2011-2015 CHAS Data 
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Table 25: Percentage of Households Experiencing One or More Housing Problems in 
Kent County (Including the City of Dover) by Presence of Persons with Disabilities 

Household Type Percentage of Households Experiencing 
Housing Problems 

Households with Members with Hearing 
and/or Vision Disabilities 

32.3% 

Household with Members with Ambulatory 
Disabilities 

37.3% 

Households with Members with Cognitive 
Disabilities 

40.0% 

Households with Members with Self-Care 
and/or Independent Living Disabilities 

35.3% 

Households without Members with 
Disabilities 

32.5% 

Source: 2011-2015 CHAS Data 

Table 26: Percentage of Households Experiencing One or More Housing Problems in 
Sussex County by Presence of Persons with Disabilities 

Household Type Percentage of Households Experiencing 
Housing Problems 

Households with Members with Hearing 
and/or Vision Disabilities 

29.6% 

Household with Members with Ambulatory 
Disabilities 

35.3% 

Households with Members with Cognitive 
Disabilities 

36.2% 

Households with Members with Self-Care 
and/or Independent Living Disabilities 

36.1% 

Households without Members with 
Disabilities 

32.5% 

Source: 2011-2015 CHAS Data 

In the Cities of Newark and Wilmington, persons with disabilities encounter disproportionately 
higher levels of housing problems. In Wilmington, levels of housing problems are higher 
regardless of the type of disability. In Newark, as in many other parts of Delaware, persons with 
hearing and/or vision disabilities, unlike persons with other types of disabilities, do not have 
disproportionate housing needs. The City of Dover is the exception to the rule, and persons with 
disabilities do not have disproportionate housing needs in that jurisdiction. At the same time, the 
City of Dover also has a disproportionate concentration of persons with disabilities and has high 
levels of housing problems generally. Thus, the city contributes to a broader pattern of 
disproportionate housing needs in Kent County. 
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Table 27: Percentage of Households Experiencing One or More Housing Problems in the 
City of Wilmington by Presence of Persons with Disabilities 

Household Type Percentage of Households Experiencing 
Housing Problems 

Households with Members with Hearing 
and/or Vision Disabilities 

49.1% 

Household with Members with Ambulatory 
Disabilities 

50.2% 

Households with Members with Cognitive 
Disabilities 

48.1% 

Households with Members with Self-Care 
and/or Independent Living Disabilities 

49.1% 

Households without Members with 
Disabilities 

38.1% 

Source: 2011-2015 CHAS Data 
Table 28: Percentage of Households Experiencing One or More Housing Problems in the 

City of Newark by Presence of Persons with Disabilities 
Household Type Percentage of Households Experiencing 

Housing Problems 
Households with Members with Hearing 
and/or Vision Disabilities 

31.3% 

Household with Members with Ambulatory 
Disabilities 

38.8% 

Households with Members with Cognitive 
Disabilities 

42.3% 

Households with Members with Self-Care 
and/or Independent Living Disabilities 

41.9% 

Households without Members with 
Disabilities 

35.7% 

Source: 2011-2015 CHAS Data 
Table 29: Percentage of Households Experiencing One or More Housing Problems in the 

City of Dover by Presence of Persons with Disabilities 
Household Type Percentage of Households Experiencing 

Housing Problems 
Households with Members with Hearing 
and/or Vision Disabilities 

32.8% 

Household with Members with Ambulatory 
Disabilities 

35.4% 

Households with Members with Cognitive 
Disabilities 

42.8% 

Households with Members with Self-Care 
and/or Independent Living Disabilities 

39.8% 

Households without Members with 
Disabilities 

40.3% 

Source: 2011-2015 CHAS Data 
 6.  



507 
 

Additional Information 
a. Beyond the HUD-provided data, provide additional relevant information, if any, about 

disability and access issues in the State or larger region. 

b. The program participant may also describe other information relevant to its assessment 
of disability and access issues. 

 

Contributing Factors 

Consider the listed factors when identifying factors that significantly create, contribute 
to, perpetuate, or increase the severity of disability and access issues and the fair housing 
issues, which are Segregation, R/ECAPs, Disparities in Access to Opportunity, and 
Disproportionate Housing Needs. For each contributing factor, note which fair housing 
issue(s) the selected contributing factor relates to. 

Access for persons with disabilities to proficient schools 

Access for persons with disabilities to proficient schools is not a significant contributing factor to 
Disability and Access. There are 46 school districts in Delaware, with 224 total schools and 
approximately 130,000 enrolled students. There are 23 charter schools. Analysis of these 
schools’ performances in educating students with disabilities is based upon the performance of 
public schools, as only public schools are required to report such information.  

The Delaware Department of Education and the US Department of Education Office of Civil 
Rights compile data about student enrollment and performance, including students with 
disabilities. Students with disabilities make up 16.15% of total enrollment. Of the students 
receiving one or more in-school suspensions, students with disabilities make up 28%. Students 
with disabilities are punished at about twice the rate of students without disabilities, which still 
punishes students with disabilities disproportionately, Delaware performs better than the national 
trend. Thirty-three schools in Delaware have less than 10% IDEA-classified students in their 
general population; of those, twelve schools have less than 5% IDEA-classified students. This 
may suggest that Delaware schools are excluding students with disabilities, or failing in their 
Child Find obligations. Reporting methods are different for charter schools in Delaware, but they 
have reported on whether they meet standards for compliance with servicing students with 
disabilities. For the 2017-2018 school year, 90% of schools met that standard.  

Another metric for special education performance is the use of restraint on students. During the 
2016-2017 school year, there were a reported 3,006 incidents of physical restraint.139 Students 
with disabilities made up 78% of the students that were restrained, and 28% of students 
restrained had autism. There was a 1.4% increase in the number of reported incidents, and a 
3.7% increase in the number of unduplicated students physically restrained. The Delaware 
Department of Education has instituted a practice of notifying the Local Education Agency 

                                                           
139 
https://www.doe.k12.de.us/cms/lib/DE01922744/Centricity/Domain/167/FINAL%20Restraint%202016-
2017%20Annual%20Report%20Supressed%20.pdf 

https://www.doe.k12.de.us/cms/lib/DE01922744/Centricity/Domain/167/FINAL%20Restraint%202016-2017%20Annual%20Report%20Supressed%20.pdf
https://www.doe.k12.de.us/cms/lib/DE01922744/Centricity/Domain/167/FINAL%20Restraint%202016-2017%20Annual%20Report%20Supressed%20.pdf
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(LEA) and encouraging school staff to access technical assistance when an individual student has 
been restrained 50 or more times in one year; given the continued increase in the use of restraint, 
only encouraging consultation of technical assistance after 50 uses of restraint on the same 
student is inadequate. 

The Delaware Department of Education offers mediation to assist in resolving disputes with the 
school regarding special education services. Mediation may not be used to delay a 
parent/student’s right to a due process hearing regarding the provision of a Free Appropriate 
Public Education. Mediation services are provided in connection with the University of 
Delaware.  

There have been at least 26 IDEA lawsuits against 14 school districts in Delaware, with three 
school districts garnering four or more lawsuits (Red Clay Consolidated School District, 
Appoquinimink School District, and Cape Henlopen School District). Closer analysis of the 
statistics from these three districts does not indicate that they are failing in their Child Find 
obligations (reporting 15.7%, 14.2%, and 17.0% IDEA enrollment, respectively). While students 
with disabilities are punished disproportionately, the in-school suspension statistics closely track 
the state average, which is below the national average. Out-of-school suspension, expulsion, and 
referrals to law enforcement rates, where applicable, are all higher than the in-school-suspension 
rate, which is just one comparative. While Cape Henlopen and Appoquinimink did not have any 
expulsions of IDEA students, 75% of Red Clay’s expulsions were of IDEA students.  

Access to publicly supported housing for persons with disabilities 

Access to publicly supported housing for persons with disabilities is a medium priority 
contributing factor to segregation and disproportionate housing needs for persons with 
disabilities. For most categories of publicly supported housing across all of Delaware, persons 
with disabilities access assistance at rates that are higher than their proportion of the total 
population and that are roughly in line with their share of the income-eligible population. 
Project-Based Section 8 developments are the major outlier to this broader trend, though the 
State and local governments play a limited role with respect to the oversight of Project-Based 
Section 8 developments for which HUD is directly responsible. In some parts of the state, 
particularly in New Castle County, the participation of persons with disabilities in the Housing 
Choice Voucher program could be expanded, possibly through waiting list preferences. Despite 
the proportionate representation of persons with disabilities in publicly supported housing, 
individuals with physical accessibility needs may not have the full use and enjoyment of their 
housing. The proportion of all publicly supported housing units that are ADA or Section 504 
accessible lags behind the total need. 

With respect to state-funded publicly supported housing programs, the direct, targeted purpose of 
these programs has been to increase access to housing for persons who are exiting institutions or 
at risk of institutionalization. Accordingly, state-funded publicly supported housing programs, 
like the State Rental Assistance Program, serve to mitigate any shortcomings of the federal 
programs discussed above. 
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Access to transportation for persons with disabilities  

Access to transportation for persons with disabilities is not a significant contributing factor to 
Disability and Access. Bus service throughout Delaware is provided by DART. DART has over 
70 bus routes, with 43 in New Castle County, 12 in Kent County, and 3 in Sussex County. All 
buses have accessibility features, including wheelchair lifts, kneeling features, low floor buses, 
and voice announcements; however, this information is difficult to find on DART’s website, and 
passengers with special needs might be dissuaded from using DART if unable to access this 
information. There is no regular bus service on Sundays in Kent County or Sussex County. 
DART also provides paratransit, which costs double or more than regular bus service. Paratransit 
is not available in Sussex County on Sundays. To reserve paratransit service, passengers must 
call ahead and make a reservation. Passengers must also apply for eligibility to use paratransit 
service, and medical condition or eligibility for other disability programs does not automatically 
qualify. Bus service in Newark is provided by UNICITY Bus System in connection with the 
University of Delaware. The service is free, but paratransit is not included, and is instead 
provided by DART. UNICITY services are also provided on an approximate schedule, subject to 
weather and other delays, which may make them unreliable for those who do not have access to 
private rides. SEPTA provides commuter train service between Wilmington and Newark, but it is 
predominantly a Pennsylvania-based transit line. CCT Connect provides complementary 
paratransit operation. Registered customers can be picked up and dropped off within 3/4 of a 
mile of any fixed route during hours of operation. Newark, Wilmington, and Dover are also 
serviced by Amtrak, which is fully accessible. Overall, information about the accessibility and 
availability of disability transportation services is not readily available, as are actual services, 
especially in more rural areas.  

Inaccessible government facilities or services 

Inaccessible government facilities or services are not a significant contributing factor to –
Disability and Access. The State of Delaware has entered into a settlement agreement regarding 
the state’s ADA obligations. The settlement required the establishment of an Architectural 
Access Board to review plans for state facilities to ensure ADA compliance. The settlement also 
required specific physical modifications to state buildings. Delaware’s Architectural 
Accessibility Act requires the Architectural Accessibility Board to promulgate rules regarding 
the design and construction standards that will ensure the physical accessibility of government 
facilities.  

The City of Wilmington has a dedicated Access Wilmington Committee, which advises the 
mayor on accessibility issues and advocates on behalf of people with disabilities. The Committee 
resolves to make Wilmington a model, employing community education, legislation, 
accessibility, employment, transportation, and economic strategies. Members are appointed by 
the mayor from a pool including Wilmington residents with disabilities, their family members, 
and representatives of organizations that provide disability services, high school and college 
students, and city employees. 
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Inaccessible public or private infrastructure 

Inaccessible public or private infrastructure is not a significant contributing factor to Disability 
and Access. Over the years, the state has entered into a number of voluntary settlements 
regarding the accessibility of roads and facilities that have helped ensure that infrastructure 
across the state is now more accessible to people with disabilities. The City of Newark did a 
comprehensive study of its curb cuts in 2007 and determined that approximately 88% of curbs 
had some sort of slope, although the majority of those did not meet the requirements for ADA 
compliance. The City’s ADA Transition Plan adopted an aggressive course correction which 
prioritized ensuring that there was a curb cut on every curb, and to then bring the noncompliant 
existing curb cuts up to standard. In 2004, the Delaware Department of Transportation entered 
into a voluntary settlement agreement regarding the installation of curb ramps at intersections on 
roads maintained by the state. The voluntary settlement agreement made plans to retrofit curb 
cuts on a schedule that was meant to extend until 2010, with provisions to revisit any curb cuts 
that were not addressed by that time. The City of Dover is also in the process of developing an 
up-to-date ADA Transition Plan regarding curb cuts. Using GIS software, accessibility barriers 
including the lack of a ramp, a sidewalk width of less than 36”, a lack of truncated domes, poor 
slope, and lack of sidewalk connectivity will be addressed.  

Lack of access to opportunity due to high housing costs 

Lack of access to opportunity due to high housing costs is discussed in more detail in the 
Disparities in Access to Opportunity section. It is a contributing factor to Disability and Access. 

Lack of affordable in-home or community-based supportive services 

Lack of affordable in-home or community-based supportive services is a significant contributing 
factor to disparities in access to opportunity for persons with disabilities in Delaware, 
particularly in the City of Dover and Kent and Sussex Counties. Although the State of Delaware 
has more available and expansive in-home and community-based supportive services for persons 
with disabilities than most states, and those services are generally effective at preventing the 
segregation of persons with disabilities, there are gaps in social and recreation services outside of 
New Castle County. If more such services were available, people with disabilities and persons 
with developmental disabilities would have a greater opportunity to avail themselves of both 
public and private services. 

Lack of Affordable, Accessible Housing in Range of Unit Sizes 

The lack of affordable, accessible housing in a range of unit sizes is a significant contributing 
factor to Disability and Access. Persons with disabilities have disproportionately low incomes 
and live in poverty, thus increasing their relative need for affordable housing. While 13.25% of 
individuals in Delaware who do not have disabilities have incomes below the federal poverty 
line, 16.40% of persons with a disability have incomes below the federal poverty line. The 
median earnings for individuals without disabilities in Delaware is $35,993 compared to $22,805 
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for persons with disabilities. In light of the broader affordable housing shortage in the state, there 
is certainly a shortage for persons with disabilities. 

The vast majority of LIHTC units in the area were put into service from 1991-onward, and 
conform with modern accessibility standards. Publicly supported housing is also subject to the 
modification requirements of Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act. Nevertheless, new 
affordable, multifamily units – those that are most likely to be both affordable and accessible – 
are too few in number to meet the total need. 

Supportive housing developments often consist primarily or exclusively of one-bedroom 
apartments. For Publicly Supported Housing, the clear majority or at least plurality of Project-
Based Section 8 (New Castle County: 50%; Wilmington: 67%; Dover: 56%), Other Multifamily 
(New Castle County: 79%; Wilmington: 87%; Dover: 100%), and Public Housing units (New 
Castle County: 42%; Wilmington: 46%; Dover: 21%) are 0-1 bedroom units.  Only Housing 
Choice Voucher (HCV) units perform better, with only 17% (New Castle County), 24% 
(Wilmington), and 29% (Dover) units 0-1 bedrooms.   

When it comes to supportive housing for persons with disabilities, although the demand likely 
consists primarily of a need for one-bedroom units, there are individuals at risk of 
institutionalization who have dependent children and persons with disabilities who need a live-in 
aide with their own bedroom. Including a mix of a small number of two- and even three-
bedroom units in developments with a supportive housing component would foster greater 
community integration. 

A lack of affordable, accessible housing in a range of unit sizes can exacerbate two fair housing 
issues. First, when individuals with disabilities are not able to secure such housing, the 
alternative may be segregation in congregate settings like nursing homes and group homes. 
Second, if low-income persons with disabilities have to navigate the private market in order to 
obtain housing with the accessibility features they need, they may incur the disproportionate 
housing need of elevated cost burden as a result. 

Lack of affordable, integrated housing for individuals who need supportive services 

Lack of affordable, integrated housing for individuals who need supportive services is a high 
priority contributing factor to segregation and disproportionate housing needs for persons with 
disabilities throughout Delaware. The Delaware State Housing Authority has helped close the 
gap for affordable housing for persons with disabilities through its State Rental Assistance 
Program. At the same time, efforts to increase the supply of hard units of affordable, integrated 
housing for individuals who need supportive services have slowed due to Congress’s decision 
not to provide funding in recent appropriations cycles for new Section 811 Project Rental 
Assistance contracts. The development of state or local funding streams that can work in tandem 
with the Low Income Housing Tax Credit program, like Section 811 does, to support the 
development of permanent, supportive housing would help to meet this need. Additionally, 
public housing authorities in the state, including for New Castle County and Dover, do not have 
waiting list preferences for persons with disabilities or for persons with disabilities who are at 



512 
 

risk of institutionalization. Adopting such preferences would reduce strain on the State Rental 
Assistance Program. 

Lack of assistance for housing accessibility modifications 

Lack of assistance for housing accessibility modifications is not a significant contributing factor 
to fair housing issues. Delaware residents whose income meets HUD guidelines may apply for 
unsecured Citizens Bank EZ Home Improvement Loans, whether they are homeowners or 
renters. Interest rates are low, and Citizens Bank utilizes a modified credit scoring system for 
applicants. The City of Wilmington’s Community Development Neighborhood Rehabilitation 
Program also gives loans to low to moderate homeowners with disabilities in order to make 
home accessibility modifications. The Delaware State Housing Authority gives out home 
improvement loans through the Housing Rehabilitation Loan Program to owners (including 
landlords) with low to moderate income, in order to make properties more accessible. In some 
cases, manufactured homes are also eligible. Such persons might also be eligible for a 
Neighborhood Revitalization Fund grant. A number of organizations also provide emergency 
home repair services, including First State Resource Conservation and Development Council and 
the New Castle County Department of Community Affairs. 

Lack of Assistance for Transitioning from Institutional Settings to Integrated Housing 

Lack of assistance for transitioning from institutional settings to integrated housing is a medium 
priority contributing factor to the segregation of persons with disabilities. The State of Delaware 
has developed a robust infrastructure to assist persons with psychiatric disabilities and persons 
with developmental disabilities with transitioning from institutional settings to integrated 
housing. Data reflects that a significant population of elderly adults with disabilities, likely 
disproportionately comprised of persons with ambulatory, vision, and hearing disabilities, reside 
in nursing homes in Delaware. Although many of these individuals are likely eligible for the 
Money Follows the Person Program, additional coordination and connective infrastructure may 
be necessary to ensure that individuals are aware of the services and supports, including 
transitioning to community living, for which they are eligible. 

Lack of local or regional cooperation 

Lack of local or regional cooperation is discussed in more detail in the Segregation section. 
Lack of local or regional cooperation is not a significant contributing factor to Disability 
and Access. 
Land use and zoning laws 

Land use and zoning is discussed in more detail in the Segregation section. It is a major 
contributing factor to Disability and Access.  

Lending discrimination 

Lending discrimination is discussed in more detail in the Segregation section. Lending 
discrimination is not a significant contributing factor to Disability and Access. 
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Location of Accessible Housing 

The location of accessible housing is not a significant contributing factor to fair housing issues. 
Although it is not possible to precisely map the location of accessible housing in the city, it tends 
to exist where there are concentrations of new, multifamily housing and where there are 
concentrations of publicly supported housing. The American Community Survey does not 
facilitate the disaggregation of housing units by units in structure and year structure built 
together but does allow a look at those two data points separately. These measurements are 
somewhat contradictory, as multifamily housing tends to be located in the cities, but the housing 
stock in the cities tends to be older than in the suburbs, especially in Wilmington. These 
population centers also tend to have the greatest concentrations of publicly supported housing. 
Where the multifamily unit and age measurements do overlap tends to be on the outskirts of the 
population centers of Newark, Dover, and Wilmington, which matches local zoning analysis as 
well.  

Map 22: Median Year Structure Built, New Castle County 
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Map 23: Median Year Structure Built, Newark 
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Map 24: Median Year Structure Built, Wilmington 
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Map 25: Median Year Structure Built, Kent County 
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Map 26: Median Year Structure Built, Dover 
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Map 27: Median Year Structure Built, Sussex County 
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Map 28: Units in Structure (20-49), New Castle County 
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Map 29: Units in Structure (20-49), Wilmington 
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Map 30: Units in Structure (20-49), Newark 

 

  



522 
 

Map 31: Units in Structure (20-49), Kent County 
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Map 32: Units in Structure (20-49), Dover 
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Map 33: Units in Structure (20-49), Sussex County 
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Map 34: Publicly Supported Housing, Delaware 
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Loss of Affordable Housing  

Loss of affordable housing is discussed in more detail in the Segregation section. Loss of 
affordable housing is a significant contributing factor to Disability and Access. 
Occupancy codes and restrictions 

Occupancy codes and restrictions are discussed in more detail in the Segregation section. It is a 
significant contributing factor to Disability and Access.  

Regulatory barriers to providing housing and supportive services for persons with disabilities 

Regulatory barriers to providing housing and supportive services for persons with disabilities are 
a medium priority contributing factor to the segregation of persons with disabilities in Delaware, 
particularly in Sussex County. Although municipal regulations that constrain the siting and 
operation of small group homes are a primary concern, homeowners’ association regulations can 
also pose problems. In 2015, The Arc of Delaware filed a Fair Housing Act complaint against 
Sugar Maple Farms Property Owners’ Association in Georgetown in Sussex County. The 
association refused to approve The Arc’s acquisition of single-family home which was to be used 
for a four-person group home. The case was settled in 2016, but the type practice at issue is 
widespread within the state. 

Source of income discrimination 

Source of income discrimination is discussed in greater detail in the Segregation section. Source 
of income discrimination is a significant contributing factor to Disability and Access. 

State or Local Laws, Policies, or Practices that Discourage Individuals with Disabilities From 
Living in Apartments, Family Homes, Supportive Housing and Other Integrated Settings 

State or local laws, policies or practices that discourage individuals with disabilities from living 
in apartments, family homes, supportive housing and other integrated settings are not a 
significant contributing factor to any fair housing issue for persons with disabilities. The level of 
available financial resources and the supply of affordable, accessible housing play much more 
significant roles in perpetuating the segregation of persons with disabilities in Delaware than do 
laws and policies that actually steer individuals with disabilities toward segregated settings. The 
exceptions to this, which are addressed in greater detail in the Land Use and Zoning Laws 
contributing factor, are local laws and policies that generally stymie the development of an 
adequate supply of affordable housing, including affordable, accessible housing. 

Other 

N/A 
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E. Fair Housing Enforcement, Outreach Capacity, and Resources Analysis 
 

iv. Are certain racial/ethnic groups more likely to be residing in one program category 
of publicly supported housing than other program categories (public housing, 
project-based Section 8, Other Multifamily Assisted developments, and Housing 
Choice Voucher (HCV)) in the jurisdiction?  

v. Compare the racial/ethnic demographics of each program category of publicly 
supported housing for the jurisdiction to the demographics of the same program 
category in the region.  

 
The following answers pertain to both subsections (i) and (ii).  
 
Delaware (State)140 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Small percentages (see Table 1a)141 of Delaware’s 405,885 total housing units are devoted to any 
of the four types of publicly supported housing. Less than 1 percent of all housing units in the 
state are either public housing (0.59%) of Other Multifamily142 (0.17%), whereas Project-Based 
Section 8 (1.15%) and Housing Choice Vouchers (1.27%) make up slightly more than 1 percent. 
                                                           
140 The state of Delaware serves as the “Region” for New Castle County, Kent County, and Sussex 
County.  
141 Tables 1a-1g, 2a-2h, 3a-3g, and 4a-4g all reflect data from the AFFH data and mapping tool (AFFHT). 
The tables for Delaware (state), Philadelphia-Camden-Wilmington PA-NJ-DE-MD MSA, New Castle 
County, Wilmington, and Dover are all downloaded directly from the AFFHT. The tables for Kent 
County, Sussex County, and Newark were created from the AFFH public use raw data files 
(https://www.hudexchange.info/resource/4868/affh-raw-data/) using methodology/logic provided to us by 
HUD. The tables for Kent County and Sussex County are computed for the whole county. By contrast, 
HUD generates the New Castle County tables for areas outside of the jurisdiction of Wilmington.   
142 The “Other Multifamily” category includes properties funded through the Section 202 Supportive 
Housing for the Elderly Program and the Section 811 Supportive Housing for Persons with Disabilities 
Program. See AFFHT data documentation for additional details: 
https://www.hudexchange.info/resources/documents/AFFH-T-Data-Documentation-AFFHT0004-
November-2017.pdf. 

Table 1a – Publicly Supported Housing Units by 
Program Category 
Delaware (State) 

Housing Units # % 
Total Housing Units 405,885 - 
Public Housing 2,413 0.59% 
Project Based Section 8 4,649 1.15% 
Other Multifamily 700 0.17% 
Housing Choice Vouchers 5,150 1.27% 
Note 1: Data Sources: Decennial Census; APSH; 
Note 2: Refer to the Data Documentation for details 
(https://www.hudexchange.info/resource/4848/affh-
data-documentation/). 

https://www.hudexchange.info/resource/4868/affh-raw-data/
https://www.hudexchange.info/resources/documents/AFFH-T-Data-Documentation-AFFHT0004-November-2017.pdf
https://www.hudexchange.info/resources/documents/AFFH-T-Data-Documentation-AFFHT0004-November-2017.pdf
https://www.hudexchange.info/resource/4848/affh-data-documentation/
https://www.hudexchange.info/resource/4848/affh-data-documentation/
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Table 2a shows how these four varieties of publicly supported housing are distributed by 
race/ethnicity. Non-Hispanic Blacks comprise over 84 percent of units of public housing in the 
state, with non-Hispanic Whites making up about 11 percent. Housing Choice Vouchers (HCVs) 
are similarly racially concentrated: 79.85% of HCV units in the state have non-Hispanic Black 
heads of households, with non-Hispanic Whites accounting for 13.73% of units. Non-Hispanic 
Blacks still make up a statewide majority of Project-Based Section 8 units, but with a 
substantially lower share of 55.57%. Non-Hispanic Whites comprise fully 35% of Project-Based 
Section 8 units in Delaware. A different distribution pertains, however, for Other Multifamily 
units, with non-Hispanic Whites comprising about 61% of all units, and non-Hispanic Blacks 
accounting for only 31%. Hispanics and Asian/Pacific Islanders make up smaller shares, across 
all four categories.  
 
Philadelphia-Camden-Wilmington, PA-NJ-DE-MD Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA)143  
 
Only public housing is characterized by racial disparities at the metro level (see table 2b). Non-
Hispanic Blacks account for over 80% of public housing units in the Philadelphia MSA, with 
non-Hispanic Whites (10.61%), Hispanics (7.99%) and non-Hispanic Asians/Pacific Islanders 
(0.59%) making up the remainder. By contrast, both Project-Based Section 8 units and Other 
Multifamily units are much more evenly distributed across racial and ethnic groups. For instance, 
non-Hispanic Whites and non-Hispanic Black each account for 44% of Other Multifamily units 
in the MSA. Similarly, 45% of Project-Based Section 8 units are non-Hispanic Blacks, while 
non-Hispanic Whites reside in about 37% of units. 
 
