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Executive Summary

Lackawanna County’s housing market is at an inflection point. After decades of population decline and
relatively stable housing costs, renewed demand since 2020 has placed mounting pressure on an aging
and constrained housing system. While overall population growth has been modest, changes in
household composition, in-migration, and shifting age demographics — particularly growth among older
adults — have intensified demand for housing types that the county’s current stock is poorly positioned
to supply. The result is a housing market that remains comparatively affordable by national standards
but is increasingly strained for low- and moderate-income households, renters, first-time buyers, and
seniors.

This study examines housing conditions across Lackawanna County using a combination of quantitative
data and stakeholder interviews. Analysis of Census and ACS data confirms that housing costs have risen
sharply since 2019, with increases outpacing income growth for many households. Home values and
rents have escalated most quickly in the post-pandemic period, driven by limited new construction,
declining listings, and tighter inventory. Although higher-income households have been largely
insulated, cost burdens have increased substantially for homeowners and renters earning below the
county median. Renters, in particular, now experience pervasive cost burden across nearly all income
categories, signaling a broad erosion of affordability. Rising housing costs point to a continued need
for rental and utility assistance programs that help stabilize vulnerable households as affordability
pressures intensify.

Housing supply dynamics reinforce these pressures. The county’s housing stock is overwhelmingly
dominated by single-family detached homes, many of which were built before 1960. While these homes
contribute to the region’s traditional character, their age presents persistent challenges related to
deferred maintenance, energy inefficiency, and health and safety concerns. Rehabilitation costs — often
compounded by the need for lead abatement or major system upgrades — frequently exceed what
moderate-income households can reasonably finance. As a result, properties that appear affordable at
purchase often become functionally unaffordable once repair and operating costs are considered. The
age and condition of the county’s housing stock underscore the need to expand and invest in home
repair, weatherization, and lead abatement resources to support long-term health and safety.

New housing production has been limited and unevenly distributed across municipalities. Zoning
patterns strongly favor low-density, single-family development, while opportunities for duplexes, small
multifamily buildings, and mixed-use housing remain scarce. True multifamily zoning is rare and
geographically constrained, largely concentrated in Scranton and a small number of boroughs. Rural and
suburban townships typically reserve the majority of land for large-lot residential, agricultural, or
conservation uses, effectively placing substantial acreage off-limits to new housing. Even where zoning
permits higher density, infrastructure limitations — particularly water and sewer capacity — often
constrain feasibility. Modernizing zoning frameworks to allow duplexes, small multifamily buildings,
accessory dwelling units, and mixed-use housing will expand the range of housing options and
increase development feasibility across municipalities.

Vacancy trends underscore the complexity of the county’s housing challenges. Overall vacancy rates
have declined from mid-2010s peaks, reflecting tighter market conditions, yet a significant share of
vacant units falls into the “other vacant” category, indicating structural barriers rather than market
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choice. These units are often vacant due to disrepair, legal complications, or abandonment rather than
availability for immediate occupancy. Multifamily structures with two to nine units exhibit
disproportionately high vacancy rates, reflecting both reinvestment challenges and market churn. At the
same time, for-sale inventory has dropped sharply, reducing pathways into homeownership for
first-time buyers. Addressing these vacancy dynamics will require a coordinated approach to preparing
underutilized parcels for reinvestment, including resolving title issues, addressing blight, and
improving infrastructure readiness.

Qualitative findings from stakeholder interviews reinforce and deepen the quantitative analysis.
Municipal officials, housing providers, developers, employers, and real estate professionals consistently
identified the age and condition of the housing stock as central constraints. Interviewees described a
market where demand exists but feasibility does not — escalating construction and rehabilitation costs,
soft market rents in many neighborhoods, and fragmented regulatory processes create persistent
financing gaps. Even donated land or publicly owned parcels often require layered subsidies and
extensive site preparation to become viable. These feasibility challenges highlight the value of
financing tools like a housing investment fund that can help close development gaps and support
rehabilitation and mixed-income housing projects.

Interviewees also emphasized the growing difficulty faced by first-time homebuyers. Limited
move-in-ready inventory, competition from investors, higher interest rates, and insurance barriers
associated with older homes have extended search times and pushed many would-be buyers to remain
renters longer than planned. Although investor activity has slowed from its peak, its lasting effects
continue to restrict the supply of starter homes. On the rental side, rising rents and limited quality
options disproportionately affect seniors, families with children, service-sector workers, and individuals
with fixed or modest incomes. Expanding pathways to homeownership and preserving starter home
inventory will help these would-be and first-time buyers overcome barriers created by limited supply
and rising costs.

Zoning and administrative fragmentation emerged as a recurring theme. With more than three dozen
municipalities controlling land use independently, developers face inconsistent standards, varying
timelines, and differing interpretations of ordinances. Land bank and redevelopment tools exist but are
used inconsistently due to site-level constraints such as blight remediation needs and infrastructure
gaps, limited nonprofit developer capacity, and process friction stemming from nonuniform zoning
policies. Stakeholders noted that uncertainty, rather than regulation alone, often proves most costly,
extending timelines and increasing risk. These inconsistencies suggest that commitment to a more
standardized permitting and development review process could reduce uncertainty and improve
project viability across municipalities.

Despite these challenges, the assessment identifies meaningful assets and opportunities. Lackawanna
County benefits from extensive legacy infrastructure in boroughs and cities, a substantial supply of
vacant and underutilized properties suitable for infill or adaptive reuse, and an active ecosystem of
housing stakeholders. Existing programs supporting home repair, weatherization, rental assistance, and
senior housing provide a foundation on which to build. Case studies from within the county
demonstrate the potential of adaptive reuse, modular construction, and nonprofit development when
regulatory and financial conditions align. Countywide assets illustrate the opportunity to expand
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adaptive reuse efforts that convert vacant or underutilized structures into revitalizing new housing
options.

In the near term, interviewees converged on a practical set of actions to stabilize households and
preserve existing housing units. Priorities include targeted rental and utility assistance to prevent
eviction spikes; expanded home repair and weatherization programs to address the condition of aging
homes; and strengthened habitability enforcement paired with financial and technical support so
deficiencies can be remedied without triggering displacement. In parallel, a countywide “parcel
readiness” strategy — focused on title clearing, selective demolition, infrastructure coordination, and
floodplain due diligence — would help create a pipeline of build-ready sites for preservation, small-scale
infill, and mixed-income development. Over time, more standardized permitting and incentive-aligned
zoning updates could improve predictability and reduce development friction for projects that meet
guality and affordability objectives. The range of short- and long-term needs and opportunities
identified in the assessment supports the creation of a countywide housing task force to guide
implementation, align local efforts and incentives, and monitor progress.

Taken together, the findings point to a housing system shaped by long-standing structural conditions
rather than short-term shocks alone. Addressing Lackawanna County’s housing needs will require
coordinated action across preservation, zoning reform, infrastructure planning, financing tools,
countywide coordinated planning and collaboration, and capacity building. While no single strategy is
sufficient, the county is well positioned to make progress by aligning existing assets, reducing regulatory
uncertainty, and focusing on both stabilization and supply expansion to ensure long-term housing
stability and equitable growth.

Actionable recommendations include