New Castle County (outside of Wilmington) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Table 1b indicates that each of the four types of publicly supported housing comprise less than 1 
percent of New Castle County’s total housing units. Housing Choice Vouchers makes up the 
largest share, at 1.08%, while only 0.05% of the county’s housing units are public housing. Table 
2c again shows the breakdown by race and ethnicity. In New Castle, both public housing and 
                                                           
143 The Philadelphia-Camden-Wilmington MSA serves as the “Region” for the Wilmington and Newark 
jurisdictions. 

Table 1b – Publicly Supported Housing Units by 
Program Category 

New Castle County, DE 
Housing Units # % 
Total Housing Units 184,678 - 
Public Housing 98 0.05% 
Project Based Section 8 1,601 0.87% 
Other Multifamily 188 0.10% 
Housing Choice Vouchers 1,998 1.08% 
Note 1: Data Sources: Decennial Census; APSH; 
Note 2: Refer to the Data Documentation for details 
(https://www.hudexchange.info/resource/4848/affh-
data-documentation/). 

https://www.hudexchange.info/resource/4848/affh-data-documentation/
https://www.hudexchange.info/resource/4848/affh-data-documentation/
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Housing Choice Vouchers exhibit uneven racial distributions. Over 76% of HCV units in the 
county are non-Hispanic Black, with small shares of non-Hispanic Whites (13.12%) and 
Hispanics (10.29%). Non-Hispanic Blacks also account for a majority of public housing units, 
albeit a lower share of units (27.96%). Project-Based Section 8 units are more evenly distributed, 
with non-Hispanic Whites comprising the largest share (46.59%) and non-Hispanic Blacks close 
behind at 42.26%. Once again, non-Hispanic Whites are the largest share of Other Multifamily 
units (63.93%), with both non-Hispanic Blacks and Hispanics accounting for just less than 20%. 
The distributions of HCVs and Other Multifamily units closely mirror those at the state level. 
Public Housing and Project-Based Section 8 are each more concentrated among non-Hispanic 
Blacks at the state level than in New Castle County. 
 
Kent County144   
 

Table 1c – Publicly Supported Housing Units by 
Program Category 
Kent County, DE 

Housing Units # % 
Total Housing Units 65,338  
Public Housing 642 0.98% 
Project Based Section 8 632 0.97% 
Other Multifamily 237 0.36% 
Housing Choice Vouchers 821 1.26% 
Note 1: Data Sources: Decennial Census; APSH; 
Note 2: Refer to the Data Documentation for details 
(https://www.hudexchange.info/resource/4848/affh-
data-documentation/). 

 
Of the 65,338 total housing units in Kent County, only about 1 percent are in any of the four 
types of publicly subsidized housing (table 1c). Non-Hispanic Blacks make up the largest shares 
of units of three of the four types of public subsidized housing: public housing, Project-Based 
Section 8, and Housing Choice Vouchers (see table 2d). Public housing is the most racially 
concentrated, with Blacks accounting for 77.3% of units and non-Hispanic Whites making up 
18.37%. HCVs are about 70% non-Hispanic Black and non-Hispanic Whites are 26.38%. 
Project-Based Section 8 units are more evenly distributed, even though Blacks still comprise the 
largest share of units: about 59% of units are headed by non-Hispanic Blacks, and a little under 
39% are non-Hispanic Whites. Non-Hispanic Whites make up the largest share of Other 
Multifamily units (61.32%), and non-Hispanic Blacks comprise most of the remainder at 
29.72%.  The racial demographics of Project-Based Section 8 and Other Multifamily units 
closely resemble those for the state. Both HCVs and public housing units are a bit less racially 
concentrated toward non-Hispanic Blacks in Kent County, as compared to the state overall. 
 
 
 
 
                                                           
144 Kent County serves as the “Region” for the Dover jurisdiction. 

https://www.hudexchange.info/resource/4848/affh-data-documentation/
https://www.hudexchange.info/resource/4848/affh-data-documentation/
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Sussex County 
 

Table 1d – Publicly Supported Housing Units by 
Program Category 
Sussex County, DE 

Housing Units # % 
Total Housing Units 123,036  
Public Housing 155 0.13% 
Project Based Section 8 776 0.63% 
Other Multifamily 133 0.11% 
Housing Choice Vouchers 285 0.23% 
Note 1: Data Sources: Decennial Census; APSH; 
Note 2: Refer to the Data Documentation for details 
(https://www.hudexchange.info/resource/4848/affh-
data-documentation/). 

 
Table 1d once again portrays the small shares of total housing units in any of the categories of 
publicly subsidized housing. Project-Based Section 8 comprises 0.63% of Sussex County’s 
123,036 housing units, the largest of the four types. Non-Hispanic Blacks make up the largest 
share of public housing units in the county, at 73.43% (see table 2e). Non-Hispanic Whites 
comprise just under 27%. These shares are somewhat less concentrated than at the state level. 
Project-Based Section 8 units follow a similar pattern, with about 70% non-Hispanic Black and 
26% non-Hispanic White, which are more racially concentrated than for Delaware as a whole. 
Other Multifamily units are more concentrated among non-Hispanic Whites in Sussex than at the 
state: fully 79% of units are headed by Whites and only about 18% by Blacks. Housing Choice 
Vouchers follow a unique pattern in Sussex County. Non-Hispanic Whites make up a majority of 
HCV units in the county (56.40%), followed by non-Hispanic Blacks (41.60%).  
 
Wilmington 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Table 1e shows that publicly supported housing accounts for higher shares of Wilmington’s 
32,820 total housing units than in the other locations described above. Housing Choice Vouchers 

Table 1e – Publicly Supported Housing Units by 
Program Category 

Wilmington, DE 
Housing Units # % 
Total Housing Units 32,820 - 
Public Housing 1,518 4.63% 
Project Based Section 8 1,640 5.00% 
Other Multifamily 142 0.43% 
Housing Choice Vouchers 1,950 5.94% 
Note 1: Data Sources: Decennial Census; APSH; 
Note 2: Refer to the Data Documentation for details 
(https://www.hudexchange.info/resource/4848/affh-
data-documentation/). 

https://www.hudexchange.info/resource/4848/affh-data-documentation/
https://www.hudexchange.info/resource/4848/affh-data-documentation/
https://www.hudexchange.info/resource/4848/affh-data-documentation/
https://www.hudexchange.info/resource/4848/affh-data-documentation/
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comprise 5.94% of total units, while Project-Based Section 8 and public housing account for 
5.00% and 4.63% respectively. The racial/ethnic demographics of publicly supported housing is 
racially disparate: non-Hispanic Blacks are a majority of all four categories of publicly supported 
housing (see table 2f). Over 93% of Housing Choice Voucher units in Wilmington are non-
Hispanic Black, which is the highest percentage of all geographies studied. Similarly, just under 
90% of public housing units are non-Hispanic Blacks, which for comparison is about 10 
percentage points higher than in the Philadelphia MSA. Project-Based Section 8 are also much 
more concentrated among non-Hispanic Blacks in Wilmington than in the Philadelphia MSA: 
just under 61% of units are Black, about 16 points higher than in the metro area. Other 
Multifamily units follow a similar trend. About 58% of Other Multifamily units are headed by 
non-Hispanic Blacks (14 points higher than the metro area), versus about 39% for non-Hispanic 
Whites.  
 
Newark 
 

Table 1f – Publicly Supported Housing Units by 
Program Category 

Newark, DE 
Housing Units # % 
Total Housing Units 10,366  
Public Housing 98 0.95% 
Project Based Section 8 218 2.1% 
Other Multifamily 29 0.28% 
Housing Choice Vouchers 154 1.49% 
Note 1: Data Sources: Decennial Census; APSH; 
Note 2: Refer to the Data Documentation for details 
(www.hudexchange.info/resource/4848/affh-data-
documentation). 

 
Each type of publicly supported housing accounts for under 1.5% of Newark’s 10,366 total 
housing units (see table 1f). Housing Choice Vouchers make up the largest share, at 1.49%. Both 
Project-Based Section 8 and Other Multifamily units are highly concentrated among non-
Hispanic Whites, at 71.50% and 92% respectively (see Table 2g). These shares are each much 
higher for Whites than in the Philadelphia MSA. By contrast, non-Hispanic Blacks comprise the 
largest share of public housing (65.59%) and HCV (62.26%) units. The share of non-Hispanic 
Black public housing units is about 15 percentage points lower in Newark than in the 
Philadelphia MSA. 
 
  

http://www.hudexchange.info/resource/4848/affh-data-documentation
http://www.hudexchange.info/resource/4848/affh-data-documentation
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Dover 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Table 1f indicates that each category of publicly supported housing accounts for between 1.5% 
and 2.5% of Dover’s 15,020 total housing units. For instance, 2.64% of total units are public 
housing. Further, table 2g shows that non-Hispanic Blacks make up the largest share of three of 
the four categories: public housing (82.49%), Project-Based Section 8 (56.86%), and HCVs 
(75.26%). By contrast, non-Hispanic Whites make up the largest share of Other Multifamily 
housing, at 61.32%. Dover’s racial/ethnic demographics of publicly supported housing are 
reasonably close to those of Kent County as a whole. 
 

vi. Compare the demographics, in terms of protected class, of residents of each program 
category of publicly supported housing (public housing, project-based Section 8, 
Other Multifamily Assisted developments, and HCV) to the population in general, and 
persons who meet the income eligibility requirements for the relevant program 
category of publicly supported housing in the jurisdiction and region. Include in the 
comparison, a description of whether there is a higher or lower proportion of groups 
based on protected class.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

Table 1g – Publicly Supported Housing Units by 
Program Category 

Dover, DE 
Housing Units # % 
Total Housing Units 15,020 - 
Public Housing 397 2.64% 
Project Based Section 8 375 2.50% 
Other Multifamily 220 1.46% 
Housing Choice Vouchers 368 2.45% 
Note 1: Data Sources: Decennial Census; APSH; 
Note 2: Refer to the Data Documentation for details 
(https://www.hudexchange.info/resource/4848/affh-
data-documentation/). 

https://www.hudexchange.info/resource/4848/affh-data-documentation/
https://www.hudexchange.info/resource/4848/affh-data-documentation/
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Delaware (State) 
 

Table 2a – Publicly Supported Households by Race/Ethnicity 
Delaware (State) 

 White Black Hispanic 
Asian/Pacific 

Islander 
Housing Type # % # % # % # % 

Public Housing 235 
10.71

% 1,848 
84.23

% 103 
4.69

% 5 0.23% 
Project Based 
Section 8 1,535 

34.89
% 2,445 

55.57
% 347 

7.89
% 67 1.52% 

Other Multifamily 337 
60.61

% 170 
30.58

% 39 
7.01

% 8 1.44% 
Housing Choice 
Vouchers 627 

13.73
% 3,645 

79.85
% 279 

6.11
% 4 0.09% 

Total Households 237,395 
70.71

% 64,490 
19.21

% 18,775 
5.59

% 9,580 2.85% 

0-30% of AMI 18,515 
52.82

% 11,500 
32.81

% 3,330 
9.50

% 774 2.21% 

0-50% of AMI 32,670 
46.19

% 20,775 
29.37

% 6,330 
8.95

% 1,608 2.27% 

0-80% of AMI 67,070 
54.50

% 32,385 
26.32

% 10,815 
8.79

% 2,502 2.03% 
Note 1: Data Sources: Decennial Census; APSH; CHAS; Note 2: Numbers presented are 
numbers of households not individuals; Note 3: Refer to the Data Documentation for details 
(https://www.hudexchange.info/resource/4848/affh-data-documentation/). 

 
Whereas non-Hispanic Whites make up a large share of the total households (70.71%) in the 
whole state, they make up much smaller shares of each category of publicly supported housing, 
accounting for between 10.71% of public housing and 60.61% of Other Multifamily units (see 
table 2a). By contrast, non-Hispanic Blacks are consistently over-represented in each type of 
publicly supported housing relative to total households. For instance, while Blacks comprise only 
19.21% of households statewide, they account for 30.58% of Other Multifamily units, 56% of 
Project-Based Section 8, about 80% of HCVs, and over 84% of public housing units. Hispanics 
make up 5.59% of total households, and obtain similar shares of each type of publicly supported 
housing. Asian and Pacific Islanders comprise low shares of both total households and publicly 
supported housing. Furthermore, non-Hispanic Whites encompass slightly less than 55 percent of 
households eligible for some form of publicly supported housing, defined as households that fall 
within 0-80 percent of Area Median Income (AMI). Non-Hispanic White households are 
underrepresented in three of the four types of publicly supported housing: public housing, 
Project-Based Section 8 and HCVs and over-represented in Other Multifamily units. Non-
Hispanic Blacks are over-represented in all forms of publicly supported housing, relative to 
income-eligible Black households. Roughly 27 percent of Black households are eligible for 
publicly supported housing, whereas between 31% (Other Multifamily) and 84% (public 
housing) actually live in PSH. Hispanics and Asian/Pacific Islanders are slightly 
underrepresented in PSH relative to eligible households.  

https://www.hudexchange.info/resource/4848/affh-data-documentation/
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Philadelphia-Camden-Wilmington, PA-NJ-DE-MD Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA) 
 

Table 2b – Publicly Supported Households by Race/Ethnicity 
Philadelphia-Camden-Wilmington, PA-NJ-DE-MD MSA 

 White Black Hispanic 
Asian/Pacific 

Islander 
Housing Type # % # % # % # % 

Public Housing 2,058 
10.61

% 15,672 
80.77

% 1,551 7.99% 115 
0.59

% 
Project Based 
Section 8 8,260 

36.99
% 10,046 

44.98
% 2,587 

11.58
% 1,401 

6.27
% 

Other 
Multifamily 1,779 

43.60
% 1,793 

43.95
% 307 7.52% 190 

4.66
% 

Housing Choice 
Vouchers N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 
Total 
Households 

1,530,89
5 

68.75
% 

439,88
3 

19.76
% 

132,55
7 5.95% 

93,07
0 

4.18
% 

0-30% of AMI 136,400 
44.41

% 
114,71

3 
37.35

% 36,709 
11.95

% 
13,69

0 
4.46

% 

0-50% of AMI 216,425 
39.46

% 
183,49

8 
33.46

% 58,193 
10.61

% 
22,57

4 
4.12

% 

0-80% of AMI 431,360 
48.37

% 
268,78

3 
30.14

% 83,498 9.36% 
34,64

8 
3.89

% 
Note 1: Data Sources: Decennial Census; APSH; CHAS; Note 2: Numbers presented are 
numbers of households not individuals; Note 3: Refer to the Data Documentation for details 
(https://www.hudexchange.info/resource/4848/affh-data-documentation/). 

 
Non-Hispanic Whites are underrepresented in all types of PSH relative to their share of total 
households and PSH-eligible households (see table 2b). Non-Hispanic Blacks comprise about 
20% of total households in the MSA and 30% of income eligible households. Blacks are 
therefore overrepresented in PSH, insofar as between 40% (Other Multifamily) and 81% (public 
housing) reside in PSH. Compared to their share of total households (5.95%), Hispanics are 
overrepresented in all three types of PSH for which data are available, but especially for Project-
Based Section 8 (11.58%). Hispanics are only overrepresented for Project-Based Section 8, 
relative to their share of PSH-eligible housing. Similarly, Asian/Pacific Islanders are slightly 
overrepresented in Project-Based Section 8 versus their shares in both total households and PSH-
eligible households.  
 
  

https://www.hudexchange.info/resource/4848/affh-data-documentation/
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New Castle County (outside of Wilmington) 
 

Table 2c – Publicly Supported Households by Race/Ethnicity 
New Castle County, DE 

 White Black Hispanic 
Asian/Pacific 

Islander 
Housing Type # % # % # % # % 

Public Housing 26 
27.96

% 61 
65.59

% 6 6.45% 0 
0.00

% 
Project Based 
Section 8 710 

46.59
% 644 

42.26
% 139 9.12% 31 

2.03
% 

Other 
Multifamily 78 

63.93
% 21 

17.21
% 23 

18.85
% 0 

0.00
% 

Housing Choice 
Vouchers 243 

13.16
% 1,408 

76.23
% 190 

10.29
% 3 

0.16
% 

Total 
Households 122,179 

70.92
% 

30,02
9 

17.43
% 9,986 5.80% 7,606 

4.42
% 

0-30% of AMI 9,086 
59.21

% 3,449 
22.47

% 1,772 
11.55

% 557 
3.63

% 

0-50% of AMI 15,929 
50.19

% 7,099 
22.37

% 3,317 
10.45

% 1,124 
3.54

% 

0-80% of AMI 33,363 
57.69

% 
12,59

0 
21.77

% 5,639 9.75% 1,674 
2.89

% 
Note 1: Data Sources: Decennial Census; APSH; CHAS; Note 2: Numbers presented are 
numbers of households not individuals; Note 3: Refer to the Data Documentation for details 
(https://www.hudexchange.info/resource/4848/affh-data-documentation/). 

 
Table 2c shows that non-Hispanic Whites make up a large share of New Castle County’s total 
households (70.92%), but a much smaller share of three types of PSH: HCVs (13.16%), public 
housing (27.96%) and Project-Based Section 8 (46.59%). Whites account for a similar share of 
Other Multifamily housing (63.93%). Whites are also underrepresented in these same three types 
of PSH relative to their share of PSH-eligible households. By contrast, non-Hispanic Blacks 
make up small shares of both total households (17.43%) and PSH-eligible households (21.77%), 
but much larger shares of public housing (65.59%), HCVs (76.23%) and Project-Based Section 8 
(42.26%). Hispanics are overrepresented in all four types of PSH relative to their share of total 
households (5.80%), and are overrepresented in Other Multifamily and HCVs relative to PSH-
eligible units. Asians are underrepresented in PSH relative to both total households and eligible 
units. 
 
  

https://www.hudexchange.info/resource/4848/affh-data-documentation/
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Kent County 
 

Table 2d – Publicly Supported Households by Race/Ethnicity 
Kent County, DE 

 White Black Hispanic 
Asian/Pacific 

Islander 
Housing Type # % # % # % # % 
Public Housing 106 18.37% 446 77.3% 22 3.81% 3 0.52% 
Project Based 
Section 8 227 37.46% 356 58.75% 22 3.63% 1 0.17% 
Other Multifamily 130 61.32% 63 29.72% 12 5.66% 7 3.30% 
Housing Choice 
Vouchers 177 26.38% 468 69.75% 22 3.28% 0 0.00% 
Total Households 41220 70.42% 12324 21.05% 2666 4.55% 1126 1.92% 
0-30% of AMI 3285 55.28% 1978 33.29% 297 5.00% 114 1.92% 
0-50% of AMI 7070 60.32% 3351 28.59% 567 4.84% 302 2.58% 
0-80% of AMI 12735 62.17% 5191 25.34% 1422 6.94% 536 2.62% 
Note 1: Data Sources: Decennial Census; APSH; CHAS; Note 2: Numbers presented are 
numbers of households not individuals; Note 3: Refer to the Data Documentation for details 
(https://www.hudexchange.info/resource/4848/affh-data-documentation/). 

 
Non-Hispanic Whites account for over 70% of total households and over 62% of PSH eligible 
units in Kent County (see table 2d), but much lower shares of public housing (18.37%), HCVs 
(26.38%), and Project-Based Section 8 (37.46%). While their share is higher (61.32%), Whites 
are also underrepresented in Other Multifamily relative to total households. Non-Hispanic Blacks 
make up much lower shares of both total households (21.05%) and PSH eligible households 
(25.34%), but considerably higher shares of public housing (77.3%), Project-based Section 8 
(58.75%), and HCVs (69.75%). The racial/ethnic demographics of PSH for Hispanics more 
closely mirrors Hispanic demographics in total and eligible housing. Asians/Pacific Islanders 
make up small shares of total and eligible housing units, and are generally underrepresented in 
PSH. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

https://www.hudexchange.info/resource/4848/affh-data-documentation/
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Sussex County 
 

Table 2e – Publicly Supported Households by Race/Ethnicity 
Sussex County, DE 

 White Black Hispanic 
Asian/Pacific 

Islander 
Housing Type # % # % # % # % 
Public Housing 38 26.57% 105 73.43% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 
Project Based 
Section 8 185 25.95% 496 69.57% 27 3.79% 2 0.28% 
Other Multifamily 84 79.25% 19 17.92% 2 1.89% 0 0.00% 
Housing Choice 
Vouchers 141 56.40% 104 41.60% 3 1.20% 1 0.40% 
Total Households 63476 83.06% 7631 9.99% 3602 4.71% 591 0.77% 
0-30% of AMI 4756 67.83% 1453 20.72% 668 9.53% 59 0.84% 
0-50% of AMI 11182 71.29% 2695 17.18% 1325 8.45% 131 0.84% 
0-80% of AMI 21029 74.49% 4273 15.14% 2053 7.27% 228 0.81% 
Note 1: Data Sources: Decennial Census; APSH; CHAS; Note 2: Numbers presented are 
numbers of households not individuals; Note 3: Refer to the Data Documentation for details 
(https://www.hudexchange.info/resource/4848/affh-data-documentation/). 

 
Table 2e shows that non-Hispanic Whites are a large majority of both total households (83.06%) 
and PSH eligible households (74.49%), but small shares of especially public housing (26.57%) 
and Project-Based Section 8 (25.95%). Whites are similarly underrepresented in HCVs, but the 
share is higher (56.40%) as compared to the prior two categories of PSH. The share of Whites in 
Other Multifamily (79.25%) is commensurate with their presence in total and PSH eligible 
housing units. Non-Hispanic Blacks are overrepresented in each category of publicly supported 
housing relative to total households and eligible units, but especially in public housing, Project-
Based Section 8 and HCVs. Hispanics, by contrast, are underrepresented in all types of PSH as 
compared to their presence in total households and eligible households. 
 
  

https://www.hudexchange.info/resource/4848/affh-data-documentation/
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Wilmington 
 

Table 2f – Publicly Supported Households by Race/Ethnicity 
Wilmington, DE 

 White Black Hispanic 
Asian/Pacific 

Islander 
Housing Type # % # % # % # % 

Public Housing 65 4.71% 1,236 
89.50

% 75 5.43% 2 0.14% 
Project Based 
Section 8 413 26.53% 949 

60.95
% 159 

10.21
% 33 2.12% 

Other Multifamily 45 38.79% 67 
57.76

% 2 1.72% 1 0.86% 
Housing Choice 
Vouchers 52 3.00% 1,615 

93.30
% 62 3.58% 0 0.00% 

Total Households 
10,68

4 37.55% 
14,51

5 
51.02

% 2,535 8.91% 278 0.98% 

0-30% of AMI 1,384 20.40% 4,605 
67.87

% 600 8.84% 44 0.65% 

0-50% of AMI 2,369 20.34% 7,610 
65.35

% 1,120 9.62% 64 0.55% 

0-80% of AMI 3,859 23.31% 
10,35

0 
62.52

% 1,705 
10.30

% 64 0.39% 
Note 1: Data Sources: Decennial Census; APSH; CHAS; Note 2: Numbers presented are 
numbers of households not individuals; Note 3: Refer to the Data Documentation for details 
(https://www.hudexchange.info/resource/4848/affh-data-documentation/). 

 
Non-Hispanic Blacks make up a majority (51.02%) of all households in the Wilmington 
jurisdiction (see table 2f). Blacks make up larger shares of each type of PSH, but are especially 
over-concentrated in public housing (89.5%) and HCVs (93.30%). Similarly, Blacks are 
overrepresented in these same two PSH categories relative to their share in PSH-eligible 
households (62.52%). Non-Hispanic Whites are 37.55% of total households and 23.31% of 
eligible households. While Whites are approximately appropriately represented in Project-Based 
Section 8 and Other Multifamily units, they have relatively small shares of both public housing 
(4.71%) and HCVs (3.00%). Hispanics are underrepresented in all forms of PSH except Project-
Based Section 8.   
 
  

https://www.hudexchange.info/resource/4848/affh-data-documentation/
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Newark  
 

Table 2g – Publicly Supported Households by Race/Ethnicity 
Newark, DE 

 White Black Hispanic 
Asian/Pacific 

Islander 
Housing Type # % # % # % # % 
Public Housing 26 27.96% 61 65.59% 6 6.45% 0 0.00% 
Project Based 
Section 8 143 71.50% 32 16.00% 20 10.00% 5 2.50% 
Other Multifamily 23 92.00% 2 8.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 
Housing Choice 
Vouchers 17 32.08% 33 62.26% 3 5.66% 0 0.00% 
Total Households 7810 79.17% 875 8.87% 365 3.70% 659 6.68% 
0-30% of AMI 1425 71.25% 230 11.50% 80 4.00% 225 11.25% 
0-50% of AMI 2235 72.56% 380 12.34% 105 3.41% 305 9.90% 
0-80% of AMI 3285 72.76% 525 11.63% 235 5.20% 389 8.62% 
Note 1: Data Sources: Decennial Census; APSH; CHAS; Note 2: Numbers presented are 
numbers of households not individuals; Note 3: Refer to the Data Documentation for details 
(www.hudexchange.info/resource/4848/affh-data-documentation). 

 
Non-Hispanic Whites are a considerable majority of total households (79.17%) and PSH-eligible 
units (72.76%) in the Newark jurisdiction (see table 2g). White shares in Project-Based Section 8 
(71.50%) and Other Multifamily (92.00%) are relatively similar (or higher). However, Whites 
are underrepresented in public housing (27.96%) and HCV (32.08%) when compared to total or 
eligible Black households. By contrast, non-Hispanic Blacks make up a smaller share of total 
households (8.87%) and PSH-eligible households (11.63%), but are over-concentrated in public 
housing (65.59%) and HCVs (62.26%). Hispanics make up a small share of Newark’s 
households (3.70%), and are slightly overrepresented in Project-Based Section 8. Few 
Asian/Pacific Islanders are present in any of the types of PSH. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

http://www.hudexchange.info/resource/4848/affh-data-documentation
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Dover 
 

Table 2h – Publicly Supported Households by Race/Ethnicity 
Dover, DE 

 White Black Hispanic 
Asian/Pacific 

Islander 
Housing Type # % # % # % # % 
Public Housing 49 13.84% 292 82.49% 12 3.39% 1 0.28% 
Project Based 
Section 8 138 38.66% 203 56.86% 15 4.20% 1 0.28% 
Other Multifamily 130 61.32% 63 29.72% 12 5.66% 7 3.30% 
Housing Choice 
Vouchers 62 21.31% 219 75.26% 9 3.09% 0 0.00% 
Total Households 6,739 53.25% 4,395 34.73% 795 6.28% 350 2.77% 
0-30% of AMI 529 31.79% 845 50.78% 150 9.01% 20 1.20% 
0-50% of AMI 1,114 33.31% 1,460 43.66% 240 7.18% 115 3.44% 
0-80% of AMI 1,939 37.92% 2,080 40.67% 465 9.09% 190 3.72% 
Note 1: Data Sources: Decennial Census; APSH; CHAS; Note 2: Numbers presented are 
numbers of households not individuals; Note 3: Refer to the Data Documentation for details 
(https://www.hudexchange.info/resource/4848/affh-data-documentation/). 

 
Non-Hispanic Whites are a slight majority (53.25%) of total households in Dover (see table 2h). 
Relative to total households, Whites are under-concentrated in public housing (13.84%), Project-
Based Section 8 (38.66%) and HCVs (21.31%) and overrepresented in Other Multifamily 
(61.32%). Interestingly, the White share of PSH-eligible units in Dover is quite a bit less, at 
37.92%. As such, relative to eligible units, Whites are underrepresented only in public housing 
and HCVs. About 35% of total households and 41% of PSH-eligible households in Dover are 
accounted for by non-Hispanic Blacks. Relative to both of these comparison groups, Blacks are 
over-concentrated in public housing (82.49%), Project-Based Section 8 (56.86%) and HCVs 
(75.26%). Hispanics comprise about 6% of total households and 9% of eligible units, and are 
underrepresented in all types of PSH. Asian/Pacific Islanders have a very low presence in PSH at 
all.  
 
Publicly Supported Housing Location and Occupancy 
 

vi. Describe patterns in the geographic location of publicly supported housing by 
program category (public housing, project-based Section 8, Other Multifamily 
Assisted developments, HCV, and LIHTC) in relation to previously discussed 
segregated areas and R/ECAPs in the jurisdiction and region.  

 
  

https://www.hudexchange.info/resource/4848/affh-data-documentation/
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Delaware (State) 
 

Table 3a - R/ECAP and Non-R/ECAP Demographics  
by Publicly Supported Housing Program Category 

Delaware (State)  

Total # 
units 

(occupi
ed) 

% 
White 

% 
Black 

% 
Hispan

ic 

% 
Asian 

or 
Pacific 
Island

er 

% 
Famili
es with 
childre

n 

% 
Elderl

y 

% 
with a 
disabil

ity 
Public Housing 
R/ECAP tracts 

709 5.40% 
89.20

% 4.97% 0.00% 46.47% 
18.36

% 
33.05

% 
Non R/ECAP 
tracts 1,231 

11.04
% 

83.86
% 4.94% 0.16% 45.71% 

25.20
% 

24.64
% 

Project Based Section 8 
R/ECAP tracts 

709 6.31% 
77.56

% 12.76% 3.23% 42.16% 
38.00

% 
11.93

% 
Non R/ECAP 
tracts 3,636 

40.61
% 

51.05
% 7.00% 1.20% 31.04% 

51.08
% 

14.34
% 

Other Multifamily 
R/ECAP tracts 0 N/a N/a N/a N/a 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 
Non R/ECAP 
tracts 549 

63.23
% 

31.89
% 3.00% 1.50% 0.00% 

57.03
% 

37.54
% 

HCV Program 
R/ECAP tracts 

243 3.60% 
93.17

% 3.24% 0.00% 47.89% 9.86% 
21.13

% 
Non R/ECAP 
tracts 4,156 

14.21
% 

79.08
% 6.38% 0.10% 50.29% 

17.47
% 

22.73
% 

Note 1: Disability information is often reported for heads of household or spouse/co-head 
only. Here, the data reflect information on all members of the household; Note 2: Data 
Sources: APSH; Note 3: Refer to the Data Documentation for details 
(https://www.hudexchange.info/resource/4848/affh-data-documentation/). 

 
 
 

  

https://www.hudexchange.info/resource/4848/affh-data-documentation/
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Map 1 Publicly Supported Housing by Demographics (Race/Ethnicity), Delaware 
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Map 2 Other Multifamily Housing by Demographics (Race/Ethnicity), Delaware 
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Map 3 Project-Based Section 8 by Demographics (Race/Ethnicity), Delaware 
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Map 4 LIHTC Developments by Demographics (Race/Ethnicity), Delaware 
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Map 5 Percent Voucher Holders by Demographics (Race/Ethnicity), Delaware 

 
More meaningful patterns can be discerned by looking at smaller geographies (below). Public 
housing most frequently is concentrated in neighborhoods with higher concentrations of Black 
residents. However, the other types of publicly supported housing – LIHTC, HCV, Project-Based 
Section 8, and Other Multifamily housing – follow different patterns in different places around 
the state. On average statewide, these types of PSH are evenly distributed across neighborhoods 
with both majority Black or White populations, but nevertheless follow idiosyncratic patterns for 
specific jurisdictions (e.g. in Wilmington). 
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Philadelphia-Camden-Wilmington, PA-NJ-DE-MD Metropolitan Statistical Area 
Map 6 Public Housing by Demographics (Race/Ethnicity), Philadelphia MSA 
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Map 7 Other Multifamily Housing by Demographics (Race/Ethnicity), Philadelphia MSA 
 

 
  



549 
 

Map 8 Project-Based Section 8 by Demographics (Race/Ethnicity), Philadelphia MSA 
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Map 9 LIHTC Developments by Demographics (Race/Ethnicity), Philadelphia MSA 
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Map 10 Percent Voucher Units by Demographics (Race/Ethnicity), Philadelphia MSA 
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New Castle County (outside of Wilmington) 
 

Table 3b - R/ECAP and Non-R/ECAP Demographics  
by Publicly Supported Housing Program Category 

New Castle County, DE  

Total # 
units 

(occupied) % White % Black 
% 

Hispanic 

% Asian 
or 

Pacific 
Islander 

% 
Families 

with 
children 

% 
Elderly 

% with a 
disability 

Public Housing 
R/ECAP 
tracts N/A N/A 0.00% N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 
Non 
R/ECAP 
tracts 56 40.74% 55.56% 3.70% 0.00% 26.79% 67.86% 28.57% 
Project Based Section 8 
R/ECAP 
tracts N/A N/a 0.00% N/A N/A N/A NA N/A 
Non 
R/ECAP 
tracts 1,501 46.59% 42.26% 9.12% 2.03% 31.90% 54.86% 11.06% 
Other Multifamily 
R/ECAP 
tracts N/a N/a N/a N/a N/a N/a N/a N/a 
Non 
R/ECAP 
tracts 110 78.79% 21.21% 0.00% 0.00% N/a 9.72% 74.31% 
HCV Program 
R/ECAP 
tracts N/a N/a N/a N/a N/a N/a N/a N/a 
Non 
R/ECAP 
tracts 1,786 13.16% 76.23% 10.29% 0.16% 57.37% 12.06% 15.15% 
Note 1: Disability information is often reported for heads of household or spouse/co-head only. Here, the data 
reflect information on all members of the household; Note 2: Data Sources: APSH; Note 3: Refer to the Data 
Documentation for details (https://www.hudexchange.info/resource/4848/affh-data-documentation/). 

 
  

https://www.hudexchange.info/resource/4848/affh-data-documentation/
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Map 11 Public Housing by Demographics (Race/Ethnicity), New Castle County 
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Map 12 Other Multifamily Housing by Demographics (Race/Ethnicity), New Castle County 
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Map 14 Project-Based Section 8 by Demographics (Race/Ethnicity), New Castle County 
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Map 15 LIHTC Developments by Demographics (Race/Ethnicity), New Castle County 
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Map 16 Percent Voucher Holders by Demographics (Race/Ethnicity), New Castle County 

 
 
Public housing and Other Multifamily developments are concentrated in census tracts that are 
predominantly White. Project-Based Section 8 and LIHTC developments are spread across 
neighborhoods that are primarily White as well as primarily Black. HCVs also are concentrated 
in several tracts that are mostly Black. 
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Kent County 
 

Table 3c - R/ECAP and Non-R/ECAP Demographics  
by Publicly Supported Housing Program Category 

Kent County, DE  

Total # units 
(occupied) 

% 
White 

% 
Black 

% 
Hispanic 

% Asian 
or 

Pacific 
Islander 

% 
Families 

with 
children 

% 
Elderly 

% with a 
disability 

Public Housing 
R/ECAP 
tracts 112 10.91% 83.64% 5.45% 0.00% 81.25% 6.25% 10.71% 
Non 
R/ECAP 
tracts 329 19.57% 76.76% 3.67% 0.00% 51.3% 14.7% 24.5% 
Project Based Section 8 
R/ECAP 
tracts 126 3.88% 88.37% 7.75% 0.00% 86.92% 3.85% 5.38% 
Non 
R/ECAP 
tracts 476 46.54% 50.73% 2.52% 0.21% 20.98% 56.82% 17.72% 
Other Multifamily 
R/ECAP 
tracts 0 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 
Non 
R/ECAP 
tracts 214 61.32% 29.72% 5.66% 3.3% 0.00% 86.09% 11.74% 
HCV Program 
R/ECAP 
tracts 12 27.27% 72.73% 0% 0.00% 25% 16.67% 33.33% 
Non 
R/ECAP 
tracts 647 26.01% 69.97% 3.41% 0.00% 36.34% 18.76% 33.68% 
Note 1: Disability information is often reported for heads of household or spouse/co-head only. Here, the data 
reflect information on all members of the household; Note 2: Data Sources: APSH; Note 3: Refer to the Data 
Documentation for details (https://www.hudexchange.info/resource/4848/affh-data-documentation/). 

 
  

https://www.hudexchange.info/resource/4848/affh-data-documentation/
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Map 17 Public Housing by Demographics (Race/Ethnicity), Kent County 
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Map 18 Other Multifamily Housing by Demographics (Race/Ethnicity), Kent County 
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Map 19 Project-Based Section 8 by Demographics (Race/Ethnicity), Kent County  
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Map 20 LIHTC Developments by Demographics (Race/Ethnicity), Kent County  
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Map 21 Percent Voucher Holders by Demographics (Race/Ethnicity), Kent County  

 
 
Public Housing, Project-Based Section 8, LIHTC and Other Multifamily developments are 
located in tracts that are either mostly White or a mix of Whites and Blacks. HCVs also follow a 
similar pattern. 
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Sussex County 
 

Table 3d - R/ECAP and Non-R/ECAP Demographics  
by Publicly Supported Housing Program Category 

Sussex County, DE  

Total # 
units 

(occupied) % White 
% 

Black 
% 

Hispanic 

% Asian 
or 

Pacific 
Islander 

% 
Families 

with 
children 

% 
Elderly 

% with a 
disability 

Public Housing 
R/ECAP 
tracts 0 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 
Non 
R/ECAP 
tracts 49 19.57% 80.43% 0.00% 0.00% 75.00% 4.17% 16.67% 
Project Based Section 8 
R/ECAP 
tracts 0 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 
Non 
R/ECAP 
tracts 702 26.42% 68.91% 3.94% 0.29% 51.35% 27.31% 12.52% 
Other Multifamily 
 R/ECAP 
tracts 0 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 
Non 
R/ECAP 
tracts 107 79.25% 17.92% 1.89% 0.00% 0.00% 55.56% 34.92% 
HCV Program 
R/ECAP 
tracts 0 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 
Non 
R/ECAP 
tracts 231 57.20% 40.74% 1.23% 0.41% 19.69% 25.20% 38.98% 
Note 1: Disability information is often reported for heads of household or spouse/co-head only. Here, the data 
reflect information on all members of the household; Note 2: Data Sources: APSH; Note 3: Refer to the Data 
Documentation for details (https://www.hudexchange.info/resource/4848/affh-data-documentation/). 

 
  

https://www.hudexchange.info/resource/4848/affh-data-documentation/
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Map 22 Public Housing by Demographics (Race/Ethnicity), Sussex County 
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Map 23 Other Multifamily Housing by Demographics (Race/Ethnicity), Sussex County 
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Map 24 Project-Based Section 8 by Demographics (Race/Ethnicity), Sussex County 
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Map 25 LIHTC Developments by Demographics (Race/Ethnicity), Sussex County 
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Map 26 Percent Voucher Holders by Demographics (Race/Ethnicity), Sussex County 
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Map 27 Project Based Section 8 by Demographics (Race/Ethnicity), Wilmington 

 
 
Public Housing, Project-Based Section 8, LIHTC and Other Multifamily developments are 
located in tracts that are either mostly White or a mix of Whites and Blacks. HCVs also follow a 
similar pattern. 
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Wilmington 
 

Table 3e - R/ECAP and Non-R/ECAP Demographics  
by Publicly Supported Housing Program Category 

Wilmington, DE  

Total # 
units 

(occupied) 
% 

White 
% 

Black 
% 

Hispanic 

% Asian 
or 

Pacific 
Islander 

% 
Families 

with 
children 

% 
Elderly 

% with a 
disability 

Public Housing 
R/ECAP 
tracts 597 4.38% 90.24% 4.88% 0.00% 39.93% 20.64% 37.25% 
Non 
R/ECAP 
tracts 797 4.96% 88.95% 5.84% 0.25% 42.87% 28.00% 24.91% 
Project Based Section 8 
R/ECAP 
tracts 583 6.85% 75.17% 13.87% 3.94% 32.32% 45.52% 13.37% 
Non 
R/ECAP 
tracts 957 38.34% 52.42% 8.02% 1.03% 20.24% 59.21% 19.13% 
Other Multifamily 
R/ECAP 
tracts N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 
Non 
R/ECAP 
tracts 118 38.79% 57.76% 1.72% 0.86% N/a 59.52% 45.24% 
HCV Program 
R/ECAP 
tracts 231 2.62% 94.01% 3.37% 0.00% 48.90% 9.56% 20.59% 
Non 
R/ECAP 
tracts 1,492 3.08% 93.16% 3.62% 0.00% 52.83% 22.47% 24.70% 
Note 1: Disability information is often reported for heads of household or spouse/co-head only. Here, the data 
reflect information on all members of the household; Note 2: Data Sources: APSH; Note 3: Refer to the Data 
Documentation for details (https://www.hudexchange.info/resource/4848/affh-data-documentation/). 

 
  

https://www.hudexchange.info/resource/4848/affh-data-documentation/
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Map 28 Public Housing by Demographics (Race/Ethnicity), Wilmington  
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Map 29 Other Multifamily Housing by Demographics (Race/Ethnicity), Wilmington  
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Map 30 LIHTC Developments by Demographics (Race/Ethnicity), Wilmington  
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Map 31 Percent Voucher Holders by Demographics (Race/Ethnicity), Wilmington  
 

 
 
Public housing development are located overwhelmingly in neighborhoods with concentrated 
non-Hispanic Black populations. Other Multifamily developments follow a similar pattern in 
Wilmington. Several Project-Based Section 8 developments are in neighborhoods with more 
integrated racial/ethnic demographic profiles, although a majority of developments are still in 
heavily Black neighborhoods, including several in R/ECAPs. Many LIHTC developments are 
directly in or adjacent to R/ECAP tracts, although a few LIHTC developments are also in 
majority White neighborhoods. HCVs are mostly absent from the parts of the jurisdiction that are 
most segregated with the highest concentrations of White residents. By contrast, vouchers are 
most present in heavily Black neighborhoods and in places with more mixed populations.  
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Newark 
 

Table 3f - R/ECAP and Non-R/ECAP Demographics  
by Publicly Supported Housing Program Category 

Newark, DE  

Total # 
units 

(occupied) 
% 

White 
% 

Black 
% 

Hispanic 

% Asian 
or Pacific 
Islander 

% 
Families 

with 
children 

% 
Elderly 

% with a 
disability 

Public Housing 
R/ECAP 
tracts 0 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 
Non 
R/ECAP 
tracts 56 40.74% 55.56% 3.70% 0.00% 26.79% 67.86% 28.57% 
Project Based Section 8 
R/ECAP 
tracts 0 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 
Non 
R/ECAP 
tracts 196 71.50% 16.00% 10.00% 2.50% 0.00% 88.67% 16.26% 
Other Multifamily 
R/ECAP 
tracts 0 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 
Non 
R/ECAP 
tracts 27 92.00% 8.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 7.69% 100% 
HCV Program 
R/ECAP 
tracts 0 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 
Non 
R/ECAP 
tracts 64 32.08% 62.26% 5.66% 0.00% 30.88% 20.59% 32.35% 
Note 1: Disability information is often reported for heads of household or spouse/co-head only. Here, the data 
reflect information on all members of the household; Note 2: Data Sources: APSH; Note 3: Refer to the Data 
Documentation for details (https://www.hudexchange.info/resource/4848/affh-data-documentation/). 

 
  

https://www.hudexchange.info/resource/4848/affh-data-documentation/
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Map 32 Public Housing by Demographics (Race/Ethnicity), Newark 
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Map 33 Other Multifamily Housing by Demographics (Race/Ethnicity), Newark 
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Map 34 Project-Based Section 8 by Demographics (Race/Ethnicity), Newark 
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Map 35 LIHTC Developments by Demographics (Race/Ethnicity), Newark 
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Map 36 Percent Voucher Holders by Demographics (Race/Ethnicity), Newark 

 
 
Public Housing, Project-Based Section 8, LIHTC and Other Multifamily developments are 
located in tracts that are mostly or overwhelmingly White. HCVs also concentrate in places are 
either mostly White or a mix of Whites and Blacks. 
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Dover 
 

Table 3g - R/ECAP and Non-R/ECAP Demographics  
by Publicly Supported Housing Program Category 

Dover, DE  

Total # 
units 

(occupied) 
% 

White 
% 

Black 
% 

Hispanic 

% Asian 
or 

Pacific 
Islander 

% 
Families 

with 
children 

% 
Elderly 

% with a 
disability 

Public Housing 
R/ECAP 
tracts 112 10.91% 83.64% 5.45% 0.00% 81.25% 6.25% 10.71% 
Non 
R/ECAP 
tracts 158 11.69% 85.06% 3.25% 0.00% 51.53% 16.56% 28.22% 
Project Based Section 8 
R/ECAP 
tracts 126 3.88% 88.37% 7.75% 0.00% 86.92% 3.85% 5.38% 
Non 
R/ECAP 
tracts 230 58.33% 39.04% 2.19% 0.44% 10.64% 80.85% 8.94% 
Other Multifamily 
R/ECAP 
tracts N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 
Non 
R/ECAP 
tracts 214 61.32% 29.72% 5.66% 3.30% N/a 89.19% 12.16% 
HCV Program 
R/ECAP 
tracts 12 27.27% 72.73% 0.00% 0.00% 27.27% 18.18% 36.36% 
Non 
R/ECAP 
tracts 274 21.35% 75.09% 3.20% 0.00% 35.93% 17.97% 32.20% 
Note 1: Disability information is often reported for heads of household or spouse/co-head only. Here, the data 
reflect information on all members of the household; Note 2: Data Sources: APSH; Note 3: Refer to the Data 
Documentation for details (https://www.hudexchange.info/resource/4848/affh-data-documentation/). 

 
  

https://www.hudexchange.info/resource/4848/affh-data-documentation/
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Map 37 Public Housing by Demographics (Race/Ethnicity), Dover 
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Map 38 Percent Voucher Holders by Demographics (Race/Ethnicity), Dover 

 
 
Public housing, Project-Based Section 8, and LIHTC developments are located in several types 
of neighborhoods: integrated, primarily Black, and primarily White. A similar pattern prevails 
for HCVs as well. Other Multifamily developments, by contrast, are located in tracts that are a 
majority or plurality White. 
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vii. Describe patterns in the geographic location for publicly supported housing that 
primarily serves families with children, elderly persons, or persons with disabilities 
in relation to previously discussed segregated areas or R/ECAPs in the jurisdiction 
and region.145 

 

                                                           
145 Data used in this section comes from a number of sources. Data on project-based section 8, other 
multifamily, and LIHTC developments serving persons with disabilities, elderly persons, and families 
comes from the Delaware Preservation Inventory 
(http://www.destatehousing.com/FormsAndInformation/preservation.php). We define LIHTC 
developments as those that are designated in the inventory as “LIHTC sites” and have greater than zero 
LIHTC units. Furthermore, we consider Section 8 developments to be those that are designated by the 
inventory as “Section 8 sites” and not as “HUD Section 202” sites. Other multifamily developments are 
those that are designated in the inventory as either Section 202 or Section 811 sites (see 
https://www.hudexchange.info/resources/documents/AFFH-Rule-Guidebook.pdf). We join these 
preservation data to census tract level race/ethnicity data, and report the average tract-level race/ethnical 
shares for the tracts with different types of PSH. For public housing developments serving families with 
children, we make use of the information from the AFFH-T data and mapping tool. For public housing 
developments that serve the disabled and elderly, we make use of information obtained directly from 
several Delaware housing authorities.  

http://www.destatehousing.com/FormsAndInformation/preservation.php
https://www.hudexchange.info/resources/documents/AFFH-Rule-Guidebook.pdf
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Delaware (State) 
 

Table 4a - Demographics of Publicly Supported Housing Developments, by Program Category 
  
Demographics of Assisted HHs in Delaware 
(State) 
  Avg. Census Tract Composition where Public Housing Developments are Located 

Assisted Households by 
Race/Ethnicity # % 

  

% White, 
Non-

Hispanic 

% Black, 
Non-

Hispanic 

% 
Hispanic 

% 
Asia/Pacific 

Islander, Non-
Hispanic 

% Native 
American, 

Non-
Hispanic 

% Minority 

White, Non-Hispanic 235 10.71% 56.54% 33.52% 5.42% 1.79% 0.36% 43.46% 
Black, Non-Hispanic 1,848 84.23% 31.03% 59.54% 5.70% 1.36% 0.33% 68.97% 
Hispanic 5 0.23% 44.57% 46.03% 4.45% 1.67% 0.41% 55.43% 
Asia/Pacific Islander 103 4.69% 31.80% 58.73% 5.50% 1.60% 0.32% 68.20% 
Native American N/A N/A 3.70% 88.94% 5.27% 0.39% 0.48% 96.30% 
Total N/A -- 34.01% 56.46% 5.69% 1.43% 0.33% 65.99% 
Project-Based Section 8 
Demographics of Assisted Households in 
Delaware (State) 
  

Avg. Census Tract Composition where Project-Based Section 8 Developments are 
Located 

Assisted 
Households by 
Race/Ethnicity 

# % 
  

% White, 
Non-

Hispanic 

% Black, 
Non-

Hispanic 
% Hispanic 

% 
Asia/Pacific 

Islander, 
Non-

Hispanic 

% Native 
American, 

Non-
Hispanic 

% Minority 

White, Non-
Hispanic 1,535 34.89% 54.59% 30.41% 9.03% 3.03% 0.28% 45.41% 
Black, Non-
Hispanic 2,445 55.57% 39.42% 46.68% 9.17% 1.79% 0.36% 60.58% 
Hispanic 67 1.52% 36.50% 47.07% 10.21% 3.66% 0.22% 63.50% 
Asia/Pacific 
Islander, Non-
Hispanic 347 7.89% 36.99% 45.51% 12.76% 2.09% 0.28% 63.01% 
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Native 
American, 
Non-Hispanic N/A N/A 68.46% 21.95% 5.95% 1.51% 0.27% 31.54% 
Total N/A -- 44.52% 40.89% 9.41% 2.27% 0.32% 55.48% 

Other Multifamily 
Demographics of Assisted Households in 
Delaware (State) 
  

Avg. Census Tract Composition where Other Multifamily Developments are 
Located 

Assisted Households by 
Race/Ethnicity # % 

% White, 
Non-

Hispanic 

% Black, 
Non-

Hispanic 

% 
Hispanic 

% Asia/Pacific 
Islander, Non-

Hispanic 

% Native 
American, 

Non-
Hispanic 

% 
Minority 

White, Non-Hispanic 337 60.61% N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 

Black, Non-Hispanic 170 30.58% N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 

Hispanic 8 1.44% N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 
Asia/Pacific Islander, 
Non-Hispanic 39 7.01% N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 
Native American, Non-
Hispanic N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 

Total N/A -- N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 
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Housing Choice Vouchers 
Demographics of Assisted Households in 
Delaware (State) 
  Avg. Census Tract Composition where HCV Households are Located 

Assisted Households by 
Race/Ethnicity # % 

% White, 
Non-

Hispanic 

% Black, 
Non-

Hispanic 

% 
Hispanic 

% Asia/Pacific 
Islander, Non-

Hispanic 

% Native 
American, 

Non-
Hispanic 

% 
Minority 

White, Non-Hispanic 627 13.73% 58.52% 25.23% 10.98% 2.33% 0.33% 41.48% 
Black, Non-Hispanic 3,645 79.85% 36.02% 47.22% 12.18% 1.89% 0.26% 63.98% 
Hispanic 4 0.09% 54.86% 32.88% 6.29% 2.71% 0.20% 45.14% 
Asia/Pacific Islander, Non-
Hispanic 279 6.11% 45.31% 32.70% 17.53% 1.90% 0.21% 54.69% 
Native American, Non-
Hispanic N/A N/A 44.20% 41.02% 9.58% 1.77% 0.34% 55.80% 
Total N/A -- 40.02% 42.99% 12.31% 1.97% 0.27% 59.98% 
Low Income Housing Tax Credits 
Demographics of Assisted Households in 
Delaware (State) 
  Avg. Census Tract Composition where LIHTC Properties are Located 

Assisted Households 
by Race/Ethnicity # % 

% White, 
Non-

Hispanic 

% Black, 
Non-

Hispanic 
% Hispanic 

% Asia/Pacific 
Islander, Non-

Hispanic 

% Native 
American, 

Non-
Hispanic 

% Minority 

Total 7,615 -- 48.80% 36.00% 10.17% 2.07% 0.34% 51.20% 
  

Note 1: For LIHTC properties, this information will be supplied by local knowledge; Note 2: Percentages may not add to 100 due to rounding 
error; Note 3: Data Sources: APSH; Note 4: Refer to the Data Documentation for details (https://www.hudexchange.info/resource/4848/affh-
data-documentation/). 
 
 
 
 
  

https://www.hudexchange.info/resource/4848/affh-data-documentation/
https://www.hudexchange.info/resource/4848/affh-data-documentation/
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Table 5 - Demographics of DSHA-owned public housing developments 
 

Development Name 
Property 

Code 
Development 

Code County 
Total 
Units 

% 
residents
, White 

% 
residents, 

Black 

% 
residents, 

Native 
American 

% 
residents, 
Hispanic 

% residents, 
asian/pacific 

islander 

Clark's Corner 
DSHA022
8 DE004000016 Kent 70 9.48% 90.05% 0% 1.42% 0% 

Clark's Corner Annex 
DSHA022
9 DE004000016 Kent 70 9.48% 90.05% 0% 1.42% 0% 

Liberty Court Phase I & 
Liberty Court Phase II 

DSHA020
5 DE004000012 Kent 100 20% 75.91% 1.82% 3.64% .45% 

McLane Gardens 
DSHA022
1 DE004000005 Kent 50 18.71% 79.86% .72% 3.6% .72% 

McLane Gardens Annex 
DSHA022
2 DE004000005 Kent 50 18.71% 79.86% .72% 3.6% .72% 

Mifflin Meadows 
DSHA021
9 DE004000003 Kent 54 16.33% 84.18% 0% 9.69% 0% 

Peach Circle 
DSHA023
1 DE004000019 Kent 56 53.33% 45% 0% 3.33% 0% 

Scattered Site-Home 
Ownership 

DSHA022
4 DE004000011 Kent 4 0% 100% 0% 0% 0% 

Scattered Sites-Rental 
DSHA022
7 DE004000015 Kent 6 27.27% 72.73% 0% 0% 0% 

Holly Square 
DSHA023
0 DE004000019 

New 
Castle 56 53.33% 45% 0% 3.33% 0% 

Burton Village 
DSHA022
0 DE004000004 Sussex 51 33.93% 61.9% 0% 0% 0% 

Hickory Tree Phase I 
DSHA022
5 DE004000013 Sussex 55 32.5% 69.38% 0% 1.25% 0% 

Hickory Tree Phase II 
DSHA022
6 DE004000013 Sussex 55 32.5% 69.38% 0% 1.25% 0% 

Laverty Lane 
DSHA022
3 DE004000008 Sussex 50 16.81% 74.79% 0% 0% 2.52% 
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Development Name 

% 
household 
members, 
disabled 

% 
household 
members, 

elderly 

% 
household 
members, 

family 

% 
White, 
tract 

% 
Black, 
tract 

% Native 
American, 

tract 

% 
asian/pacific 

islander, 
tract 

% 
Hispanic, 

tract 
Clark's Corner 47.14% 0% 67.14% 72.69% 20.51% .82% 1.53% 4.36% 
Clark's Corner Annex 47.14% 0% 67.14% 72.69% 20.51% .82% 1.53% 4.36% 
Liberty Court Phase I & 
Liberty Court Phase II 62% 0% 58% 54.56% 35.86% .85% 4.25% 4.21% 
McLane Gardens 54% 0% 62% 59.7% 31.87% .72% 1.99% 5.2% 
McLane Gardens Annex 54% 0% 62% 59.7% 31.87% .72% 1.99% 5.2% 
Mifflin Meadows 42.59% 0% 72.22% 63.1% 26.92% .74% 2.88% 6.1% 
Peach Circle 44.64% 100% 0% 69.87% 22.08% .67% .97% 6.19% 
Scattered Site-Home 
Ownership 50% 0% 50% 72.49% 18.66% .81% 2.33% 5.51% 
Scattered Sites-Rental 33.33% 0% 33.33% 76.93% 14.36% .91% 2.35% 5.27% 
Holly Square 44.64% 100% 0% 73.07% 19.06% .31% 2.14% 5.25% 
Burton Village 41.18% 0% 78.43% 81.78% 10.21% .47% 1.95% 5.38% 
Hickory Tree Phase I 21.82% 0% 69.09% 55.67% 16.69% .25% 2.4% 24.99% 
Hickory Tree Phase II 21.82% 0% 69.09% 55.67% 16.69% .25% 2.4% 24.99% 
Laverty Lane 54% 0% 58% 70.78% 19.5% .9% .71% 8.1% 
Note 1: Data provided by DSHA; Note 2: Statistics in table are computed for Development Codes. 

 
LIHTC developments in the state that either serve families or the elderly are on average located in Census tracts in which the largest share of 
residents are White. For both, the average Black neighborhood share is second highest. By contrast, the two LIHTC developments in the state 
devoted to persons with disabilities are located in tracts with an average Black share of 52.16%. Project-Based Section 8 developments serving 
families are located in Census tracts with similar statewide average shares of Blacks and Whites: 45% Whites and 43% Blacks. However, Project-
Based Section 8 developments devoted to the elderly are located in tracts that are on average heavily White (52.2%). Other Multifamily 
developments, whether for the elderly or disabled, are most often located in Census tracts in which the largest average share of residents is White and 
the second highest share is Black. Note that these statewide averages mask variability occurring in various locations in the state. 
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New Castle County (outside of Wilmington) 
Table 4b - Demographics of Publicly Supported Housing Developments, by Program Category 

New Castle County, DE 
Public Housing 

Develop
ment 
Name 

PHA 
Code PHA Name  Units White Black Hispanic Asian 

HHs w/ 
Children Tract 

Tract 
White  

Tract 
Black  

Tract 
Asian  

Tract 
Hispanic  

 Tract 
Poverty 

Rate 
George 
Reed 
Village DE003 

Newark 
Housing 
Authority 56 41% 55% 4% N/a 27% 

10003
01450

2 85% 4% 4% 5% 70% 
Project-Based Section 8 

Developme
nt Name 

PHA 
Code PHA Name  Units White Black Hispanic Asian 

HHs w/ 
Children Tract 

Tract 
White  

Tract 
Black  

Tract 
Asian  

Tract 
Hispanic  

 Tract 
Poverty 

Rate 
Main 
Towers 
Apartments N/a N/a 150 73% 13% 10% 4% N/a 

10003
01450

1 85% 4% 3% 5% 67% 
Woodmont 
Garden 
Apartments N/a N/a 18 67% 33% 0% N/a N/a 

10003
01430

0 83% 6% 5% 4% 12% 
Carleton 
Preservation 
Assoc N/a N/a 100 13% 64% 23% 1% 60% 

10003
01410

0 59% 25% 2% 10% 7% 
Chelten 
Apartments 
Associates, 
Lp N/a N/a 120 49% 41% 8% 2% N/a 

10003
01490

8 25% 57% 4% 9% 10% 
Riverview 
Apartments 
038 N/a N/a 41 19% 55% 24% N/a 76% 

10003
01050

2 77% 14% 4% 4% 7% 

Carrington 
Way N/a N/a 165 18% 59% 23% N/a 65% 

10003
01410

0 59% 25% 2% 10% 7% 
Marrows 
Court 
Apartments N/a N/a 50 67% 20% 14% N/a N/a 

10003
01470

3 64% 14% 3% 15% 10% 

Marydale N/a N/a 108 85% 14% 1% N/a N/a 

10003
01470

5 68% 16% 4% 9% 6% 
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Middletown 
Associates, 
L.P. N/a N/a 65 27% 65% 7% 2% 43% 

10003
01660

4 58% 27% 4% 8% 7% 

Lakewood N/a N/a 42 13% 84% 3% N/a 74% 

10003
01660

4 58% 27% 4% 8% 7% 

Cheltenham 
Village N/a N/a 100 9% 79% 6% 4% 78% 

10003
01490

7 42% 41% 3% 11% 13% 

Liberty 
Terrace N/a N/a 108 61% 32% 4% 3% N/a 

10003
01490

7 42% 41% 3% 11% 13% 
Spencer 
Preservation 
Associates, 
Ll N/a N/a 72 27% 66% 7% N/a 80% 

10003
01490

8 25% 57% 4% 9% 10% 
Stoneybroo
k 
Preservation 
Assoc.,Llc N/a N/a 145 28% 57% 11% 3% 77% 

10003
01010

1 37% 43% 6% 11% 16% 

Woodlea 
Apartments N/a N/a 102 85% 3% 4% 8% N/a 

10003
01360

7 74% 6% 11% 6% 3% 
B'Nai 
B'Rith 
House N/a N/a 208 71% 26% 1% 2% N/a 

10003
01010

1 37% 43% 6% 11% 16% 
Wilton Club 
Associates, 
L.P. N/a N/a 7 N/a N/a N/a N/a N/a 

10003
01490

8 25% 57% 4% 9% 10% 
Other Multifamily Housing 

Development 
Name 

PHA 
Code 

PHA 
Name 

 
Units White Black Hispanic Asian 

HHs w/ 
Children Tract 

Tract 
White  

Tract 
Black  

Tract 
Asian  

Tract 
Hispanic  

 Tract 
Poverty 

Rate 

Dima Iv, Inc. N/a N/a 18 65% 35% 0% N/a N/a 
1000301

3611 78% 8% 7% 5% 3% 

Arc Hud Ii, Inc. N/a N/a 17 79% 21% 0% N/a N/a 
1000301

4300 83% 6% 5% 4% 12% 

Dima Vii, Inc. N/a N/a 13 55% 36% 0% 9% N/a 
1000301

3100 73% 7% 2% 16% 7% 

Arc Of Hud Iii N/a N/a 16 92% 8% 0% N/a N/a 
1000301

1300 88% 6% 4% 1% 1% 

Arc Hud Iv, Inc. N/a N/a 14 83% 8% 8% N/a N/a 
1000301

3800 61% 13% 17% 7% 4% 
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Arc Hud V, Inc. N/a N/a 8 N/a N/a N/a N/a N/a 
1000301

2200 60% 14% 1% 24% 11% 

Arc Hud Vi, Inc. N/a N/a 12 100% N/a 0% N/a N/a 
1000301

4402 73% 6% 14% 4% 24% 

Arc Hud Vii, Inc. N/a N/a 12 N/a N/a N/a N/a N/a 
1000301

3613 81% 6% 8% 4% 2% 
Arc Hud Viii, 
Inc. N/a N/a 12 N/a N/a N/a N/a N/a 

1000301
6804 72% 20% 2% 4% 3% 

Llangollen Hope 
House N/a N/a 4 N/a N/a N/a N/a N/a 

1000301
6305 32% 50% 6% 9% 9% 

Black Diamond 
Hope House N/a N/a 6 N/a N/a N/a N/a N/a 

1000301
6904 56% 42% 0% 1% 5% 

Dima Vi, Inc. N/a N/a 20 72% 28% 0% N/a N/a 
1000301

1600 87% 3% 5% 4% 4% 

Dima I, Inc. N/a N/a 12 58% 42% 0% N/a N/a 
1000301

1300 88% 6% 4% 1% 1% 
 

Note 1: For LIHTC properties, this information will be supplied by local knowledge; Note 2: Percentages may not add to 100 due to rounding 
error; Note 3: Data Sources: APSH; Note 4: Refer to the Data Documentation for details (https://www.hudexchange.info/resource/4848/affh-data-
documentation/). 

 
According to the Delaware Preservation Inventory, there are 18 LIHTC developments in New Castle County (but outside of Wilmington) that serve 
families. These developments are located in tracts with an average White share of 51.8% and an average Black share of 33.5%. There are no LIHTC 
developments serving the elderly or disabled in New Castle (outside of Wilmington). The nine Project-Based Section 8 developments in New Castle 
(outside of Wilmington) serving families are located in tracts with average White shares of 53.3% and average Black shares of 31.6%. Similarly, 
Project-Based Section 8 developments serving the elderly are on average located in tracts with 54.5% Whites and 29.5% Blacks. There are no 
Project-Based Section 8 developments serving the disabled in New Castle (outside of Wilmington). There is one Other Multifamily development 
serving the elderly, which is located in a predominantly White tract (68.2%). There is also one Other Multifamily development serving the disabled, 
in a predominantly White tract (83.2%). According to table 4b, 27% of the units in the George Reed Village public housing development are 
households with children, and this development is in a census tract that is 85% White. Table 5 shows that there is one public housing development 
managed by DSHA that serves the elderly (100% share of residents). This development is in a tract that is 73% White. 
 
  

https://www.hudexchange.info/resource/4848/affh-data-documentation/
https://www.hudexchange.info/resource/4848/affh-data-documentation/
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Kent County 
 

Table 4c - Demographics of Publicly Supported Housing Developments, by Program Category 

Kent County, DE 
Public Housing 

Development 
Name 

PHA 
Code 

PHA 
Name  Units White Black Hispanic Asian 

HHs w/ 
Children Tract 

Tract 
White  

Tract 
Black  

Tract 
Asian  

Tract 
Hispanic  

 Tract 
Poverty 

Rate 
DERBY 
ESTATES/Pha
se I 

DE00
2 

Dover 
Housing 
Authority 6 N/a N/a N/a N/a N/a 

10001040
700 55% 34% 4% 4% 16% 

Peach Circle 
& Holly 
Square 

DE00
4 

Delaware 
State 
Housing 
Authority 56 56% 41% 4% N/a N/a 

10001040
201 70% 20% 1% 6% 6% 

MIFFLIN 
MEADOWS 

DE00
4 

Delaware 
State 
Housing 
Authority 54 12% 83% 6% N/a 75% 

10001042
201 63% 24% 2% 6% 16% 

SCATTERED 
SITE KENT 
CO 

DE00
4 

Delaware 
State 
Housing 
Authority 9 N/a N/a N/a N/a N/a 

10001042
500 40% 37% 1% 18% 19% 

MANCHEST
ER SQUARE 

DE00
2 

Dover 
Housing 
Authority 113 12% 83% 5% N/a 77% 

10001040
501 44% 40% 3% 8% 23% 

Scattered Sites 
DE00
4 

Delaware 
State 
Housing 
Authority 5 N/a N/a N/a N/a N/a 

10001042
202 72% 17% 2% 6% 12% 

Clark's Corner 
& Clarks 
Corner Annex 

DE00
4 

Delaware 
State 
Housing 
Authority 70 16% 81% 3% N/a 81% 

10001043
000 73% 19% 1% 4% 14% 

QUEEN 
MANOR 
APTS 

DE00
2 

Dover 
Housing 
Authority 50 11% 87% 2% N/a N/a 

10001041
400 36% 50% 2% 8% 27% 

SENATE 
VIEW 

DE00
2 

Dover 
Housing 
Authority 117 11% 83% 6% N/a 82% 

10001041
300 44% 43% 1% 7% 44% 
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Scattered Site 
II 

DE00
2 

Dover 
Housing 
Authority 3 N/a N/a N/a N/a N/a 

10001043
300 34% 56% 1% 6% 14% 

 

Project-Based Section 8 

Development 
Name 

PHA 
Code 

PHA 
Name  Units White Black Hispanic Asian 

HHs w/ 
Children Tract 

Tract 
White  

Tract 
Black  

Tract 
Asian  

Tract 
Hispanic  

 Tract 
Poverty 

Rate 
LUTHER 
TOWERS II N/a N/a 50 47% 51% 0% N/a N/a 

100010
40900 66% 24% 2% 5% 20% 

ACADEMY 
APARTMENTS N/a N/a 11 9% 82% 9% N/a 27% 

100010
42500 40% 37% 1% 18% 19% 

SILVER LAKE 
ESTATES, L.P. N/a N/a 146 46% 50% 3% N/a 20% 

100010
42500 40% 37% 1% 18% 19% 

BRIGHTWAY 
COMMONS N/a N/a 76 4% 91% 4% 1% 63% 

100010
42500 40% 37% 1% 18% 19% 

CAPITOL 
GREEN 
HOUSING 
CORPORATIO
N N/a N/a 132 4% 88% 8% N/a 87% 

100010
41300 44% 43% 1% 7% 44% 

LUTHER 
TOWERS I N/a N/a 148 72% 24% 2% 1% N/a 

100010
40900 66% 24% 2% 5% 20% 

A & I 
HOUSING, INC N/a N/a 24 83% 17% 0% N/a N/a 

100010
42500 40% 37% 1% 18% 19% 

WHATCOAT 
COMMUNITY 
DEVELOPMEN
T, INC N/a N/a 45 13% 79% 8% N/a 68% 

100010
43300 34% 56% 1% 6% 14% 

 

Other Multifamily Housing 

Development 
Name 

PHA 
Code 

PHA 
Name  Units White Black Hispanic Asian 

HHs w/ 
Children Tract 

Tract 
White  

Tract 
Black  

Tract 
Asian  

Tract 
Hispanic  

 Tract 
Poverty 

Rate 
KENCREST 
HOUSING DE 02 N/a N/a 15 67% 20% 7% 7% N/a 10001040700 55% 34% 4% 4% 16% 
DIMA IX, INC. N/a N/a 12 73% 18% 9% N/a N/a 10001040700 55% 34% 4% 4% 16% 
KENCREST 
HOUSING DE 03 N/a N/a 9 N/a N/a N/a N/a N/a 10001041701 66% 21% 4% 5% 8% 
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LUTHER 
TOWERS IV N/a N/a 44 67% 20% 9% 2% N/a 10001040900 66% 24% 2% 5% 20% 
LUTHER 
TOWERS III N/a N/a 49 71% 21% 2% 6% N/a 10001040900 66% 24% 2% 5% 20% 
LUTHER 
VILLAGE I OF 
DOVER N/a N/a 68 48% 43% 6% 3% N/a 10001041000 45% 37% 3% 12% 11% 
LUTHER 
VILLAGE II N/a N/a 32 44% 38% 9% 6% N/a 10001041000 45% 37% 3% 12% 11% 

 
Note 1: For LIHTC properties, this information will be supplied by local knowledge; Note 2: Percentages may not add to 100 due to rounding 
error; Note 3: Data Sources: APSH; Note 4: Refer to the Data Documentation for details (https://www.hudexchange.info/resource/4848/affh-data-
documentation/). 

 
Table 5 lists public housing developments owned and managed by the Delaware State Housing Authority146. The three DSHA developments in Kent 
County with over 50% of disabled household members are located in census tracts with an average White share of 62% and an average Black share 
of 29%. Table 5 also indicates that the public housing development in Kent County that serves the elderly (Peach Circle) is in a tract that is largely 
White (69.87%). The five DSHA developments in Kent County that have at least 50% of their household members in a family are in tract with an 
average White share of 64.5%. Table 4c further shows that there are two public housing developments managed by the Dover Housing Authority 
with high shares of households with children (Manchester and Senate View), and these two developments are both located in tracts with 
approximately equal shares of Whites and Blacks. From the Preservation Inventory, we learn that the 21 LIHTC developments in Kent County that 
serve families are located in tracts with an average White share of 55% and average Black share of 33%. The three elderly LIHTC developments in 
Kent County are in tracts with an average of 57% Whites. There are no LIHTC developments serving the disabled in Kent County, according to the 
Preservation Inventory. The five family Project-Based Section 8 developments in Kent County are in tracts with a higher average share of Blacks 
(48%) than Whites (39%). The Project-Based Section 8 development serving the elderly is in a highly White tract (share of 66%). There are no 
Project-Based Section 8 developments in Kent County serving the disabled. The five Other Multifamily developments serving the elderly are in tracts 
that are largely White (average share of 58%). The Other Multifamily development serving the disabled is in a tract with about 40% of both Whites 
and Blacks.  
 
  

                                                           
146 There are several DSHA owned public housing developments in Kent County and listed in Table 5 (i.e. in the data provided by DSHA) that are not present in 
the data provided by HUD via the AFFH data and mapping tool (table 4c): McLane Gardens/McLane Gardens Annex and Liberty Court. DSHA designates Liberty 
Court as RAD converted to PBV. 

https://www.hudexchange.info/resource/4848/affh-data-documentation/
https://www.hudexchange.info/resource/4848/affh-data-documentation/
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Sussex County 
 

Table 4d - Demographics of Publicly Supported Housing Developments, by Program Category 
Sussex County, DE 

Public Housing 

Development 
Name 

PHA 
Code 

PHA 
Name  Units White Black Hispanic Asian 

HHs w/ 
Children Tract 

Tract 
White  

Tract 
Black  

Tract 
Asian  

Tract 
Hispanic  

 Tract 
Poverty 

Rate 

LAVERTY 
LANE DE004 

Delaware 
State 
Housing 
Authority 50 19% 79% 0% 2% 75% 10005050301 71% 18% 0% 8% 15% 

 

Project-Based Section 8 

Development 
Name 

PHA 
Code 

PHA 
Name  Units White Black Hispanic Asian 

HHs w/ 
Children Tract 

Tract 
White  

Tract 
Black  

Tract 
Asian  

Tract 
Hispanic  

 Tract 
Poverty 

Rate 
LITTLE CREEK N/a N/a 71 9% 91% 0% N/a 74% 10005051802 58% 30% 1% 7% 22% 
LUTHER 
TOWERS OF 
MILTON N/a N/a 50 64% 34% 0% N/a N/a 10005050801 75% 12% 1% 9% 13% 
SEAFORD 
MEADOWS 
APARTMENTS N/a N/a 120 13% 82% 3% 2% 58% 10005050406 48% 36% 2% 11% 36% 
HULING COVE 
ANNEX N/a N/a 41 71% 24% 0% N/a N/a 10005050902 88% 6% 0% 3% 7% 
PARK ROYAL 
APARTMENTS N/a N/a 32 12% 78% 9% N/a 69% 10005050801 75% 12% 1% 9% 13% 
JEFFERSON I 883 N/a N/a 40 44% 54% 0% N/a 56% 10005050902 88% 6% 0% 3% 7% 
HOLLYBROOK II N/a N/a 24 32% 64% 5% N/a 41% 10005051801 77% 14% 1% 5% 11% 
BRANDYWINE 
APTS 850 N/a N/a 31 43% 57% 0% N/a N/a 10005050602 68% 18% 3% 8% 16% 
GEORGETOWN 
APARTMENTS N/a N/a 75 19% 59% 20% N/a 57% 10005050504 58% 21% 1% 19% 17% 
HULING COVE N/a N/a 24 95% 5% 0% N/a N/a 10005050902 88% 6% 0% 3% 7% 
CHANDLER 
HEIGHTS 
APARTMENTS N/a N/a 88 15% 84% 1% N/a 55% 10005050406 48% 36% 2% 11% 36% 
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MILLSBORO 
VILLAGE I N/a N/a 50 8% 92% 0% N/a 83% 10005050602 68% 18% 3% 8% 16% 
CARVEL 
GARDENS 
ASSOCIATES, 
LLC N/a N/a 100 19% 71% 9% N/a 79% 10005051801 77% 14% 1% 5% 11% 

 

Other Multifamily Housing 

Development 
Name 

PHA 
Code 

PHA 
Name  Units White Black Hispanic Asian 

HHs w/ 
Children Tract 

Tract 
White  

Tract 
Black  

Tract 
Asian  

Tract 
Hispanic  

 Tract 
Poverty 

Rate 
DIMA X, INC. N/a N/a 10 N/a N/a N/a N/a N/a 10005050104 66% 13% 0% 19% 20% 
DIMA V, INC. N/a N/a 12 83% 17% 0% N/a N/a 10005050104 66% 13% 0% 19% 20% 
SEAFORD 
NEIGHBORHOOD N/a N/a 5 N/a N/a N/a N/a N/a 10005050405 76% 15% 2% 5% 11% 
LAUREL 
COMMONS N/a N/a 21 90% 5% 5% N/a N/a 10005051802 58% 30% 1% 7% 22% 
HOMES FOR 
LAUREL II INC. N/a N/a 20 90% 10% 0% N/a N/a 10005051802 58% 30% 1% 7% 22% 
ARC HUD I, INC. N/a N/a 13 82% 18% 0% N/a N/a 10005050803 86% 7% 1% 3% 12% 
PEACH TREE 
ACRES INC N/a N/a 20 95% 5% 0% N/a N/a 10005050802 77% 14% 1% 6% 5% 
VIRGINIA CREST 
VILLAGE N/a N/a 27 44% 48% 4% N/a N/a 10005050406 48% 36% 2% 11% 36% 
SPINNAKER 
LANE 
SUPPORTED 
LIVIN N/a N/a 2 N/a N/a N/a N/a N/a 10005050801 75% 12% 1% 9% 13% 
 
Note 1: For LIHTC properties, this information will be supplied by local knowledge; Note 2: Percentages may not add to 100 due to rounding 
error; Note 3: Data Sources: APSH; Note 4: Refer to the Data Documentation for details (https://www.hudexchange.info/resource/4848/affh-data-
documentation/). 

 
Table 5 also provides demographic information about DSHA-owned public housing developments in Sussex County.147 The one public housing 
development with over 50% of disabled household members (Laverty Lane) is located in a tract that is 71% White and about 20% Black. All three 

                                                           
147 There are several DSHA owned public housing developments in Sussex County and listed in Table 5 (i.e. in the data provided by DSHA) that are not present in 
the data provided by HUD via the AFFH data and mapping tool (table 4d): Burton Village and Hickory Tree. 

https://www.hudexchange.info/resource/4848/affh-data-documentation/
https://www.hudexchange.info/resource/4848/affh-data-documentation/
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public housing developments serve mostly families, and all three are in mostly White tracts. Turning to the Preservation Inventory, we find that the 
18 family LIHTC developments that are in Sussex County are in heavily White census tracts, i.e. with an average White share of about 72%. The 
eight elderly-serving LIHTC developments are in tracts with an average White share of 66%. And, according to the Inventory, there are no disabled-
serving LIHTC developments in the county. In terms of Project-Based Section 8 in the county, the eight family-serving developments are in very 
White tracts (average share of 68%), as are the three elderly-serving developments (average White share of 81%). There are only elderly-serving 
Other Multifamily developments in Sussex County, and these four developments are in tracts with an average White share of 60%.  
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Wilmington 
 

Table 4e - Demographics of Publicly Supported Housing Developments, by Program Category 
Wilmington, DE 
Public Housing 

Development 
Name 

PHA 
Code PHA Name  Units White Black Hispanic Asian 

HHs w/ 
Children Tract 

Tract 
White  

Tract 
Black  

Tract 
Asian  

Tract 
Hispanic  

 Tract 
Poverty 

Rate 

Crestview 
Apts DE001 

Wilmington 
Housing 
Authority 189 7% 88% 5% 1% 19% 10003000602 6% 87% 0% 3% 34% 

Baynard Apts DE001 

Wilmington 
Housing 
Authority 113 6% 85% 8% 1% N/a 10003000400 42% 49% 1% 5% 19% 

Scattered 
Sites North DE001 

Wilmington 
Housing 
Authority 122 2% 90% 8% N/a 66% 10003000200 16% 77% 1% 3% 17% 

New Village 
Of Eastlake DE001 

Wilmington 
Housing 
Authority 70 1% 99% 0% N/a 71% 10003000601 6% 88% 0% 5% 29% 

Mid City DE001 

Wilmington 
Housing 
Authority 330 4% 90% 6% N/a 7% 10003002900 4% 89% 0% 5% 54% 

Scattered 
Sites South DE001 

Wilmington 
Housing 
Authority 141 2% 89% 7% N/a 73% 10003001600 16% 69% 0% 12% 24% 

22nd And 
Heald Street DE001 

Wilmington 
Housing 
Authority 12 N/a N/a N/a N/a N/a 10003000601 6% 88% 3% 5% 12% 

Lincoln 
Tower Mixed 
Finance 
Development DE001 

Wilmington 
Housing 
Authority 65 20% 68% 12% N/a N/a 10003001100 78% 15% 3% 3% 29% 

Southbridge DE001 

Wilmington 
Housing 
Authority 181 3% 92% 5% N/a 71% 10003001902 19% 70% 0% 6% 53% 

Northeast DE001 

Wilmington 
Housing 
Authority 295 5% 90% 4% N/a 80% 10003003002 17% 75% 3% 7% 12% 
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Project-Based Section 8 

Development 
Name 

PHA 
Code 

PHA 
Name  Units White Black Hispanic Asian 

HHs w/ 
Children Tract 

Tract 
White  

Tract 
Black  

Tract 
Asian  

Tract 
Hispanic  

 Tract 
Poverty 

Rate 
Bethel Villa 
Associates N/a N/a 150 0% 95% 5% N/a 71% 10003002900 4% 89% 0% 5% 54% 
Clayton Court 
Llp N/a N/a 72 1% 51% 48% N/a 58% 10003002300 9% 52% 0% 37% 25% 
Compton Park 
Apartments N/a N/a 55 2% 94% 4% N/a 48% 10003002900 4% 89% 0% 5% 54% 
New Compton 
Towne 
Associates, 
L.P. N/a N/a 76 3% 94% 3% N/a 84% 10003002900 4% 89% 0% 5% 54% 
Herring 
Manor N/a N/a 40 11% 84% 5% N/a 3% 10003000602 6% 87% 0% 3% 34% 
Ingleside 
Retirement 
Apartments N/a N/a 160 84% 12% 1% 4% N/a 10003001500 40% 48% 1% 9% 26% 
King Plaza N/a N/a 23 0% 100% 0% N/a 59% 10003000602 6% 87% 0% 3% 34% 
Buford 
Manlove N/a N/a 40 7% 83% 7% 2% N/a 10003001600 16% 69% 0% 12% 24% 
Maplewood 
Housing For 
The Elderly N/a N/a 51 70% 26% 2% 2% N/a 10003002500 47% 26% 1% 25% 13% 
West Center 
Village N/a N/a 55 4% 85% 9% 2% 61% 10003001600 16% 69% 0% 12% 24% 
West Center 
Place Lp N/a N/a 56 0% 94% 6% N/a 75% 10003001600 16% 69% 0% 12% 24% 
Monroe 
Terrace N/a N/a 35 3% 74% 24% N/a 77% 10003001600 16% 69% 0% 12% 24% 
Luther 
Towers Ii N/a N/a 136 41% 50% 7% 1% N/a 10003001100 78% 15% 3% 3% 12% 
Quaker Hill 
Place 
Apartments N/a N/a 150 11% 38% 38% 13% 1% 10003002100 5% 77% 2% 14% 45% 
Antonian N/a N/a 136 82% 15% 2% 2% N/a 10003001400 55% 30% 1% 12% 12% 
Terry 
Apartments N/a N/a 159 34% 59% 7% N/a 1% 10003000400 42% 49% 1% 5% 19% 
New Windsor 
Apartments 
Associates, N/a N/a 169 13% 76% 8% 3% N/a 10003002900 4% 89% 0% 5% 54% 
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Christiana 
Village 
(Asbury) N/a N/a 33 3% 94% 3% N/a 67% 10003002800 38% 51% 2% 6% 21% 
Christiana 
Village 
(Westtown) N/a N/a 44 14% 82% 5% N/a 59% 10003002800 38% 51% 2% 6% 21% 

 

Other Multifamily Housing 

Development 
Name 

PHA 
Code PHA Name  Units White Black Hispanic Asian 

HHs w/ 
Children Tract 

Tract 
White  

Tract 
Black  

Tract 
Asian  

Tract 
Hispanic  

 Tract 
Poverty 

Rate 
Dima Ii, Inc. N/a N/a 13 62% 31% 0% N/a N/a 10003002500 47% 26% 1% 25% 13% 
Dima Iii, Inc. N/a N/a 12 100% N/a 0% N/a N/a 10003001600 16% 69% 0% 12% 24% 
Sacred Heart 
Village N/a N/a 77 10% 86% 3% N/a N/a 10003001600 16% 69% 0% 12% 24% 
West St 
Commons N/a N/a 6 N/a N/a N/a N/a N/a 10003001600 16% 69% 0% 12% 24% 
Dima Viii, 
Inc. N/a N/a 21 86% 9% 0% 5% N/a 10003002400 43% 37% 1% 17% 16% 
Garrett House N/a N/a 7 N/a N/a N/a N/a N/a 10003002100 5% 77% 2% 14% 45% 
Mother Teresa 
House N/a N/a 6 N/a N/a N/a N/a N/a 10003002900 4% 89% 0% 5% 54% 

 
Note 1: For LIHTC properties, this information will be supplied by local knowledge; Note 2: Percentages may not add to 100 due to rounding 
error; Note 3: Data Sources: APSH; Note 4: Refer to the Data Documentation for details (https://www.hudexchange.info/resource/4848/affh-data-
documentation/). 

 
Table 4e indicates that the five public developments in Wilmington with at least 50% of their households with children are located in tracts with and 
average Black share of 76% and an average poverty rate of 30%. The Preservation Inventory gives demographic data for LIHTC, Project-Based 
Section 8 and Other Multifamily developments. The 14 family-serving LIHTC developments in Wilmington are located in heavily Black tracts, with 
an average Black share of 65%. Similarly, the two disabled-serving LIHTC developments are in tracts with an average Black share of 52%. By 
contrast, the two elderly-serving LIHTC developments are in mostly White neighborhoods (average White share of 60%). The 8 family-serving 
Project-Based Section 8 developments are in predominantly Black tracts (average Black share of 76%), as are the five elderly-serving developments 
(average Black tract share of 60%). According to the Inventory, there are no elderly-serving Project-Based Section 8 developments in Wilmington. 
Other Multifamily developments are also in mostly Black neighborhoods: the seven elderly-serving developments are in tracts that are 51% Black on 
average, while the one disabled-serving development is in a tract with 70% Black residents. 
 

https://www.hudexchange.info/resource/4848/affh-data-documentation/
https://www.hudexchange.info/resource/4848/affh-data-documentation/
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Newark  
 

Table 4f - Demographics of Publicly Supported Housing Developments, by Program Category 
Newark, DE 

Public Housing 

Development 
Name 

PHA 
Code 

PHA 
Name  Units White Black Hispanic Asian 

HHs w/ 
Children Tract 

Tract 
White  

Tract 
Black  

Tract 
Asian  

Tract 
Hispanic  

 Tract 
Poverty 

Rate 
GEORGE 
REED 
VILLAGE DE003 

Newark 
Housing 
Authority 56 41% 55% 4% N/a 27% 10003014502 85% 4% 4% 5% 69% 

 

Project-Based Section 8 

Development 
Name 

PHA 
Code 

PHA 
Name  Units White Black Hispanic Asian 

HHs w/ 
Children Tract 

Tract 
White  

Tract 
Black  

Tract 
Asian  

Tract 
Hispanic  

 Tract 
Poverty 

Rate 
MAIN TOWERS 
APARTMENTS   150 73% 13% 10% 4% N/a 10003014501 85% 4% 3% 5% 67% 
MARROWS 
COURT 
APARTMENTS   50 67% 20% 14% N/a N/a 10003014703 64% 14% 3% 15% 10% 
WOODMONT 
GARDEN 
APARTMENTS   18 67% 33% 0% N/a N/a 10003014300 83% 6% 5% 4% 12% 

 

Other Multifamily Housing 

Development 
Name 

PHA 
Code 

PHA 
Name 

 
Units White Black Hispanic Asian 

HHs w/ 
Children Tract 

Tract 
White  

Tract 
Black  

Tract 
Asian  

Tract 
Hispanic  

 Tract 
Poverty 

Rate 
ARC HUD VI, 
INC.   12 100% N/a 0% N/a N/a 10003014402 73% 6% 14% 4% 24% 
ARC HUD II, 
INC.   17 79% 21% 0% N/a N/a 10003014300 83% 6% 5% 4% 12% 

 
Note 1: For LIHTC properties, this information will be supplied by local knowledge; Note 2: Percentages may not add to 100 due 
to rounding error; Note 3: Data Sources: APSH; Note 4: Refer to the Data Documentation for details 
(https://www.hudexchange.info/resource/4848/affh-data-documentation/). 

https://www.hudexchange.info/resource/4848/affh-data-documentation/
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Using data provided from the Newark Housing Authority, as of April 5, 2019, 37 out of 89 public housing residents (42%) in 52 occupied units were 
elderly and 24 of 89 (27%) were disabled. These units are located in three predominantly White tracts, including the George Reed development 
which is located in a tract with a White share of 85% (see table 4f). Only 27% of these public housing units have children. The Preservation 
Inventory shows that the two family-serving LIHTC developments are in heavily White tracts with an average White share of 78%. There are no 
elderly or disabled-serving LIHTC developments in Newark, according to the inventory. The two elderly-serving Project-Based Section 8 
developments are in White tracts (average White share of 75%). There are no family or disabled-serving Project-Based Section 8 developments in 
Newark. There is one Other Multifamily development in Newark that serves disabled residents, according to the Inventory. This development is 
located in a tract with a White share of 83%. 
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Dover 
 

Table 4g - Demographics of Publicly Supported Housing Developments, by Program Category 
Dover, DE 

Public Housing 

Development 
Name 

PHA 
Code 

PHA 
Name 

 
Units White Black Hispanic Asian 

HHs w/ 
Children Tract 

Tract 
White  

Tract 
Black  

Tract 
Asian  

Tract 
Hispanic  

 Tract 
Poverty 

Rate 

QUEEN 
MANOR APTS DE002 

Dover 
Housing 
Authority 50 11% 87% 2% N/a N/a 10001041400 36% 50% 2% 8% 27% 

SENATE VIEW DE002 

Dover 
Housing 
Authority 117 11% 83% 6% N/a 82% 10001041300 44% 43% 1% 7% 44% 

MANCHESTER 
SQUARE DE002 

Dover 
Housing 
Authority 113 12% 83% 5% N/a 77% 10001041000 45% 37% 3% 12% 11% 

Scattered Site II DE002 

Dover 
Housing 
Authority 3 N/a N/a N/a N/a N/a 10001043300 34% 56% 1% 6% 14% 

DERBY 
ESTATES/Phase 
I DE002 

Dover 
Housing 
Authority 6 N/a N/a N/a N/a N/a 10001040501 44% 40% 3% 8% 23% 

 

Project-Based Section 8 

Development Name 
PHA 
Code 

PHA 
Name  Units White Black Hispanic Asian 

HHs w/ 
Children Tract 

Tract 
White  

Tract 
Black  

Tract 
Asian  

Tract 
Hispanic  

 Tract 
Poverty 

Rate 
LUTHER TOWERS II N/a N/a 50 47% 51% 0% N/a N/a 10001040900 66% 24% 2% 5% 20% 
CAPITOL GREEN 
HOUSING 
CORPORATION N/a N/a 132 4% 88% 8% N/a 87% 10001041300 44% 43% 1% 7% 44% 
WHATCOAT 
COMMUNITY 
DEVELOPMENT, INC N/a N/a 45 13% 79% 8% N/a 68% 10001043300 34% 56% 1% 6% 14% 
LUTHER TOWERS I N/a N/a 148 72% 24% 2% 1% N/a 10001040900 66% 24% 2% 5% 20% 
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Other Multifamily Housing 

Development 
Name PHA Code 

PHA 
Name 

 
Units White Black Hispanic Asian 

HHs w/ 
Children Tract 

Tract 
White  

Tract 
Black  

Tract 
Asian  

Tract 
Hispanic  

 Tract 
Poverty 

Rate 
KENCREST 
HOUSING DE 02 N/a N/a 15 67% 20% 7% 7% N/a 10001040700 55% 34% 4% 4% 16% 
LUTHER 
VILLAGE II N/a N/a 32 44% 38% 9% 6% N/a 10001041000 45% 37% 3% 12% 11% 
LUTHER TOWERS 
III N/a N/a 49 71% 21% 2% 6% N/a 10001040900 66% 24% 2% 5% 20% 
LUTHER TOWERS 
IV N/a N/a 44 67% 20% 9% 2% N/a 10001040900 66% 24% 2% 5% 20% 
LUTHER 
VILLAGE I OF 
DOVER N/a N/a 68 48% 43% 6% 3% N/a 10001041000 45% 37% 3% 12% 11% 
DIMA IX, INC. N/a N/a 12 73% 18% 9% N/a N/a 10001040700 55% 34% 4% 4% 16% 

 
Note 1: For LIHTC properties, this information will be supplied by local knowledge; Note 2: Percentages may not add to 100 due to rounding 
error; Note 3: Data Sources: APSH; Note 4: Refer to the Data Documentation for details (https://www.hudexchange.info/resource/4848/affh-data-
documentation/). 

https://www.hudexchange.info/resource/4848/affh-data-documentation/
https://www.hudexchange.info/resource/4848/affh-data-documentation/
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Information provided directly from the Dover Housing Authority indicates that there is not a 
high concentration of the elderly or disabled in any public housing site except for Queen Manor, 
in which approximately 50% of the residents are elderly. Table 4g shows that Queen Manor is 
located in a census tract that has a poverty rate of 27% and is 50% Black (versus 36% White). 
Table 4g also shows that only two public housing developments have considerable shares of 
households with children (Senate View and Manchester Square), and each are located in tracts 
with approximately equal shares of White and Black residents. As above, the Preservation 
Inventory gives development-level demographic data for LIHTC, Project-Based Section 8 and 
Other Multifamily. The eleven family LIHTC developments are in tracts with an average White 
share of 49% and an average Black share of 40%. The elderly-serving LIHTC development in 
Dover is located in a tract that is 52% Black and 36% White. The three family-serving Project-
Based Section 8 developments are also located in mostly Black tracts, with an average Black 
share of 54% and an average White share of 37%. The sole elderly-serving Project-Based 
Section 8 development is in a heavily White tract (i.e. White share of 66%). Finally, there are 
only elderly-serving Other Multifamily developments in Dover, and these are located in 
neighborhoods with an average White share of almost 58%.    
 

viii. How does the demographic composition of occupants of publicly supported housing 
in R/ECAPS compare to the demographic composition of occupants of publicly 
supported housing outside of R/ECAPs in the jurisdiction and region? 

  
Delaware (State) 
Table 3a shows that three of the four types of PSH have units in racially or ethnically 
concentrated areas of poverty (R/ECAPs): public housing, Project-Based Section 8, and HCVs. 
The demographic composition of public housing is roughly similar between Census tracts that 
qualify as R/ECAPS and non-R/ECAP tracts. To begin, about 37 percent of public housing 
statewide is located in R/ECAPs. The Black share of public housing in R/ECAP tracts is slightly 
higher than the Black share in non-R/ECAP tracts. Similarly, the share of public housing 
members with disabilities is about 8 points higher in R/ECAPs than in non-R/ECAPs. The 
elderly actually make up a smaller share of public housing units in R/ECAPs than in non-
R/ECAP neighborhoods. The demographics of Project-Based Section 8 units are more dissimilar 
between R/ECAPs and non-R/ECAP tracts. First, about 16 percent of Project-Based Section 8 
units are in R/ECAPs. Furthermore, whereas Whites comprise only about 6% of Project-Based 
Section 8 units in R/ECAPs, they account for fully 41% in non-R/ECAPs. By contrast, both 
Blacks and Hispanics are a larger share of Project-Based Section 8 units in R/ECAPs. Blacks 
account for 78% of Project-Based Section 8 units in R/ECAPs versus only 51% in non-
R/ECAPs. Similarly, Hispanics make up only 7% of Project-Based Section 8 in non-R/ECAPs, 
but are 13% in R/ECAP tracts. The share of Project-Based Section 8 units that are families with 
children is about 11 points higher in R/ECAPs than in non-RECAPs (42% vs 31%). Finally, 
lower shares of Project-Based Section 8 units are comprised of elderly residents in R/ECAPs 
than in non-R/ECAPs. The demographics of HCVs differ the most for Whites, Blacks, and the 
elderly. For instance, Whites account for only 4% of HCV households in R/ECAPs but 14% in 
non-R/ECAPs. By contrast, the share of Black HCV households rises to 93% in R/ECAP tracts, 
up from 79% in non-R/ECAPs. Lastly, once again the percentage of elderly HCV households is 
lower in R/ECAPs. 
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New Castle County (outside of Wilmington) 
Table 3b indicates that there are not any units of PSH in R/ECAPs in New Castle County. 
 
Kent County 
Table 3c shows that the demographics of public housing and Project-Based Section 8 differ 
considerably between R/ECAPs and non-R/ECAPs in Kent County. Just over 25 percent of 
public housing is located in R/ECAP tracts in Kent County. In terms of race/ethnicity, White 
households account for a lower share (10.91%) of public housing in R/ECAPs than in non-
R/ECAPs (19.57%), while Blacks (83.64%) make up a larger share in R/ECAPs than in non-
R/ECAPs (about 77%). Furthermore, the share of public housing in R/ECAP tracts composed of 
families with children is about 30 points higher (81.25%) than the share in non-R/ECAPs 
(51.3%). The share of public housing units in R/ECAPs comprised of persons with disabilities is 
lower than the similar share in non-R/ECAPs. We also see from table 3c that about 21 percent of 
Project-Based Section 8 units are located in R/ECAPs in Kent County. The racial demographics 
differ drastically. Only about 4 percent of Project-Based Section 8 households in R/ECAPs are 
White, while over 88 percent are Black. By contrast, in non-R/ECAP tracts those shares are 47% 
and 51%, respectively. Furthermore, in R/ECAP tracts the vast majority (86.92%) of Project-
Based Section 8 households are families with children, while this share is much lower (20.98%) 
in non-R/ECAPs. Finally, only about 4 percent of Project-Based Section 8 in R/ECAPs are 
elderly units, while 57% in non-R/ECAPs are elderly. 
 
Sussex County  
Table 3d indicates that there are not any units of PSH in R/ECAPs in Sussex County. 
 
Wilmington 
Table 3e provides the demographic composition of PSH in Wilmington for R/ECAPs and non-
R/ECAPs. First, we see that high shares of both public housing (43%) and Project-Based Section 
8 (38%) are located in R/ECAPs. About 13% of HCVs are located in R/ECAPs. The 
demographic composition of public housing and HCVs is quite similar between R/ECAPs and 
non-R/ECAPs, and bigger differences exist for Project-Based Section 8 households. While only 
about 7% of Project-Based Section 8 units in R/ECAPs are White, 38% in non-R/ECAP tracts 
are White. Further, the Black share of Project-Based Section 8 increases to over 75% in 
R/ECAPs from 52% in non-R/ECAPs. In addition, families with children comprise a larger share 
(32.32%) of Project-Based Section 8 units in R/ECAPs than in non-R/ECAPs (20.24%).   
 
Newark 
Table 3f indicates that there are not any units of PSH in R/ECAPs in Newark. 
 
 
Dover 
Table 3g gives the demographic composition of PSH for R/ECAPs and non-R/ECAPs in Dover. 
First, we observe that 41.48% of public housing and 35.93% of Project-Based Section 8 units are 
in R/ECAPs. A smaller share of HCVs units (4.2%) are in R/ECAPs. The racial composition of 
public housing is similar for R/ECAPs and non-R/ECAP neighborhoods. By contrast we observe 
that a much higher share of public housing units in R/ECAPs are families with children (81.25%) 
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than is the case in non-R/ECAPs (51.53%). The racial composition of Project-Based Section 8, 
however, differs widely between R/ECAPs and non-R/ECAPs. The percentage of Project-Based 
Section 8 units in R/ECAPs that are White is only 3.88%, whereas the White share in non-
R/ECAPs is 58.33%. By contrast, the Black share of Project-Based Section 8 increases to 
88.37% in R/ECAPs from 39.04% in non-R/ECAP areas. Furthermore, the vast majority of 
Project-Based Section 8 units in R/ECAPs are families with children (86.92%), while families 
with children account for only about 11% of units in non-R/ECAP tracts. Finally, the share of 
Project-Based Section 8 units comprised of elderly persons in R/ECAPs is low, at 3.85%. This 
share is high in non-R/ECAPs (80.85%). 
 

ix. (A) Do any developments of public housing, properties converted under the RAD, and 
LIHTC developments have a significantly different demographic composition, in 
terms of protected class, than other developments of the same category for the 
jurisdiction? Describe how these developments differ.  

 
New Castle County (outside of Wilmington) 
Table 4b shows that there are 16 Project-Based Section 8 developments in New Castle County 
(outside of Wilmington) for which demographic data are available. Of these, seven developments 
are a majority White, eight are a majority Black, and one (Chelten Apartments) is 49% White 
and 41% Black. Furthermore, table 4b also provides race/ethnic information for eight of thirteen 
Other Multifamily developments. All eight of these developments are at least 50% White. The 
Newark Housing Authority managed public housing development called George Reed Village 
has 41% White residents and 55% Black residents (table 4b). By contrast, table 5 shows that the 
DSHA-managed Holly Square is 53% White and 45% Black. 
 
Kent County 
Both table 4c show that the DSHA-managed public housing developments are overwhelming 
composed of Black residents, with the exception of Peach Circle (table 5) which has tenants 
more evenly divided between Whites and Blacks. The Dover Housing Authority managed public 
housing developments in Kent County have over 80% Black residents (table 4c). Four of the 
eight Project-Based Section 8 developments in Kent County have large majorities of Black 
residents (i.e. at least 75%), whereas only two (A&I Housing and Luther Towers I) are majority 
White. Another two developments (Luther Towers II and Silver Lake Estates) are evenly divided 
between White and Black residents. Four of the six Other Multifamily developments in the 
county that have race/ethnic data are majority White, whereas the remaining two sites (Luther 
Village I of Dover and Luther Village II) are closely split between Black and White tenants. 
 
Sussex County  
Tables 4d and 5 both show that public housing developments in Sussex County are composed 
heavily of Black residents (all at least 60% Black). Furthermore, ten of Sussex’s thirteen Project-
Based Section 8 developments are majority Black (although Jefferson and Brandywine also have 
about 40% White residents as well). Three Project-Based Section 8 developments – Luther 
Towers of Milton, Huling Cove Annex, and Huling Cove – are majority White. Six of the nine 
Other Multifamily developments (see table 4d) have race/ethnic data, and of these five of them 
are at least 80% White. One of them – Virginia Crest Village – is closely divided between White 
and Black tenants.  
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Wilmington 
There are nine public housing developments managed by Wilmington Housing Authority for 
which we have race/ethnic information (see table 4e), and all are largely composed of Black 
residents. Eight of the nine developments have over 80% Black tenants, and the ninth (Lincoln 
Tower) is 68% Black. Table 4e lists 19 Project-Based Section 8 developments, and these sites 
have a somewhat more diverse range of demographic compositions than public housing. Twelve 
developments are composed largely of Black residents, with shares over 70%. Three other 
developments (Ingleside Retirement Apartments, Maplewood Housing for the Elderly, and 
Antonian) are mostly White (all with White shares at 70% and above). Clayton Court, by 
contrast, is composed of 51% Black residents and 48% Hispanic. Luther Towers II is 41% White 
and 50% Black. Quaker Hill Place Apartments is uniquely diverse, with 11% Whites, 38% 
Black, 38% Hispanic, and 13% Asian residents. Finally, Terry Apartments is made up of 34% 
White residents and 59% Black tenants. There are four Other Multifamily developments for 
which we have race/ethnic data in table 4e, and three (Dima II, Dima III, and Dima VIII) are 
composed of predominantly White residents. The other development (Sacred Heart Village) is 
86% Black. 
 
Newark 
In table 4f, we observe that Newark’s three Project-Based Section 8 developments and two Other 
Multifamily developments are all composed of largely White tenants (White shares all above 
65%). 
 
Dover 
We observe in table 4g that Dover’s public housing developments all have shares of Black 
residents over 80%. Two of Dover’s four Project-Based Section 8 sites (Capital Green and 
Whatcoat) are also similar composed of Black residents, whereas Luther Towers I is 72% White 
and Luther Towers II is evenly White and Black. Finally, four of Dover’s Other Multifamily 
sites are over 65% White, while the other two (Luther Village II and Luther Village I of Dover) 
are closely split between White and Black tenants. 
 

(B) Provide additional relevant information, if any, about occupancy, by protected 
class, in other types of publicly supported housing for the jurisdiction and region.  

 
Additional relevant information is provided in the analysis of the contributing factors. 
 

x. Compare the demographics of occupants of developments in the jurisdiction, for each 
category of publicly supported housing (public housing, project-based Section 8, 
Other Multifamily Assisted developments, properties converted under RAD, and 
LIHTC) to the demographic composition of the areas in which they are located. For 
the jurisdiction, describe whether developments that are primarily occupied by one 
race/ethnicity are located in areas occupied largely by the same race/ethnicity. 
Describe any differences for housing that primarily serves families with children, 
elderly persons, or persons with disabilities.  
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New Castle County (outside of Wilmington) 
Table 4b shows the relationships between the demographic composition of the PSH 
developments and the tracts in which they are located, for New Castle County (outside 
Wilmington). George Reed Village public housing development has a much higher share of 
Black residents (55%) than the tract it is in (4% Black and 85% White). Five of New Castle’s 
Project-Based Section 8 developments are majority White and are located in majority White 
tracts, while another two sites have mostly Black residents and are in at tracts with (at least) a 
Black plurality. By contrast several developments are located in tracts with higher shares of 
Blacks or Hispanics than live in the development: B’nai Brith House, Liberty Terrace, and 
Chelten Apartments. Also, several developments have higher shares of Black residents than in 
the surrounding area: Carleton, Riverview, Carrington, Middletown, Lakewood, and Cheltenham 
Village. There is generally correspondence between the demographics of Other Multifamily 
developments and the race/ethnic composition of the tracts they are located in.  
 
Kent County 
Tables 4c and 5 indicate that most public housing developments in the county (whether managed 
by DSHA or Dover Housing Authority) have different demographics than the tract in which they 
are in. For instance, Liberty Court and McLane Gardens/Annex both have over 75% Black 
tenants but are located in majority White tracts (table 5). The same holds for Mifflin Meadows 
and Clark’s Corner/Annex, while Manchester Square and Senate View have mostly Black 
residents and are located in neighborhoods with even shares of White and Black residents (table 
4c). Only two of eight Project-Based Section 8 developments in the county have race/ethnic 
compositions similar to their tracts (Luther Towers I and Whatcoat Community). By contrast, 
Luther Towers II, Academy Apartments, Silver Lake Estates, Brightway Commons, and Capitol 
Green all have higher shares of Blacks as tenants as compared to the surrounding area. A&I 
Housing is mostly White, but the tract has equal shares of Whites and Blacks as well as a sizable 
percentage of Hispanics. Other Multifamily developments in Kent County have similar 
demographic compositions to their tracts.  
 
Sussex County  
Tables 4d and 5 show that public housing developments in Sussex County are composed of 
mostly Black residents, but are located in majority White neighborhoods. Luther Towers of 
Milton, Huling Cove/Annex all have mostly White tenants and are in majority White tracts. By 
contrast the other ten Project-Based Section 8 developments have much higher shares of Black 
tenants than the tracts they are located in. Other Multifamily developments in Sussex County 
have similar demographic compositions to their tracts.  
 
Wilmington 
In table 4e, we observe that most of the public housing developments have large majorities of 
Black tenants and are located in majority Black tracts. Two exceptions are Baynard (which is 
located in a neighborhood that is 42% White and 49% Black) and Lincoln Tower (which is 68% 
Black and is in a 79% White tract.) Similarly, only three of 19 Project-Based Section 8 
developments have race/ethnic compositions that differ substantially from the surrounding tract. 
Ingleside Retirement Apartments and Maplewood Housing for the Elderly each have higher 
shares of White residents than their neighborhood. On the other hand, Luther Towers II has a 
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lower share of White tenants than its tract. In terms of Other Multifamily, Dima II, Dima III and 
Dima VIII all have much higher shares of Whites as tenants than the White share of their tracts. 
 
Newark 
Table 4f indicates that the George Reed Village public housing development has majority Black 
residents but is located in a predominantly White neighborhood. The Project-Based Section 8 
and Other Multifamily developments have similar race/ethnic compositions to their tracts. 
 
Dover 
Two of the three public housing developments for which we have race/ethnic data in table 4g 
have different compositions than their tracts. Senate View and Manchester Square each have 
mostly Black residents but are located in neighborhoods with balanced racial distributions. 
Luther Towers II and Capitol Green are Project-Based Section 8 developments with much higher 
shares of Whites in the neighborhood than in the development itself. The race/ethnic composition 
of Other Multifamily developments in Dover mostly correspond to the composition of the census 
tracts. 
Publicly Supported Housing and Disparities in Access to Opportunity 
 

ii. Describe any disparities in access to opportunity for residents of publicly supported 
housing in the jurisdiction and region, including within different program categories 
(public housing, project-based Section 8, Other Multifamily Assisted Developments, 
HCV, and LIHTC) and between types (housing primarily serving families with 
children, elderly persons, and persons with disabilities) of publicly supported 
housing.  

 
New Castle County (outside of Wilmington) 
Housing Choice Vouchers are most concentrated in tracts just outside of the border of the city of 
Wilmington, which are also tracts that have relatively higher poverty rates (i.e. score low on the 
Low Poverty Index) and low scores on school proficiency. Other types of publicly supported 
housing (LIHTC, public housing, Other Multifamily, and Project-Based Section 8), are 
concentrated in areas of varying school proficiency, such that an overall pattern is not 
immediately evident. Project-Based Section 8 developments are concentrated in Dover (i.e. in 
neighborhoods with lower proficiency) and in tracts on the southern county border (in areas with 
high performing schools). A similar pattern pertains for LIHTC. HCVs are concentrated both in 
and around Dover (i.e. in tracts with lower school proficiency), but also in tracts to the north and 
south that score better on the index.  
 
Kent County 
The clearest relationships between opportunity and publicly supported housing in Kent County 
overall pertains to the School Proficiency Index. Public housing developments within Dover 
coincide with areas of lower school proficiency, whereas public housing developments elsewhere 
in the county may actually be located in tracts of moderate or even high proficiency. Insofar as 
Other Multifamily developments only occur in or immediately adjacent to Dover, these sites are 
located in those tracts with the county’s lowest school proficiency index scores. 
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Sussex County  
School proficiency is the opportunity index that most differs across the county: tracts in the 
western half of the state have much lower performing schools than those on the eastern half. 
However, there are publicly supported housing of most types (Other Multifamily, Project-Based 
Section 8, and LIHTC) in areas with both high- and low- performing schools. The county’s one 
public housing development also is in an area of higher performing schools. 
 
Wilmington 
The school proficiency index is highest in Wilmington on the western side of the city, and lowest 
on the east and to the south. Public housing developments are concentrated in those areas with 
low performing schools. Similarly, HCVs are most heavily concentrated in the northeastern 
quadrant, which has low performing schools. The other varieties of PSH (Other Multifamily, 
LIHTC, and Project-Based Section 8) coincide more frequently with neighborhoods that have 
higher performing schools. Public housing also is most concentrated in areas with low labor 
market engagement. 
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Newark 
The school proficiency index is highest on the western half of the city, and lower especially in 
the southeast and northeast. The one public housing development is on the eastern side, in an 
area with lower performing schools. Other Multifamily developments are mostly in areas with 
higher performing schools, whereas Project-Based Section 8 and LIHTC developments are in a 
range of neighborhoods. 
 
Dover 
PSH of all types in Dover is located in neighborhoods with higher and lower performing schools, 
and in neighborhoods of higher and lower poverty.  
 
Additional Information  
 

a. Beyond the HUD-provided data, provide additional relevant information, if any, about 
publicly supported housing in the jurisdiction and region, particularly information about 
groups with other protected characteristics and about housing not captured in the HUD-
provided data.  

 
b. The program participant may also describe other information relevant to its assessment 

of publicly supported housing. Information may include relevant programs, actions, or 
activities, such as tenant self-sufficiency, place-based investments, or geographic 
mobility programs.  

 

Administration of publicly-supported housing is divided among several entities in Delaware: the 
Delaware State Housing Authority; Wilmington Housing Authority; New Castle County Housing 
Authority; Newark Housing Authority; and Dover Housing Authority. DSHA acts as the public 
housing administrator for Kent and Sussex Counties. Each of these entities has limited 
jurisdiction, such that Housing Choice Voucher holders must “port” (in keeping with HUD’s 
regulation providing for portability) among PHAs. Notably, DSHA is a Moving to Work (MTW) 
PHA, providing it with additional regulatory and financial flexibility, as set forth in its HUD-
approved MTW Plan. DSHA also serves as the state Housing Finance Agency, administering the 
Low Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC) program throughout the state. Policies are discussed 
in further detail in the following Contributing Factors section.  
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Contributing Factors of Publicly Supported Housing Location and Occupancy 

Consider the listed factors and any other factors affecting the jurisdiction and Region. Identify 
factors that significantly create, contribute to, perpetuate, or increase the severity of fair housing 
issues related to publicly supported housing, including Segregation, R/ECAPs, Disparities in 
Access to Opportunity, and Disproportionate Housing Needs. For each contributing factor that 
is significant, note which fair housing issue(s) the selected contributing factor relates to. 

Admissions and occupancy policies and procedures, including preferences in publicly supported 
housing 

Housing authority preference and waitlist policies can impact fair housing by shaping who is 
able to access subsidized or public housing, overall and in particular jurisdictions. Some types of 
admission and waitlist procedures may have a discriminatory effect on the basis of race, 
disability, or ethnicity, depending on local demographic patterns. Examples may include local 
residency preferences (and other local preferences), inadequate marketing of waitlist openings 
(including use of local advertising and word-of-mouth marketing), short application windows, 
limitations on the types of application procedures available, and ordering of waitlist by time and 
date of application. Where these types of procedures exist, they should be carefully scrutinized to 
assess whether they are having a discriminatory effect. Also, several PHAs in Delaware148 have a 
local preference in admission that requires non-elderly or disabled applicants to be employed; 
this is a type of preference that may have a discriminatory effect, depending upon rates of access 
to employment in the local labor market.  

Across the state, the occupancy rates for African Americans in “other multifamily” housing falls 
significantly below their representation in the eligible population. It is unclear what mechanisms 
are driving this disparity – as noted above, it could include the impact of local residency 
preferences, or marketing practices that rely on local advertising, word of mouth, and first-come, 
first-serve waitlist management.  

Latinos are somewhat underrepresented in every type of assisted housing category, in proportion 
to their share of the eligible population. 

Delaware State Housing Authority 

DSHA administers public housing and vouchers in Kent and Sussex Counties (and a small state 
funded voucher program in New Castle County). DSHA has a local residency preference in its 
public housing and HCV programs (that is, a preference for applicants who live or work in Kent 
or Sussex County), and a local preference that requires the applicant to be working at least 20 
hours per week, except in the case of elderly or disabled individuals.  

Wilmington Housing Authorty 

The Wilmington Housing Authority (WHA) administers public housing and Housing Choice 
Vouchers within the city of Wilmington.  WHA’s local preferences include a working preference 

                                                           
148 DSHA, Dover, --------------------------------------- 
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for non-elderly and disabled applicants, and a local residency preference (which is unlikely to 
have any discriminatory impact in the local Wilmington context).  WHA application and waitlist 
management procedures include initial application by phone (generally a non-discriminatory 
approach) and ordering the waitlist within preference categories by date and time of application 
(which sometimes has the potential to have a discriminatory effect).  Affirmative marketing 
provisions in the WHA’s PHA Plan include targeted outreach to underserved populations, based 
on an analysis of waitlist composition.149   
 
Newark Housing Authority 
 
Newark has a local residency preference for its public housing and HCV programs (preference 
for applicants who live or work in Newark), but the demographic profile of PHA residents does 
not suggest a fair housing issue.  

New Castle County Housing Authority 

The jurisdiction of the NCCHA includes all of New Castle County except the jurisdictions of the 
Newark and Wilmington Housing Authorities (each of which are coterminous with their city’s 
boundary). For this reason, the NCCHA’s proposed residency preference (set out in its draft 
administrative plan) may have a discriminatory impact on African American families, since the 
proportion of the eligible population of African American families living in the NCCHA area of 
operation is roughly half of the eligible African American population of families living in the 
county as a whole. This effect may be mitigated by the inclusion of the preference for families 
working in the NCCHA jurisdiction, but further analysis should be undertaken to determine the 
extent of any discriminatory impact of the proposed policy. 

Dover Housing Authority 

Dover has a local residency preference for its public housing and HCV programs (preference for 
applicants who live or work in Dover). 

Community opposition 

Community opposition is discussed in more detail in the Segregation section. Community 
opposition is a significant factor for Public Supported Housing.  

Displacement of residents due to economic pressures 

Displacement due to economic pressures is discussed in more detail in the Segregation 
section. It is not a significant contributing factor to Publicly Supported Housing. 

  

                                                           
149 However, the WHA PHA plan also indicates that the PHA should “avoid outreach efforts that…prefer 
members of a protected class,” which tends to undermine affirmative marketing goals.  We are unclear as 
to the origin or purpose of this provision.  
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Displacement of and/or lack of housing support for victims of domestic violence, dating 
violence, sexual assault, and stalking 

Displacement of victims of domestic violence is discussed in more detail in the 
Disproportionate Housing Needs section. It is not a significant contributing factor to 
Publicly Supported Housing. 

Impediments to mobility 

Impediments to mobility is discussed in more detail in the Disparities in Access to Opportunity 
section. Impediments to mobility are not a significant contributing factor to Publicly 
Supported Housing. 

Lack of access to opportunity due to high housing costs 

Lack of access to opportunity due to high housing costs is discussed in the Disparities in 
Access to Opportunity section. Lack of access to opportunity due to high housing costs is not 
a significant contributing factor to Publicly Supported Housing. 

Lack of meaningful language access for individuals with limited English proficiency 

Lack of meaningful language access is a moderate contributing factor to segregation in the state 
of Delaware. The State has seen an increasingly diverse minority population, with English 
learners as the fastest growing student population within its schools, growing 428% since 
1997.150 In a survey of state residents, 63% of residents who identified as speaking English “less 
than very well” spoke Spanish. Residents speaking ‘other Indo-European languages” made up 
20%, followed by 14% speaking an Asian or Pacific Island language.151 The Delaware State 
Housing Authority provides services to LEP residents, mainly focusing on the Spanish-speaking 
population, where there is the most significant need. There are translations for written documents 
and interpretive services for LEP residents, with an identified need for both oral interpretation 
and written translation for Spanish and written notice of right to free translation for all other 
languages.152 The vast majority of interactions between LEP residents and DSHA occurred 
during the application process leading up to participation in Public Housing and Housing Choice 
Voucher programs. Ongoing interactions include periodic contacts related to initial program 
eligibility, continuing eligibility, and termination from either program.153 DSHA’s Language 
Access Plan also provides for periodic assessments of language needs and how well they are 
being met, policy reviews, and assessments of staff capability in this area, as well as for the 
designation of a language access coordinator. Complaint procedures are available through 
DSHA. Because of the increasing diversity of the state, because language access differences may 
impede movement throughout the state, and because Hispanics are underrepresented in publicly-
supported housing throughout the state (relative to their share of the income-eligible population), 

                                                           
150 http://www.rodelfoundationde.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/10/EL-Fact-Sheet-1-_-Revised-Final.pdf 
151 Id at 2 
152 http://www.destatehousing.com/FormsAndInformation/Publications/lep_plan.pdf, pg. 2 
153 Rodel Foundation at 4 

http://www.rodelfoundationde.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/10/EL-Fact-Sheet-1-_-Revised-Final.pdf
http://www.destatehousing.com/FormsAndInformation/Publications/lep_plan.pdf
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language access needs remain a relevant fair housing issue. Additional outreach to LEP 
communities would expand access to housing programs.  
 
Lack of local or regional cooperation 

Lack of local or regional cooperation is discussed in greater detail in the Segregation 
section. It is not a significant contributing factor to Publicly Supported Housing.  

Lack of private investment in specific neighborhoods 

Lack of private investments in specific neighborhoods is discussed in more detail in the 
Segregation section. It is not a contributing factor to Publicly Supported Housing.  
 
Lack of public investment in specific neighborhoods, including services and amenities 

Lack of public investment in specific neighborhoods is discussed in more detail in the 
Segregation section. It is not a significant contributing factor to Publicly Supported Housing.  

Land use and zoning laws 

Land use and zoning is discussed in more detail in the Segregation section. It is a major 
contributing factor to Publicly Supported Housing.  
 
Loss of Affordable Housing 

Loss of affordable housing is discussed in more detail in the Segregation section. It is a 
significant contributing factor to Publicly Supported Housing. 

Occupancy codes and restrictions 

Occupancy codes and restrictions are discussed in more detail in the Segregation section. It is a 
significant contributing factor to Publicly Supported Housing.  

Quality of affordable housing information programs 

Apartment Listings 

The HUD portability rule requires that PHAs provide a balanced set of apartment listings, 
including apartments outside of areas of poverty or minority concentration. 

All of the PHAs in Delaware rely on “DelawareHousingSearch.com,” developed by SocialServe, 
Inc., to help HCV families find available units. A review of this resource for New Castle County 
revealed a heavy predominance of listings in Wilmington, with a large number also in Newark, 
and very few listings from the balance of New Castle County. In order to determine if the 
DelawareHousingSearch.com complies with the HUD requirement, it will be necessary to map 
all of the current addresses with reference to census tract racial concentration and poverty rates.  
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Briefing Materials 

DSHA 

The DSHA HCV briefing packet explains “areas of opportunity,” and clients are presented with 
this information during their voucher briefings.  

Wilmington Housing Authority 

The Wilmington Housing Authority briefing materials for Housing Choice Voucher families 
appropriately include maps and other information about low poverty areas both inside and 
outside the city, and the oral briefing includes “an explanation of the advantages of moving to 
areas outside of high-poverty concentrations” for families living in high-poverty census tracts.     

Newark Housing Authority 

The Newark Section 8 Administrative Plan indicates that the oral briefing for families include 
“[f]or families living in high-poverty census tracts, an explanation of the advantages of moving 
to areas outside of high-poverty concentrations.” 

New Castle County Housing Authority 

The draft Section 8 Administrative Plan for the NCCHA provides that “[a]s part of the briefing 
process, the PHA must provide information to HCV applicant families about civil rights 
requirements and the opportunity to rent in a broad range of neighborhoods [24 CFR 982.301].” 

Dover Housing Authority 

The Dover Section 8 Administrative Plan indicates that the oral briefing for 
families include “If the family is currently living in a high poverty census tract 
in DHA's jurisdiction, the briefing will explain the advantages of moving to 
an area that does not have a high concentration of poor families.” 
 
Lack of mobility counseling 

None of the PHAs in Delaware provide any housing mobility counseling to HCV families. One 
PHA director expressed concerns that many families were reluctant to look for housing outside 
their “comfort zones,” and wondered if there were ways to encourage families to think outside 
their comfort zones – possibly allowing them to access housing in less concentrated areas.   

Affirmative Marketing 

An improved Affirmative Fair Housing Marketing program would assist in addressing racial 
disparities in occupancy and location, and expand housing choice. The underrepresentation of 
Hispanics across categories of publicly-supported housing in Delaware indicates that additional 
outreach and marketing to this community may be needed. Additionally, geographic disparities 
in the racial composition of publicly-supported housing residents, as shown by occupancy data, 
may also indicate the need for improved marketing across racial groups and throughout broader 
marketing regions.  
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In its capacity as the state’s Housing Finance Agency, DSHA requires LIHTC developers to 
affirmatively market to voucher holders. However, stakeholder input indicates that voucher 
holders lack information and access to LIHTC developments, suggesting a need for improvement 
of those policies.   

Siting selection policies, practices, and decisions for publicly supported housing, including 
discretionary aspects of Qualified Allocation Plans and other programs 

DSHA serves as Delaware’s Housing Finance Agency, administering the Low Income Housing 
Tax Credit program throughout the states, and issuing an annual “Qualified Allocation Plan” that 
establishes the criteria by which tax credits are awarded. Although important characteristics of 
the LIHTC program are established by federal law, the state has significant discretion in setting 
out requirements and priorities for development siting, applications, and management. Each of 
these has an influence on fair housing outcomes. Nationally, the LIHTC program has often 
exacerbated problems with the concentration of subsidized housing and racial segregation, but a 
thoughtfully designed and managed program at the state level can help expand housing choice 
and achieve a better balance in subsidized housing location.  
 
DSHA has established balance in siting outcomes and access to opportunity as one of the goals 
of its QAP. It currently awards up to 15 points for developments that are located in areas of 
“Opportunity.”154 This designation is based on DSHA’s categorization of areas throughout the 
state into three categories (used to assess balance in siting and how well program residents can 
access well performing schools and other resources): Areas of Opportunity (where new 
developments are to be encouraged and supported); Mixed Areas (where a balance of subsidized 
and market development is to be supported); and Distressed Areas (where development that 
furthers subsidized housing concentration should be limited). In addition, DSHA reserves 
discretion to award basis boosts of up to 30% (increasing the value of the available tax credit) to 
developments in Opportunity Areas.  
 
DSHA also provides 10 QAP points for developments that are part of a Concerted Community 
Revitalization Plan (CCRP),155 for which it sets forth the following criteria: 
 

The comprehensiveness and specificity of the CCRP, including defined geographic 
region, timeline, and identified specific and measurable outcomes; • The extent to which 
the CCRP demonstrates the need for revitalization and is of sufficient size and scope to 
have a significant and lasting positive impact on the community; • Whether the CCRP 
describes commitments or strategies for obtaining public and private investment other 
than housing such as for infrastructure, transportation, open spaces, or commercial 
amenities; • If proposed financing of the CCRP includes non-DSHA public or private 
resources; • The community input involved in the creation of the CCRP. Such input may 

                                                           
154 DE State 2019 QAP at 42, available at 
http://www.destatehousing.com/Developers/lihtc/2019/2019_qap.pdf.  
155 QAP at 42.  

http://www.destatehousing.com/Developers/lihtc/2019/2019_qap.pdf
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be demonstrated by participation of community organizations, business associations, 
CDC's, and/or resident meetings; • Whether the CCRP identifies the service needs of 
residents, including but not limited to, healthcare needs, residential supportive services, 
access to public benefits, or education and identifies strategies for addressing unmet 
needs; • If the CCRP complies with applicable civil rights laws and responsiveness to the 
local jurisdiction's Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing obligations; and • Qualifying 
updates to CCRP, for the purposes of determining plan eligibility, must involve at the 
least, renewed community stakeholder engagement, evaluation of progress, and 
applicable updates to originally-adopted strategic goals.156  

 
The QAP allows awards up to 15 points for “Site and Neighborhood Standards,” by which it 
refers specifically to characteristics and amenities of the immediate neighborhood (apart from 
deconcentration or desegregation criteria). It awards up to 5 points for “Residential 
Appropriateness” (noting DSHA policy to promote “high quality, visible projects that promote 
strong communities, limit promotion of residential sprawl, and do not isolate residents”) and up 
to 10 points for “Community Compatibility” (based largely on design features, as well as 
whether “project’s design is consistent with the architecture/character of the local area, or the 
project’s visual character respects and makes a positive contribution to the surrounding 
community”).157  
 
This point scoring falls within the context of the following rubric, which also includes other 
criteria: Development Characteristics, 50 Possible Points; Community Impact, 50 Possible Points 
(comprising those noted above); Tenant Populations Served, 45 Possible Points (reflecting 
income levels and “special populations”); Use of Resources, 45 Possible Points; Development 
Team, 30 Possible Points. 
  
In addition to these competitive criteria, DSHA imposes a market study requirement as a 
screening criterion for developments. This study includes, in part, an assessment of need (that is, 
housing demand among low income households) in the local housing market area. DSHA should 
ensure that these studies are not conducted in a manner (or this requirement is not interpreted in 
manner) that discourages development in areas of low poverty concentration.  
 
Source of income discrimination 

Source of income discrimination is discussed in more detail in the Segregation section. Source 
of income discrimination is a significant contributing factor to Publicly Supported Housing. 

  

                                                           
156 QAP at 7-8.  
157 QAP at 45.  
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VI.    FAIR HOUSING GOALS AND PRIORITIES 

1. For each fair housing issue as analyzed in the Fair Housing Analysis section, prioritize 
the identified contributing factors. Justify the prioritization of the contributing factors 
that will be addressed by the goals set below in Question 2. Give the highest priority to 
those factors that limit of deny fair housing choice or access to opportunity, or negatively 
impact fair housing or civil rights compliance. 

 
Segregation 
 
This Analysis assessed the following potential contributing factors in connection with the fair 
housing issue of segregation. They are listed as high, medium, or low priority with a brief 
justification for the prioritization included. 
 

• Community opposition – High Priority 
Community opposition is a high priority contributing factor to the fair housing 
issue of segregation. Examples of Not in My Backyard (“NIMBY”) in Delaware 
include opposition to proposed housing developments and expanding businesses 
in every county. Sussex County signed a Voluntary Compliance Agreement 
(VCA) with HUD on November 28, 2012 relating to the prior denial of New 
Horizons, a 50-lot affordable housing subdivision plan proposed by Diamond 
State Community Land Trust. 

• Lack of public investments in specific neighborhoods, including services or amenities –
High Priority 

Lack of public investment in specific neighborhoods, including services and 
amenities is a high priority contributing factor to segregation. Unincorporated 
rural areas in Sussex County, with a higher percentage of Black and Hispanic 
residents, often lack access to public water and sewer and the water quality is 
often poor. Generally, public investments across the state are not as robust as in 
other states partly as a result of the lower tax base when compared to neighboring 
states.  

• Location and type of affordable housing – Medium Priority 
Although the state has adopted policies to promote the development of affordable 
housing in high-opportunity areas, public housing is most frequently concentrated 
in neighborhoods with higher concentrations of Black residents. Other types of 
publicly supported housing have more varied locational patterns at the statewide 
level but show segregative clustering in particular areas.  

• Loss of affordable housing – High Priority 
The loss of affordable housing is a high priority contributing factor to the fair 
housing issue of segregation. According to Housing Alliance Delaware, 
affordability restrictions will expire within the next five years for over 60% of 
publicly supported rental units. The most recent Delaware Housing Needs 
Assessment also noted that a large number of subsidized units in the state are at 
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risk of being lost due to age, limited funding for repairs, and market pressure in 
high demand areas. Many renters already experience challenges in finding 
affordable units. As of 2018, Delaware has fewer affordable rentals for extremely 
low-income individuals (who account for 25% of renters) than the national 
average, ranking as the 15th most expensive state for renters. When low-income 
people are unable to afford housing, they are limited in where they are able to 
live, entrenching patterns of segregation and R/ECAPs.  

• Private discrimination – High Priority 
Private discrimination is a high priority contributing factor to the fair housing 
issue of segregation. Despite the presence of several statewide governmental and 
nonprofit fair housing enforcement agencies, private discrimination runs rampant 
throughout the entire state. Whether through lack of organizational capacity or 
lack of complaints, the state investigative and enforcement bodies are not 
adequately addressing the problem. Nonprofit enforcement is limited by 
insufficient funding and staffing. It is also difficult to ascertain the full scope of 
even reported private discrimination, as the Division of Human Relations does not 
publish these numbers and often requires records requests for anyone to receive 
them. In addition, nuisance and crime-free ordinances encourage private 
discrimination as landlords often attempt to evict or push out tenants to avoid 
citations or other civil penalties. 

• Source of income discrimination – High Priority 
Source of income discrimination is a high priority contributing factor to the fair 
housing issue of segregation. Although Delaware adopted an ordinance 
prohibiting source of income discrimination, there is a carve out for Housing 
Choice Voucher holders and thus landlords may refuse to rent to voucher holders. 

• Land use and zoning laws – Medium Priority  
Land use and zoning laws are a medium priority contributing factor to the fair 
housing issue of segregation. Land use and zoning designations that promote 
multifamily housing are limited and there is a preponderance of single-family 
zoning throughout the state.  

• Lending discrimination – Medium Priority 
Lending discrimination is a medium priority contributing factor to the fair 
housing issue of segregation throughout the entire state of Delaware. Across loan 
type and jurisdiction, Whites have more favorable outcomes than almost every 
other racial group. Asian borrowers typically remain closer to white outcomes, 
while Black and Hispanic borrowers face significantly more negative outcomes. 
Opportunities for home improvement, purchase, and refinance loans is important 
for moderate and low-income households. 

• Location and type of affordable housing – Medium Priority 
The location and type of affordable housing are a medium priority contributing 
factor to the fair housing issue of segregation. Although the state has adopted 
policies to promote the development of affordable housing in high-opportunity 
areas, public housing is most frequently concentrated in neighborhoods with 
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higher concentrations of black residents. Other types of publicly supported 
housing have more variable locational patterns at the statewide level, but show 
segregative clustering in particular areas. 

• Displacement of residents due to economic pressures – Low Priority 
Displacement of residents due to economic pressures is not a contributing factor 
to the fair housing issue of segregation, but it is a contributing factor to R/ECAPs 
and Disproportionate Housing Needs. 

• Lack of community revitalization strategies – Low Priority 
Lack of community revitalization is a low priority contributing factor to the fair 
housing issue of segregation. Delaware has had a range of revitalization and 
development program targeted at major cities and towns in the state. In recent 
years, special attention has been paid to urban areas in need of more development. 
25 communities in Delaware were designated Opportunity Zones by the US 
Department of Treasury, which means they are eligible for tax incentives to 
encourage private investment. Various funds and grants awarded to Delaware 
communities aim to encourage investment in underdeveloped areas of the state. 

• Lack of private investments in specific neighborhoods – Low Priority 
Lack of private investments in specific neighborhoods is a low priority 
contributing factor to the fair housing issue of segregation because this 
Assessment did not reveal a particular connection between lack of private 
investment and issues like segregation regionally.  

• Lack of regional cooperation – Low Priority 
Lack of local or regional cooperation is not a contributing factor to the fair 
housing issue of segregation. As this collaborative analysis demonstrates 
jurisdictions in Delaware have well-integrated planning and community 
development practices. 

• Occupancy codes and restrictions – Low Priority 
Occupancy codes and restrictions are a low priority contributing factor to the fair 
housing issue of segregation. Delaware State Code allows for the individual 
counties throughout the state to adopt their own building, plumbing, electrical, 
and other similar codes. There is, however, a statewide housing code that defines 
a family as “an individual or married couple and the children thereof with not 
more than 2 other persons, living together as a single housekeeping unit in a 
dwelling unit.” This definition is extremely restrictive, as it limits the number of 
unmarried persons who can live together in a unit. The impact of that definition is 
discussed in greater detail with respect to the fair housing issue of Disability and 
Access. 
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RACIALLY AND ETHNICALLY CONCENTRATED AREAS OF POVERTY 
(R/ECAPs)158 
 

• Community opposition – High Priority 
o Community opposition is a high priority contributing factor to R/ECAPs. The 

justification for this prioritization flows naturally from the connection between 
community opposition and segregation: when disproportionately low-income 
Black and Hispanic households have few options in predominantly non-Hispanic 
White areas because of community opposition, they have little choice but to 
reside in R/ECAPs and other similar areas, thus reinforcing existing patterns. 

• Loss of affordable housing – High Priority 
Similarly, the loss of affordable housing in high-opportunity areas is a high 
priority contributing factor to R/ECAPs because it limits residents’ options to 
move out of R/ECAPs.  

• Private discrimination – High Priority 
Private discrimination is a high priority contributing factor to R/ECAPs because it 
reinforces the racial and ethnic demographics of R/ECAP neighborhoods by 
limiting the ability of people of color to move regardless of their economic status. 
Discrimination on the basis of race also disproportionately burdens Housing 
Choice Voucher holders who are seeking to move to high-opportunity areas. 

• Source of income discrimination – High Priority 
Source of income discrimination is a high priority contributing factor with respect 
to R/ECAPs because, while the State has outlawed source of income 
discrimination, Housing Choice Voucher holders are not protected under the 
statute and voucher holders are therefore constrained from moving outside of 
R/ECAPs. 

• Deteriorated and abandoned properties – Medium Priority 
Deteriorated and abandoned properties are a medium priority contributing factor 
to the fair housing issue of R/ECAPs. Deteriorated properties have contributed to 
the creation of R/ECAPs within the state of Delaware, primarily in Wilmington. 
There are also issues with deteriorated properties in rural Sussex and Kent 
Counties. This is especially common in communities with manufactured homes 
that might have infrastructure problems that are not being addressed.  

• Displacement of residents due to economic pressures – Medium Priority 
Neither the State of Delaware nor any of its municipalities have any rent control 
ordinances to help stem the displacement of residents due to economic pressures. 
It is likely that economic pressures keep low-income people concentrated in 
R/ECAPs.  

                                                           
158 R/ECAPs are areas with a non-White population of 50 percent or more. in which 40 percent or more of 
individuals are living at or below the poverty limit. 
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• Location and type of affordable housing – Medium Priority 
The location and type of affordable housing are a medium priority contributing 
factor to R/ECAPs for similar reasons to those for its priority level with respect to 
segregation. The lack of opportunity for low-income Black and Hispanic 
households to reside outside of R/ECAPs perpetuates those conditions of 
concentration. 

• Land use and zoning laws – Medium Priority 
Land use and zoning laws are a medium priority contributing factor to R/ECAPs 
because low density zoning limits the options that residents of R/ECAPs have to 
relocate. 

• Lack of community revitalization strategies – Low Priority 
Lack of community revitalization strategies is a low priority contributing factor to 
R/ECAPs because Delaware has had a range of revitalization and development 
program targeted at major cities and towns in the state, particularly in urban areas.  

• Lack of private investments in specific neighborhoods – Low Priority 
Lack of private investments in specific neighborhoods is a low priority 
contributing factor to R/ECAPs.  

• Lack of public investments in specific neighborhoods, including services or amenities – 
Low Priority 

Lack of public investments in specific neighborhoods, including services or 
amenities, is a low priority contributing factor to R/ECAPs. This Analysis did not 
reveal evidence of inadequate public investment in R/ECAPs in Wilmington or 
Dover. 

• Lack of regional cooperation – Low Priority 
Lack of local or regional cooperation is not a contributing factor to R/ECAPs 
because this are strong systems in place to allow for regional cooperation in 
Delaware. 

• Occupancy codes and restrictions – Low Priority 
The definition of the term “family” is extremely restrictive but is a low priority 
contributing factor with respect to R/ECAPs because it does not have a causal 
effect on racial and socioeconomic concentration. 
 

 

Disparities in Access to Opportunity 

• Availability, type, frequency, and reliability of public transportation – High Priority 
The availability, type, frequency, and reliability of public transportation is high 
priority contributing factor to disparities in access to opportunity. Generally, there 
is a lack of frequent and reliable transit in most of the state. This is a major barrier 
to accessing jobs and services. State officials have largely focused on providing 
transit in areas where density and infrastructure makes it most practical.  
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However, this means that less densely populated areas of the state have limited or 
no access to transit.  

• Impediments to mobility – High Priority  
Impediments to mobility are a high priority contributing factor to disparities in 
access to opportunity because they prevent Housing Choice Voucher holders, who 
are disproportionately persons of color, from moving to high opportunity areas. 
Relevant aspects of this contributing factor include inadequate payment standards 
in opportunity areas; the need for longer search times for voucher holders; and the 
need for additional landlord engagement and outreach.   

• Lack of access to opportunity due to high housing costs – High Priority 
Lack of access to opportunity due to high housing costs is a significant 
contributing factor to disparities in access to opportunity because high housing 
costs in areas of opportunity prevent low-income Black and Hispanic residents 
from moving to those areas. Almost half of all renters in the state face housing 
challenges, defined as paying more than 30 percent of their income on housing 
costs, or living in overcrowded or substandard living conditions.  The challenges 
are most severe among renters earning less than 50 percent of Area Median 
Income. These housing cost challenges create barriers to households seeking to 
move to areas of relatively high opportunity across the state.  

• Lack of public investments in specific neighborhoods, including services or amenities – 
High Priority 

Lack of public investments in specific neighborhoods, including services or 
amenities, is a high priority contributing factor to disparities in access to 
opportunity because there is a lack of infrastructure investment in unincorporated 
areas of Sussex County.  

• Loss of affordable housing – High Priority 
The loss of affordable housing is a high priority contributing factor to disparities 
in access to opportunity for much the same reason that it is a high priority with 
respect to other fair housing issues. The loss of affordable housing in high-
opportunity areas reduce the already limited amount of access to opportunity that 
protected class members currently experience. 

• Private discrimination – High Priority 
Private discrimination is a high priority contributing factor to disparities in access 
to opportunity for the same reasons that it is a high priority with respect to other 
fair housing issues. 

• Source of income discrimination – High Priority 
Source of income discrimination is a high priority contributing factor to 
disparities in access to opportunity because Delaware’s legal protections do not 
extend to Housing Choice Voucher holders and landlords in high opportunity 
areas may be more likely to turn away voucher holders than are landlords in areas 
with limited access to opportunity. 
 
 



628 
 

• Access to financial services – Medium Priority 
Access to financial services is a medium-priority contributing factor to disparities 
in access to opportunity because in Wilmington, Newark and Dover, brick and 
mortar branches are less accessible to Black and Hispanic residents. 

• Lending discrimination – Medium Priority 
Lending discrimination is a medium priority contributing factor to disparities in 
access to opportunity for much the same reason that it is a medium priority with 
respect to segregation. 

• Land use and zoning laws – Medium Priority 
Land use and zoning laws are a medium priority contributing factor to disparities 
in access to opportunity. Land use and zoning designations that promote 
multifamily housing are not equally distributed throughout the state. 

• Location and type of affordable housing – Medium Priority 
The location and type of affordable housing are a medium priority contributing 
factor to disparities in access to opportunity due to the lack of units spread 
throughout high-opportunity parts of the state.  

• Location of employers – Medium Priority 
The location of employers is a medium priority contributing factor to disparities 
in access to opportunity. A spatial mismatch between jobs and housing can 
impose significant burdens on employees, such a long commute times for workers 
who are in low-wage occupations. 

• Location of environmental health hazards – Medium Priority 
The location of environmental health hazards is a medium priority contributing 
factor to disparities in access to opportunity. Each county has environmental 
health hazards, including chemical plants, power plants, Superfund sites, and 
poultry processing facilities. African American residents were historically steered 
to areas in proximity to environmental hazards and face higher health risks due to 
exposure.   

• Location of proficient schools and school assignment policies – Medium Priority 
Patterns of segregation across school district lines are increasing, but not as yet a 
serious concern outside the Wilmington area.  However, rapid changes in 
enrollment by race and ethnicity in New Castle County school districts over the 
past twenty years, accompanied by increasing within-district segregation by race 
and income in districts serving the city of Wilmington, will likely continue to 
have an inflationary effect on housing prices in the areas served by higher 
performing schools, increasing racial and income segregation and adversely 
affecting access to proficient schools for Black and Hispanic children.   

• Lack of private investments in specific neighborhoods – Low Priority 
Lack of private investments in specific neighborhoods is a low priority 
contributing factor to disparities in access to opportunity 
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• Lack of regional cooperation – Low Priority 
Lack of local or regional cooperation is not a contributing factor to disparities in 
access to opportunity because jurisdictions within the state routinely collaborate 
on planning and housing and community development activities. 

• Occupancy codes and restrictions – Low Priority 
Occupancy codes and restrictions are a low priority contributing factor to 
disparities in access to opportunity.   
 

Disproportionate Housing Needs 
• Lack of access to opportunity due to high housing costs – High Priority 

Lack of access to opportunity due to high housing costs is a high priority 
contributing factor to disproportionate housing needs. The relationship between 
high housing costs and high cost burden is self-evident. Almost half of all renters 
in the state face housing challenges are these challenges are most severe among 
renters earning less than 50% of Area Median Income.  

• Lending discrimination – High Priority 
o Lending discrimination is a high priority contributing factor to disproportionate 

housing needs. There are significant disparities in loan pricing on the basis of 
race. These disparities directly increase the percentage of monthly income that 
Black and Hispanic households are spending on mortgage payments. 

• Loss of affordable housing – High Priority 
Loss of affordable housing is a high priority contributing factor to 
disproportionate housing needs. Disproportionately Black and Hispanic 
households displaced from affordable housing developments with expired 
subsidies are likely to pay an unsustainable percentage of their income on rent in 
the private market. 

• Source of income discrimination – High Priority 
Source of income discrimination is a high priority contributing factor to 
disproportionate housing needs. Housing Choice Voucher holders are not 
protected and refusal by landlords to rent to voucher holders may directly lead to 
cost burden or overcrowding as tenants lose their vouchers due to an inability to 
find housing during the time period allowed by their housing authority. 

• Availability of affordable units in a range of sizes – Medium Priority 
The availability of affordable units in a range of sizes is a medium priority 
contributing factor to disproportionate housing needs. In Delaware, the lack of 
units of sufficiently large size creates overcrowding problems that 
disproportionately affect households of color, with Hispanics and Black 
households experiencing the highest rates of overcrowding. In addition, there is 
an overall shortage of family-sized publicly supported housing units.   

• Displacement of and/or lack of housing support for victims of domestic violence, dating 
violence, sexual assault, and stalking – Medium Priority 

Displacement of and/or lack of housing support for victims of domestic violence, 
dating violence, sexual assault, and stalking is a medium priority contributing 
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factor to disproportionate housing needs. There are some protections under the 
Delaware Code, and there are seven identified domestic violence programs.  
However, nuisance ordinances may negatively impact housing availability for 
victims of domestic violence, as they may be penalized for calling the police to 
their property.   

• Displacement of residents due to economic pressures – Medium Priority 
Neither the state of Delaware nor any of its municipalities have any rent control 
ordinances to help stem the displacement of residents due to economic pressures.  

• Lack of private investments in specific neighborhoods – Low Priority 
Lack of private investments in specific neighborhoods is a low priority 
contributing factor to disproportionate housing needs because this Analysis did 
not reveal a particular connection between lack of private investment and issues 
like cost burden regionally.  

• Lack of public investments in specific neighborhoods, including services or amenities – 
Low Priority 

Lack of public investments in specific neighborhoods, including services or 
amenities, is a low priority contributing factor to disproportionate housing needs 
because this Analysis did not reveal a particular connection between lack of 
public investment and issues like cost burden.  

• Land use and zoning laws – Medium Priority 
Land use and zoning laws are a medium priority contributing factor to 
disproportionate housing needs because the lack of multifamily housing inflates 
housing costs with the result of increased cost burden. 
 

Publicly Supported Housing Location and Occupancy 

• Admissions and occupancy policies and procedures, including preferences in publicly 
supported housing – High Priority 

Admissions and occupancy policies and procedures, including preferences in 
publicly supported housing, are a high priority contributing factor to the 
occupancy of publicly supported housing. Across the state, the occupancy rates 
for Black residents in “other multifamily” housing falls significantly below their 
representation in the eligible population. Hispanic residents appear to be 
somewhat underrepresented in every type of assisted housing category, in 
proportion to their share of the eligible population It is unclear what mechanisms 
are driving this disparity – it could include the impact of local residency 
preferences, or marketing practices that rely on local advertising, word of mouth, 
and first-come, first-serve waitlist management. Several PHAs in Delaware also 
have a local preference in admission that requires non-elderly applicants or 
applicants without disabilities to be employed; this is a type of preference that 
may sometimes have a discriminatory effect, depending upon rates of access to 
employment in the local labor market. 
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• Community opposition – High Priority 
Community opposition is a high priority contributing factor to the location of 
publicly supported housing for much the same reasons that community opposition 
contributes to segregation more broadly. 

• Displacement of residents due to economic pressures – High Priority 
Displacement of residents due to economic pressures is a high priority 
contributing factor to fair housing issues related to publicly supported housing in 
light of the prevalence of displacement and expiring subsidies. 

• Impediments to mobility – High Priority 
Impediments to mobility are a high priority contributing factor to the location and 
occupancy of households participating in the Housing Choice Voucher program. 
Relevant aspects of this contributing factor include inadequate payment standards 
in opportunity areas; the need for longer search times for voucher holders; and the 
need for additional landlord engagement and outreach.   

• Lack of access to opportunity due to high housing costs – High Priority 
o Lack of access to opportunity due to high housing costs is a high priority 

contributing factor to the location of publicly supported housing residents with 
vouchers. High housing costs prevent voucher holders from accessing a broad 
range of neighborhoods.  

• Land use and zoning laws – High Priority 
o Land use and zoning laws are a high priority contributing factor to the location of 

publicly supported housing because affordable housing developers are unable to 
build economically feasible housing in low density areas.  

• Loss of affordable housing – High Priority 
The loss of affordable housing is a high priority contributing factor to the location 
of publicly supported housing. The relationship between this contributing factor 
and the underlying fair housing issue is self-evident. Additionally, owners of 
publicly supported housing developments with expiring subsidies that are located 
in high-demand areas generally have less incentive to extend their subsidies than 
do those in low-opportunity areas. 

• Source of income discrimination – High Priority 
Source of income discrimination is a high priority contributing factor to the 
location of publicly supported housing residents because of the lack of protections 
against discrimination afforded to Housing Choice Voucher holders. 

• Displacement of and/or lack of housing support for victims of domestic violence, dating 
violence, sexual assault, and stalking – Medium Priority 

Displacement of and/or lack of housing support for victims of domestic violence, 
dating violence, sexual assault, and stalking is a medium priority contributing 
factor to publicly supported housing occupancy because there is no preference for 
victims of domestic violence in public housing and the Housing Choice Voucher 
program. 
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• Lack of meaningful language access – Medium Priority 
Lack of meaningful language access is a medium priority contributing factor to 
publicly supported housing occupancy The State has seen an increasingly diverse 
minority population, with English learners as the fastest growing student 
population within its schools, growing 428% since 1997. There have been 
complaints that housing application materials are not available in Spanish and 
Haitian Creole.  

• Quality of affordable housing information programs – Medium Priority 
The quality of affordable housing information programs is a high priority 
contributing factor to the location of publicly supported housing residents. There 
are no mobility counseling programs for Housing Choice Voucher holders and the 
underrepresentation of Hispanics across categories of publicly-supported housing 
in Delaware indicates that improvements are needed to the Affirmative Fair 
Housing Marketing program.   

• Siting selection policies, practices and decisions for publicly supported housing, 
including discretionary aspects of Qualified Allocation Plans and other programs – 
Medium Priority 

Siting selection policies, practices and decisions for publicly supported housing, 
including discretionary aspects of Qualified Allocation Plans and other programs 
are a medium priority contributing factor to the location of publicly supported 
housing. Although current policies incentivize developments in high opportunity 
areas, they do not provide bonus points exclusively for family-occupancy 
developments.  

• Lack of private investments in specific neighborhoods – Low Priority 
Lack of private investments in specific neighborhoods is a low priority 
contributing factor to fair housing issues connected to publicly supported housing 
because of the lack of a clear causal connection between lack of private 
investment and fair housing issues related specifically to publicly supported 
housing. 

• Lack of public investments in specific neighborhoods, including services or amenities – 
Low Priority 

o Lack of public investments in specific neighborhoods, including services or 
amenities, is a low priority contributing factor to the location of publicly 
supported housing due to the lack of a clear causal connection between lack of 
public investment and fair housing issues related specifically to publicly 
supported housing throughout the state.  

• Lack of regional cooperation – Low Priority 
Lack of local or regional cooperation is not a contributing factor to publicly 
supported housing location because there is a robust infrastructure for regional 
collaboration in Delaware. 

• Occupancy codes and restrictions – Low Priority 
Occupancy codes and restrictions are a low priority contributing factor to publicly 
supported housing occupancy. 
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Disability and Access 
 

• Lack of access to opportunity due to high housing costs – High Priority 
Lack of access to opportunity due to high housing costs is a significant 
contributing factor to disparities in access to opportunity for persons with 
disabilities. Almost half of all renters in the state face housing challenges, defined 
as paying more than 30 percent of their income on housing costs, or living in 
overcrowded or substandard living conditions.  As persons with disabilities have 
disproportionately low incomes, their need for affordable housing is 
correspondingly high.  

• Lack of affordable, accessible housing in a range of unit sizes – High Priority 
The lack of affordable, accessible housing in a range of unit sizes is a significant 
contributing factor to segregation and disproportionate housing needs for persons 
with disabilities. Persons with disabilities have disproportionately low incomes 
and live in poverty, thus increasing their relative need for affordable housing. In 
light of the broader affordable housing shortage in the state, there is certainly a 
shortage for persons with disabilities.  

• Lack of affordable, integrated housing for individuals who need supportive services – 
High Priority 

Lack of affordable, integrated housing for individuals who need supportive 
services is a high priority contributing factor to segregation and disproportionate 
housing needs for persons with disabilities throughout Delaware. The Delaware 
State Housing Authority has helped close the gap for affordable housing for 
persons with disabilities through its State Rental Assistance Program. At the same 
time, efforts to increase the supply of hard units of affordable, integrated housing 
for individuals who need supportive services have slowed.  

• Loss of affordable housing – High Priority 
The loss of affordable housing is a high priority contributing factor to the 
segregation of persons with disabilities, who tend to have lower incomes and are 
often unable to afford market rate housing.  

• Occupancy codes and restrictions – High Priority 
Occupancy codes and restrictions are a high priority contributing factor to 
segregation for persons with disabilities. The extremely restrictive definition of 
“family” may restrict the development of group homes and shared living 
arrangements.  

• Source of income discrimination – High Priority 
Source of income discrimination is a high priority contributing factor to the 
segregation of persons with disabilities because Delaware source of income 
protections do not extend to Housing Choice Voucher holders. Since the 
Delaware State Housing Authority gives preference for persons with disabilities, 
source of income discrimination disproportionately affects persons with 
disabilities.  
 



634 
 

• Access to publicly supported housing for persons with disabilities – Medium Priority 
Access to publicly supported housing for persons with disabilities is a medium 
priority contributing factor to segregation and disproportionate housing needs for 
persons with disabilities. For most categories of publicly supported housing 
across all of Delaware, with the exception of Project-Based Section 8, persons 
with disabilities access assistance at rates that are higher than their proportion of 
the total population and that are roughly in line with their share of the income-
eligible population. In some parts of the state, the participation of persons with 
disabilities in the Housing Choice Voucher program could be expanded, possibly 
through waiting list preferences. 

• Access to transportation for persons with disabilities – Medium Priority 
Access to transportation for persons with disabilities is a medium priority 
contributing factor to disparities in access to opportunity for persons with 
disabilities. All DART buses have accessibility features, but there is little 
information about the accessibility and availability of disability transportation 
services. Additionally, buses do not run on weekends in Kent and Sussex 
Counties, and there is also no paratransit service on Sunday in Sussex County 

• Lack of assistance for transitioning from institutional settings to integrated housing – 
Medium Priority 

Lack of assistance for transitioning from institutional settings to integrated 
housing is a medium priority contributing factor to the segregation of persons 
with disabilities. The State of Delaware has developed a robust infrastructure to 
assist persons with psychiatric disabilities and persons with developmental 
disabilities with transitioning from institutional settings to integrated housing. 
Data reflects that a significant population of elderly adults with disabilities, likely 
disproportionately comprised of persons with ambulatory, vision, and hearing 
disabilities, reside in nursing homes in Delaware. Although many of these 
individuals are likely eligible for the Money Follows the Person Program, 
additional coordination and connective infrastructure may be necessary to ensure 
that individuals are aware of the services and supports, including transitioning to 
community living, for which they are eligible.  

• Land use and zoning laws – Medium Priority 
Land use and zoning laws are a medium priority contributing factor to the 
segregation of persons with disabilities. Higher density zoning would make 
existing affordable housing resources go further thus enabling the development of 
more permanent supportive housing. 

• Regulatory barriers to providing housing and supportive services for persons with 
disabilities – Medium Priority 

Regulatory barriers to providing housing and supportive services for persons with 
disabilities are a medium priority contributing factor to the segregation of persons 
with disabilities in Delaware, particularly in Sussex County. Although municipal 
regulations that constrain the siting and operation of small group homes are a 
primary concern, homeowners’ association regulations can also pose problems. In 
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2015, The Arc of Delaware filed a Fair Housing Act complaint against Sugar 
Maple Farms Property Owners’ Association in Georgetown in Sussex County. 
The association refused to approve The Arc’s acquisition of single-family home 
which was to be used for a four-person group home. The case was settled in 2016, 
but the type practice at issue is widespread within the state.  

• Access for persons with disabilities to proficient schools – Low Priority 
Access for persons with disabilities to proficient schools is a low priority 
contributing factor to disparities in access to education for persons with 
disabilities. Delaware actually performs better than the national trend. Thirty-
three schools in Delaware have less than 10% IDEA-classified students in their 
general population; of those, twelve schools have less than 5% IDEA-classified 
students. 

• Inaccessible government facilities or services – Low Priority 
Inaccessible government facilities or services is not a significant contributing 
factor to disparities in access to opportunity for persons with disabilities. The 
State of Delaware has entered into a settlement agreement regarding the state’s 
ADA obligations. The settlement required the establishment of an Architectural 
Access Board to review plans for state facilities to ensure ADA compliance. The 
settlement also required specific physical modifications to state buildings.  

• Inaccessible public or private infrastructure – Low Priority 
Inaccessible public or private infrastructure is not a significant contributing factor 
to fair housing issues for persons with disabilities. Over the years, the state has 
entered into a number of voluntary settlements regarding the accessibility of roads 
and facilities that have helped ensure that infrastructure across the state is now 
more accessible to people with disabilities.  

• Lack of assistance for housing accessibility modifications – Low Priority 
Lack of assistance for housing accessibility modifications is not a significant 
contributing factor to fair housing issues. There are multiple programs for 
Delaware residents to access low interest home improvement loans and grants for 
home accessibility modifications.  

• Lack of regional cooperation – Low Priority 
Lack of local or regional cooperation is not a contributing factor to the 
segregation of persons with disabilities because there is robust infrastructure to 
coordinate activities across jurisdictions. 

• Lending discrimination – Low Priority 
Lending discrimination is a low priority contributing factor to fair housing issues 
for persons with disabilities. This Analysis did not reveal evidence of lending 
discrimination against persons with disabilities. 

• Location of accessible housing – Low Priority 
The location of accessible housing is not a significant contributing factor to fair 
housing issues. Although it is not possible to precisely map the location of 
accessible housing, it tends to exist where there are concentrations of new, 
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multifamily housing and where there are concentrations of publicly supported 
housing. 

• State or local laws, policies, or practices that discourage individuals with disabilities from 
living in apartments, family homes, supportive housing, shared housing, and other 
integrated settings – Low Priority 

State or local laws, policies or practices that discourage individuals with 
disabilities from living in apartments, family homes, supportive housing and other 
integrated settings are not a significant contributing factor to any fair housing 
issue for persons with disabilities.  
 

Fair Housing Enforcement, Outreach Capacity, and Resources 

• Lack of local private fair housing outreach and enforcement – High Priority 
Lack of local private fair housing outreach and enforcement is a high priority 
contributing factor to segregation. Lack of local private fair housing outreach and 
enforcement is a significant contributing factor to fair housing enforcement, 
outreach capacity, and resources. There are several non-profit fair housing 
counseling and enforcement organizations acting throughout the state, but their 
resources are not sufficient to meet the outreach and enforcement needs of the 
state.  

• Lack of local public fair housing enforcement – High Priority 
Lack of local public fair housing enforcement is a high priority contributing factor 
to segregation. The Delaware Attorney General’s Office of Civil Rights and 
Public Trust only investigates cases of statewide interest or complex pattern or 
practice cases. Since opening in 2015, the office has not filed any litigation to 
date. The office has never brought a housing case and currently only has one very 
preliminary investigation regarding a housing claim. The Division of Human 
Relations (DHR) is the organization tasked with fair housing enforcement 
throughout the state. Operating on a complaint basis, the office has only processed 
roughly 50 cases a year since 2016 and only has one investigator in each county.  

• Lack of resources for fair housing agencies and organizations – High Priority 
Lack of resources for fair housing agencies and organizations is a high priority 
contributing factor to segregation. There are several organizations operating 
throughout the state, but only half of these organizations have a concerted focus 
on fair housing at all. The remaining organizations engage in housing advocacy 
and representation but are limited in staff and resources to meet the statewide 
need. The Division of Human Relations also lacks the resources necessary to 
conduct adequate fair housing outreach and provide sufficient investigatory and 
enforcement service representatives from these organizations expressed a need for 
more resources both on a public and private level to fully address the problem of 
housing discrimination in Delaware.  

• Lack of state or local fair housing laws – Medium Priority 



637 
 

Lack of state or local fair housing laws is a medium priority contributing factor to 
fair housing issues. Housing discrimination is prohibited clearly on both a state 
and local level throughout the state. Delaware’s version of the Fair Housing Act is 
quite extensive, offering more protected classes than the federal Act including 
sexual orientation, gender identity, creed, and source of income. However, the 
source of income protection explicitly carves out protections for voucher holders, 
which is a barrier to accessing housing.  

• Unresolved violations of fair housing or civil rights law – Low Priority 
o Unresolved violations of fair housing or civil rights law are a low priority 

contributing factor to fair housing issues. Of the 154 case records provided by the 
Division of Human Relations, seven were identified as complaint against a city, 
state, or county. The majority of DHR cases are conciliated, but a full audit of 
DHR records would be required to determine whether any of their unresolved 
cases involve any municipal defendants.  
 

2. For each fair housing issue with significant contributing factors identified in Question 1, 
set one or more goals. Using the table below, explain how each goal is designed to 
overcome more than one fair housing issue, explain how the goal will overcome each 
issue and the related contributed factors. For each goal, identify metrics and milestones 
for determining what fair housing results will be achieved, and indicate the timeframe for 
achievement. 
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GOALS AND STRATEGIES 

Goal #1 

Increase the supply 
of affordable 
housing in high 
opportunity areas 
through the 
following strategies: 

Contributing 
Factors 

Fair Housing 
Issues 

Metrics, 
Milestones, 

and 
Timeframe 

for 
Achievement 

Responsible 
Program 

Participant(s) 

1. Prioritize CDBG 
and HOME funding 
and LIHTC tax 
credits for family 
developments in 
high-opportunity 
areas, and further 
incentivize LIHTC 
family development 
in areas of 
opportunity through 
set asides, basis 
boosts, and/or 
increased 
competitive points.  
Institute protocols to 
regularly review and 
report on such 
LIHTC performance.  

 

Lack of access to 
opportunity due to 
high housing costs; 
Location and type 
of affordable 
housing; 
Availability of 
affordable, 
accessible units in 
a range of unit 
sizes; Land use 
and zoning laws 

 

Segregation; 
R/ECAPs; 
Disparities in 
Access to 
Opportunity; 
Disproportionate 
Housing Needs; 
Publicly 
Supported 
Housing 
Location; 
Segregation of 
Persons with 
Disabilities 

.  Delaware State 
Housing Authority, 
New Castle County, 
and City of 
Wilmington  

 

 

2. Explore 
developing 
inclusionary zoning 
programs in Kent 
County and the 
larger jurisdictions 
of Wilmington, 
Newark, and Dover. 
Evaluate and 
improve existing 
inclusionary zoning 
programs in New 

Lack of access to 
opportunity due to 
high housing costs; 
Location and type 
of affordable 
housing; 
Availability of 
affordable, 
accessible units in 
a range of unit 

Segregation; 
R/ECAPs; 
Disparities in 
Access to 
Opportunity; 
Disproportionate 
Housing Needs; 
Publicly 
Supported 
Housing 
Location; 
Segregation of 

.  New Castle County, 
Kent County, 
Sussex County, 
Cities of 
Wilmington, 
Newark, Dover. 
County and City 
Planning, Zoning, 
and Building staff 
and Boards, County 
and City Councils 
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Castle and Sussex 
Counties through 
additional incentives 
to increase 
production of 
affordable family 
units in high-
opportunity areas. 

sizes; Land use 
and zoning laws 

 

Persons with 
Disabilities 

 

 

3. Explore changes 
to existing building 
and zoning codes to 
permit accessory 
dwelling units, 
multifamily housing, 
and smaller lot sizes. 

Lack of access to 
opportunity due to 
high housing costs; 
Location and type 
of affordable 
housing; 
Availability of 
affordable, 
accessible units in 
a range of unit 
sizes; Land use 
and zoning laws 

 

Segregation; 
R/ECAPs; 
Disparities in 
Access to 
Opportunity; 
Disproportionate 
Housing Needs; 
Publicly 
Supported 
Housing 
Location; 
Segregation of 
Persons with 
Disabilities 

.  New Castle County, 
Kent County, 
Sussex County, 
Cities of 
Wilmington, 
Newark, Dover. 
County and City 
Planning, Zoning, 
and Building staff 
and Boards, County 
and City Councils 

 

4. Encourage local 
jurisdictions and 
counties to waive or 
reduce fees for 
affordable housing. 

Lack of access to 
opportunity due to 
high housing costs; 
Location and type 
of affordable 
housing; 
Availability of 
affordable, 
accessible units in 
a range of unit 
sizes; Land use 
and zoning laws 

 

Segregation; 
R/ECAPs; 
Disparities in 
Access to 
Opportunity; 
Disproportionate 
Housing Needs; 
Publicly 
Supported 
Housing 
Location; 
Segregation of 
Persons with 
Disabilities 

.  New Castle, Kent, 
and Sussex 
Counties, County 
Councils, 
Wilmington, Dover, 
Newark 
 

5.  Historically, New 
Castle County has 
used a portion of its 
HOME funds for 

Lack of access to 
opportunity due to 
high housing costs; 
Location and type 

Segregation; 
R/ECAPs; 
Disparities in 
Access to 

.  New Castle County 
Council, New 
Castle County 
Housing and 
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affordable housing 
projects in low-
income communities 
of color in the City 
of Wilmington. In 
order for New Castle 
County to eliminate 
housing policies that 
perpetuate 
segregation, the 
County should 
develop a policy that 
prioritizes its HOME 
funds for family 
affordable housing 
developments in 
high opportunity 
areas throughout the 
County. 

of affordable 
housing; 
Availability of 
affordable, 
accessible units in 
a range of unit 
sizes; Land use 
and zoning laws 

 

Opportunity; 
Disproportionate 
Housing Needs; 
Publicly 
Supported 
Housing 
Location; 
Segregation of 
Persons with 
Disabilities 

Planning and 
Zoning staff and 
Boards 

6. Advocate for the 
repeal of SB 400, 
which requires the 
Delaware State 
Housing Authority 
to notify state 
senators and 
representatives of 
any tax credit, loan, 
or grant award for 
affordable housing 
development in their 
district. This a 
significant 
impediment to 
Delaware’s duty to 
affirmatively 
furthering fair 
housing because it 
increases the 
likelihood of 
nimbyism and its 

Community 
Opposition; Siting 
selection policies, 
practices and 
decisions for 
publicly supported 
housing, including 

discretionary 
aspects of 
Qualified 
Allocation Plans 
and other 
programs; Lack of 
access to 
opportunity due to 
high housing costs; 
Location and type 
of affordable 
housing; 
Availability of 
affordable, 
accessible units in 
a range of unit 

Segregation; 
R/ECAPs; 
Disparities in 
Access to 
Opportunity; 
Disproportionate 
Housing Needs; 
Publicly 
Supported 
Housing 
Location; 
Segregation of 
Persons with 
Disabilities 

 Delaware General 
Assembly, Division 
of Human Relations 
Fair Housing Task 
Force, housing 
advocates 
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discriminatory 
effects.  

sizes; Land use 
and zoning laws 

 

Goal #2 

Preserve the 
existing stock of 
affordable rental 
housing through the 
following strategies: 

Contributing 
Factors 

Fair Housing 
Issues 

Metrics, 
Milestones, 

and 
Timeframe 

for 
Achievement 

Responsible 
Program 

Participant(s) 

1. For municipalities 
with complaint-
driven code 
enforcement 
policies, review and 
revise policies as 
needed to require 
regular inspections 
to reduce 
displacement and 
fear of retaliation by 
landlords against 
tenants. 

 

Displacement of 
residents due to 
economic 
pressures; Lack of 
access to 
opportunity due to 
high housing costs; 
Location and type 
of affordable 
housing; 
Availability of 
affordable, 
accessible units in 
a range of unit 
sizes 

Segregation; 
Disparities in 
Access to 
Opportunity; 
Disproportionate 
Housing Needs; 
Segregation of 
Persons with 
Disabilities 
Segregation; 
Disproportionate 
Housing Needs 

 New Castle, Kent, 
and Sussex County 
Code Enforcement 
Staff, County 
Councils, Dover, 
Wilmington, 
Newark 

2. Continue to 
extend affordability 
restrictions for 
properties with 
expiring subsidies 
through loan 
extensions, 
workouts, and buy-
downs of 
affordability. 

Displacement of 
residents due to 
economic 
pressures; Lack of 
access to 
opportunity due to 
high housing costs; 
Location and type 
of affordable 
housing; 
Availability of 
affordable, 
accessible units in 
a range of unit 
sizes 

Segregation; 
Disparities in 
Access to 
Opportunity; 
Disproportionate 
Housing Needs; 
Segregation of 
Persons with 
Disabilities 
Segregation; 
Disproportionate 
Housing Needs 

 Delaware State 
Housing Authority, 
New Castle, Kent, 
and Sussex 
Counties, County 
Councils, 
Wilmington, Dover, 
Newark 
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Goal #3 

Prevent 
displacement of 
Black and Hispanic 
low- and moderate-
income residents 
through the 
following strategies: 

Contributing 
Factors 

Fair Housing 
Issues 

Metrics, 
Milestones, 

and 
Timeframe 

for 
Achievement 

Responsible 
Program 

Participant(s) 

1. Improve 
protections for 
manufactured 
homeowners in 
leased land 
communities, 
including support to 
facilitate conversion 
of parks to 
cooperative or 
nonprofit ownership.  

Displacement of 
Residents Due to 
Economic 
Pressures, 
accessible housing 
in a range of unit 
sizes  

Segregation; 
Disparities in 
Access to 
Opportunity; 
Disproportionate 
Housing Needs 

 Delaware General 
Assembly, 
Delaware 
Department of 
Justice Consumer 
Protection Unit, 
Delaware 
Manufactured 
Home Relocation 
Authority, 
Delaware 
Department of 
Natural Resources 
and Environmental 
Control, Delaware 
State Housing 
Authority, Division 
of Human Relations 
Fair Housing Task 
Force, Sussex 
County, Kent 
County, New Castle 
County 

2. Pilot a “Right to 
Counsel” program 
for low-income 
tenants facing 
eviction. This 
program can expand 
upon the various 
eviction defense and 

Displacement of 
Residents Due to 
Economic 
Pressures; Private 
discrimination; 
Accessible 
housing in a range 
of unit sizes; 

Segregation; 
Disparities in 
Access to 
Opportunity; 
Disproportionate 
Housing Needs 

 Delaware General 
Assembly, 
Delaware Courts, 
CLASI, Delaware 
State Housing 
Authority, New 
Castle County, 
Kent County, 
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appeals efforts 
recently launched in 
the state with 
funding through the 
Delaware State 
Housing Authority 
and FHLBank 
Pittsburgh’s 
Home4Good 
program. 

Admissions and 
occupancy policies 
and procedures, 
including 
preferences in 
publicly supported 
housing 

Sussex County, 
Dover, Wilmington, 
Newark 

3. Advocate for 
changes to the 
Delaware Code that 
would permit tenants 
to appeal decisions 
from the Justice of 
the Peace Court to 
Superior Court (and, 
from there, to 
appellate courts). 
Delaware is the only 
state that does not 
have an appellate 
pathway for 
landlord/tenant 
cases. This would 
expand case law and 
ensure that appeals 
are being decided by 
attorneys. 

Displacement of 
Residents Due to 
Economic 
Pressures; Private 
discrimination 

Segregation; 
Disparities in 
Access to 
Opportunity; 
Disproportionate 
Housing Needs 

 Delaware General 
Assembly, 
Delaware Courts 

4. Establish a 
minimum non-
payment of rent 
threshold for 
evictions of $100 
and adopt a rule 
which allows tenant 
to cure by paying the 
full amount owed up 
to and including the 

Displacement of 
Residents Due to 
Economic 
Pressures; Private 
discrimination 

Segregation; 
Disparities in 
Access to 
Opportunity; 
Disproportionate 
Housing Needs 

 Delaware General 
Assembly, 
Delaware Courts 



644 
 

date of trial for 
eviction.   

Goal #4 

Increase community 
integration for 
persons with 
disabilities through 
the following 
strategies: 

Contributing 
Factors 

Fair Housing 
Issues 

Metrics, 
Milestones, 
and 
Timeframe 
for 
Achievement 

Responsible 
Program 
Participant(s) 

1. Develop funding 
sources and policies 
to establish project-
based rental 
assistance to allow 
for the creation of 
new permanent 
supporting housing 
through the LIHTC 
and other financing 
programs, which is 
currently allowed 
and incentivized but 
the lack of ongoing 
rental assistance is a 
major barrier.  

 

Access to publicly 
supported housing 
for persons with 
disabilities; 
Availability of 
affordable, 
accessible units in 
a range of unit 
sizes; Lack of 
affordable, 
integrated housing 
for individuals 
who need 
supportive 
services; Location 
of accessible 
housing 

Segregation and 
Disproportionate 
Housing Needs 
of Persons with 
Disabilities 

 Delaware State 
Housing Authority, 
Delaware 
Department of 
Health and Social 
Services 

2. Adopt preferences 
for persons with 
disabilities who are 
at risk of 
institutionalization 
or have recently left 
institutions to 
Administrative Plans 
for housing 
authorities that do 
not currently have 
such preferences. 

 

Access to publicly 
supported housing 
for persons with 
disabilities; 
Availability of 
affordable, 
accessible units in 
a range of unit 
sizes; Lack of 
affordable, 
integrated housing 
for individuals 
who need 
supportive 

Segregation and 
Disproportionate 
Housing Needs 
of Persons with 
Disabilities 

 Delaware State 
Housing Authority, 
New Castle County 
Housing Authority, 
Wilmington 
Housing Authority, 
Dover Housing 
Authority 
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services; Location 
of accessible 
housing 

3. Revise 
Delaware’s 
statewide housing 
code and encourage 
other jurisdictions to 
change the definition 
of a family so that it 
does not have a 
numerical limit as to 
the number of 
unrelated persons 
who can live 
together in a unit.  

Access to publicly 
supported housing 
for persons with 
disabilities; 
Availability of 
affordable, 
accessible units in 
a range of unit 
sizes; Lack of 
affordable, 
integrated housing 
for individuals 
who need 
supportive 
services; Location 
of accessible 
housing 

Segregation and 
Disproportionate 
Housing Needs 
of Persons with 
Disabilities 

 Delaware General 
Assembly, State 
Council for Persons 
with Disabilities, 
City and County 
Councils 

4. Continue to 
increase the supply 
of fully accessible 
units by continuing 
to incentivize the 
inclusion of 
additional accessible 
units in LIHTC 
developments.  

Access to publicly 
supported housing 
for persons with 
disabilities; 
Availability of 
affordable, 
accessible units in 
a range of unit 
sizes; Lack of 
affordable, 
integrated housing 
for individuals 
who need 
supportive 
services; Location 
of accessible 
housing 

Segregation and 
Disproportionate 
Housing Needs 
of Persons with 
Disabilities 

 Delaware State 
Housing Authority, 
Delaware 
Department of 
Health and Social 
Services, State 
Council for Persons 
with Disabilities  

5. Provide targeted 
outreach, assistance, 
and case 

Access to publicly 
supported housing 
for persons with 

Segregation and 
Disproportionate 
Housing Needs 

 Delaware General 
Assembly, 
Delaware 



646 
 

management to 
elderly persons with 
disabilities living in 
nursing homes to 
facilitate transitions 
to community living. 

disabilities; 
Availability of 
affordable, 
accessible units in 
a range of unit 
sizes; Lack of 
affordable, 
integrated housing 
for individuals 
who need 
supportive 
services; Location 
of accessible 
housing 

of Persons with 
Disabilities 

Department of 
Health and Social 
Services, State 
Council for Persons 
with Disabilities 

Goal #5 

Ensure equal access 
to housing for 
persons with 
protected 
characteristics, 
lower-income, and 
homeless through 
the following 
strategies: 

Contributing 
Factors 

Fair Housing 
Issues 

Metrics, 
Milestones, 

and 
Timeframe 

for 
Achievement 

Responsible 
Program 

Participant(s) 

1. Expand Delaware 
Fair Housing Act’s 
Source of Income 
protections to 
include voucher 
holders. 

 

Displacement of 
Residents due to 
Economic 
Pressures; Lack of 
affordable, 
accessible housing 
in a range of unit 
sizes; Community 
opposition; 
Impediments to 
mobility; Lack of 
access to 
opportunity due to 
high housing costs; 
Lack of Local 
Public Fair 
Housing 

Segregation/ 
Integration, 
Disparities in 
Access to 
Opportunities, 
Disproportionate 
Housing Needs 

 Delaware General 
Assembly, Division 
of Human Relations 
Fair Housing Task 
Force, developers, 
management 
companies, 
nonprofit 
organizations 
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Enforcement; Lack 
of Local Private 
Fair Housing 
Enforcement, 
Private 
Discrimination, 
Source of Income 
Discrimination  

2. For municipalities 
with crime-free 
housing and 
nuisance ordinances, 
continue to advocate 
for the removal of 
these ordinances and 
encourage the 
introduction of 
legislation banning 
ordinances 
throughout the State. 

 

Community 
opposition; Lack 
of Local Public 
Fair Housing 
Enforcement; Lack 
of Local Private 
Fair Housing 
Enforcement, 
Private 
Discrimination 

Segregation/ 
Integration, 
Disparities in 
Access to 
Opportunities, 
Disproportionate 
Housing Needs 

 Delaware State 
Housing Authority, 
Delaware General 
Assembly, County 
Councils, County 
Housing 
Authorities and 
Housing 
Departments, 
Wilmington, 
Newark, Dover, 
Division of Human 
Relations Fair 
Housing Task 
Force 

3. Require that all 
rental and 
homeownership 
applications are 
available in Spanish 
and ensure that 
paper copies are 
available for those 
without computer 
access. 

 

Displacement of 
Residents due to 
Economic 
Pressures; Lack of 
affordable, 
accessible housing 
in a range of unit 
sizes; Community 
opposition; 
Impediments to 
mobility; Lack of 
access to 
opportunity due to 
high housing costs; 
Lack of Local 
Public Fair 
Housing 
Enforcement; Lack 

Segregation/ 
Integration, 
Disparities in 
Access to 
Opportunities, 
Disproportionate 
Housing Needs 

 Delaware State 
Housing Authority, 
County Councils, 
County Housing 
Authorities and 
Housing 
Departments, 
Wilmington, 
Newark, Dover  
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of Local Private 
Fair Housing 
Enforcement, 
Private 
Discrimination; 
Lack of 
meaningful 
language access 
for individuals 
with limited 
English 
proficiency 

4. Ensure that 
housing authorities 
have culturally 
competent 
translators available 
to their customers. 

 

Displacement of 
Residents due to 
Economic 
Pressures; Lack of 
affordable, 
accessible housing 
in a range of unit 
sizes; Community 
opposition; 
Impediments to 
mobility; Lack of 
access to 
opportunity due to 
high housing costs; 
Lack of Local 
Public Fair 
Housing 
Enforcement; Lack 
of Local Private 
Fair Housing 
Enforcement, 
Private 
Discrimination; 
Lack of 
meaningful 
language access 
for individuals 
with limited 
English 
proficiency 

Segregation/ 
Integration, 
Disparities in 
Access to 
Opportunities, 
Disproportionate 
Housing Needs 

 Delaware State 
Housing Authority, 
County Housing 
Authorities, 
Wilmington 
Housing Authority, 
Newark Housing 
Authority, Dover 
Housing Authority  
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5. Cap rental 
application fees and 
eliminate fees for 
voucher holders in 
accordance with best 
practices.  

 

Displacement of 
Residents due to 
Economic 
Pressures; 
Impediments to 
mobility; Lack of 
access to 
opportunity due to 
high housing costs; 
Lack of Local 
Public Fair 
Housing 
Enforcement; Lack 
of Local Private 
Fair Housing 
Enforcement, 
Private 
Discrimination 

Segregation/ 
Integration, 
Disparities in 
Access to 
Opportunities, 
Disproportionate 
Housing Needs 

 Delaware State 
Housing Authority, 
New Castle County, 
Wilmington, 
Newark, Dover  

6. Where possible, 
encourage landlords 
to follow HUD’s 
guidance on the use 
of criminal 
backgrounds in 
screening tenants.  

 

Displacement of 
Residents due to 
Economic 
Pressures; Lack of 
affordable, 
accessible housing 
in a range of unit 
sizes; Community 
opposition; 
Impediments to 
mobility; Lack of 
access to 
opportunity due to 
high housing costs; 
Lack of Local 
Public Fair 
Housing 
Enforcement; Lack 
of Local Private 
Fair Housing 
Enforcement, 
Private 
Discrimination 

Segregation/ 
Integration, 
Disparities in 
Access to 
Opportunities, 
Disproportionate 
Housing Needs 

 Delaware State 
Housing Authority, 
Delaware General 
Assembly, County 
Councils, County 
Housing 
Authorities and 
Housing 
Departments, 
Wilmington, 
Newark, Dover. 
LIHTC owners, 
management 
companies, and 
other owners of 
affordable rental 
properties 
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7. Encourage 
inclusive credit 
screening practices 
that do not rely on 
FICO scores. 

 

 

      

Displacement of 
Residents due to 
Economic 
Pressures; Lack of 
affordable, 
accessible housing 
in a range of unit 
sizes; Community 
opposition; 
Impediments to 
mobility; Lack of 
access to 
opportunity due to 
high housing costs; 
Lack of Local 
Public Fair 
Housing 
Enforcement; Lack 
of Local Private 
Fair Housing 
Enforcement, 
Private 
Discrimination 

Segregation/ 
Integration, 
Disparities in 
Access to 
Opportunities, 
Disproportionate 
Housing Needs 

 Delaware State 
Housing Authority, 
Delaware General 
Assembly, County 
Councils, County 
Housing 
Authorities and 
Housing 
Departments, 
Wilmington, 
Newark, Dover  

8. Convene the Fair 
Housing Task Force 
on a quarterly 
schedule to 
implement 
recommendations in 
the AI that are 
regional in nature.  

Displacement of 
Residents due to 
Economic 
Pressures; Lack of 
affordable, 
accessible housing 
in a range of unit 
sizes; Community 
opposition; 
Impediments to 
mobility; Lack of 
access to 
opportunity due to 
high housing costs; 
Lack of Local 
Public Fair 
Housing 
Enforcement; Lack 
of Local Private 

Segregation/ 
Integration, 
Disparities in 
Access to 
Opportunities, 
Disproportionate 
Housing Needs 

 Delaware Division 
of Human 
Relations, 
Delaware State 
Housing Authority, 
New Castle County, 
Ken County, 
Sussex County, 
Cities of 
Wilmington, Dover, 
and Newark, 
housing advocates   
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Fair Housing 
Enforcement, 
Private 
Discrimination 

Goal #6 

Expand access to 
opportunity for 
protected classes 
through the 
following strategies: 

Contributing 
Factors 

Fair Housing 
Issues 

Metrics, 
Milestones, 

and 
Timeframe 

for 
Achievement 

Responsible 
Program 

Participant(s) 

1. Study and make 
recommendations to 
improve and expand 
Sussex County’s 
public transportation 
to ensure that 
members of 
protected classes can 
access jobs. Review 
public transportation 
options in New 
Castle and Kent 
Counties to ensure 
sufficient access to 
job centers and 
coordination among 
various agencies.  

 

Location and Type 
of Affordable 
Housing, 
Displacement of 
residents due to 
economic 
pressures, 
Location of 
employers, 
Availability, type, 
frequency, and 
reliability of public 
transportation, 
Lack of public 
investment in 
specific 
neighborhoods, 
including services 
or amenities 

Disparities in 
Access to 
Opportunity; 
R/ECAPs; 
Segregation  

.  Delaware Transit 
Corporation 
(DART), Delaware, 
Delaware Public 
Service 
Commission, 
Sussex County 
Council, New 
Castle County, 
Kent County, 
Delaware State 
Housing Authority 

2. Address the racial 
disparities in water 
and sewer hookups, 
water quality, and 
utility costs in 
Sussex County by 
targeting CDBG 
funding for 
infrastructure and 
public utility 
improvements to 

Location and Type 
of Affordable 
Housing, Location 
of Environmental 
Health Hazards, 
Displacement of 
residents due to 
economic 
pressures, 
Location of 
employers, Lack 

Disparities in 
Access to 
Opportunity; 
R/ECAPs; 
Segregation  

.  Sussex County, 
Delaware State 
Housing Authority, 
Division of Human 
Relations Fair 
Housing Task 
Force, Delaware 
Department of 
Natural Resources 
and Environmental 
Control, Delaware 
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unincorporated 
communities of 
color.  

of public 
investment in 
specific 
neighborhoods, 
including services 
or amenities 

Transit Corporation 
(DART), Delaware 
Public Service 
Commission, local 
municipalities as 
applicable.  

Goal #7 

Reduce barriers to 
mobility through the 
following strategies: 

Contributing 
Factors 

Fair Housing 
Issues 

Metrics, 
Milestones, 

and 
Timeframe 

for 
Achievement 

Responsible 
Program 

Participant(s) 

1. Enter into 
portability 
agreements with 
neighboring PHAs to 
permit HCV moves 
to opportunity areas 
without porting. 

 

Admissions and 
occupancy policies 
and procedures, 
including 
preferences in 
publicly supported 
housing; 
Impediments to 
mobility; 
Community 
opposition; 
Displacement of 
residents due to 
economic 
pressures; Lack of 
access to 
opportunity due to 
high housing costs; 
Source of income 
discrimination; 
Quality of 
affordable housing 
information 
programs 

Disparities in 
Access to 
Opportunity; 
R/ECAPs; 
Segregation; 
Disproportionate 
Housing Needs; 
Publicly 
Supported 
Housing 

 New Castle County 
Housing Authority 
and Wilmington 
Housing Authority.   

2. Enact policies that 
more formally 
provide for periodic 
reviews of residency 

Admissions and 
occupancy policies 
and procedures, 
including 

Disparities in 
Access to 
Opportunity; 
R/ECAPs; 

 Delaware State 
Housing Authority, 
New Castle County 
Housing Authority, 
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and other 
preferences for fair 
housing impacts.   

 

preferences in 
publicly supported 
housing; 
Impediments to 
mobility; 
Community 
opposition; 
Displacement of 
residents due to 
economic 
pressures; Lack of 
access to 
opportunity due to 
high housing costs; 
Source of income 
discrimination; 
Quality of 
affordable housing 
information 
programs 

Segregation; 
Disproportionate 
Housing Needs; 
Publicly 
Supported 
Housing 

Newark Housing 
Authority, Dover 
Housing Authority, 
Wilmington 
Housing Authority, 
Division of Human 
Relations 

3. Explore selective 
use of payment 
standards based on 
Small Area Fair 
Market Rents, to 
expand housing 
choice specifically in 
zip codes that are 
areas of opportunity. 

 

Admissions and 
occupancy policies 
and procedures, 
including 
preferences in 
publicly supported 
housing; 
Impediments to 
mobility; 
Community 
opposition; 
Displacement of 
residents due to 
economic 
pressures; Lack of 
access to 
opportunity due to 
high housing costs; 
Source of income 
discrimination; 
Quality of 
affordable housing 

Disparities in 
Access to 
Opportunity; 
R/ECAPs; 
Segregation; 
Disproportionate 
Housing Needs; 
Publicly 
Supported 
Housing 

 Delaware State 
Housing Authority, 
Newark Housing 
Authority, Dover 
Housing Authority; 
Wilmington 
Housing Authority, 
New Castle County, 
Newark already 
implementing 
SAFMRs    
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information 
programs 

4. Ensure that both 
written and oral 
briefing content for 
voucher holders 
addresses moves to 
opportunity; expand 
content as needed.   

      

Admissions and 
occupancy policies 
and procedures, 
including 
preferences in 
publicly supported 
housing; 
Impediments to 
mobility; 
Community 
opposition; 
Displacement of 
residents due to 
economic 
pressures; Lack of 
access to 
opportunity due to 
high housing costs; 
Source of income 
discrimination; 
Quality of 
affordable housing 
information 
programs 

Disparities in 
Access to 
Opportunity; 
R/ECAPs; 
Segregation; 
Disproportionate 
Housing Needs; 
Publicly 
Supported 
Housing 

 Delaware State 
Housing Authority, 
New Castle County 
Housing Authority, 
Newark Housing 
Authority, Dover 
Housing Authority, 
Wilmington 
Housing Authority, 
Division of Human 
Relations.  

5. Explore creation 
of a mobility 
counseling program 
to support moves to 
opportunity.  

 

Admissions and 
occupancy policies 
and procedures, 
including 
preferences in 
publicly supported 
housing; 
Impediments to 
mobility; 
Community 
opposition; 
Displacement of 
residents due to 
economic 
pressures; Lack of 

Disparities in 
Access to 
Opportunity; 
R/ECAPs; 
Segregation; 
Disproportionate 
Housing Needs; 
Publicly 
Supported 
Housing 

 Delaware State 
Housing Authority, 
New Castle County 
Housing Authority, 
Newark Housing 
Authority, Dover 
Housing Authority, 
Wilmington 
Housing Authority.  
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access to 
opportunity due to 
high housing costs; 
Source of income 
discrimination; 
Quality of 
affordable housing 
information 
programs 

6. Institute policies 
providing for regular 
landlord/developer 
outreach and 
engagement, to 
encourage and 
support participation 
in the voucher 
program, including 
periodic workshops 
and an ongoing 
working group; and 
encourage the use of 
the landlord listing 
service 
DelawareHousingSe
arch to increase 
availability of units – 
particularly in high-
opportunity areas.   

 

 

Admissions and 
occupancy policies 
and procedures, 
including 
preferences in 
publicly supported 
housing; 
Impediments to 
mobility; 
Community 
opposition; 
Displacement of 
residents due to 
economic 
pressures; Lack of 
access to 
opportunity due to 
high housing costs; 
Source of income 
discrimination; 
Quality of 
affordable housing 
information 
programs; Lack of 
local public fair 
housing outreach 
and enforcement  

Disparities in 
Access to 
Opportunity; 
R/ECAPs; 
Segregation; 
Disproportionate 
Housing Needs; 
Publicly 
Supported 
Housing 

 Delaware State 
Housing Authority, 
New Castle County 
Housing Authority, 
Newark Housing 
Authority, Dover 
Housing Authority, 
Wilmington 
Housing Authority, 
Delaware Public 
Service 
Commission, 
Sussex County 
Council, Division 
of Human Relations 

7. Develop a model 
Affirmative Fair 
Housing Marketing 
Plan and support 
expanded affirmative 

Source of income 
discrimination; 
Quality of 
affordable housing 
information 

Disparities in 
Access to 
Opportunity; 
R/ECAPs; 
Segregation; 

 Delaware State 
Housing Authority, 
New Castle County 
Housing Authority, 
Newark Housing 
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marketing, including 
to Hispanic 
communities.   

      

programs; Land 
use and zoning 
laws 

Disproportionate 
Housing Needs; 
Publicly 
Supported 
Housing 

Authority, Dover 
Housing Authority, 
Wilmington 
Housing Authority, 
Division of Human 
Relations.    
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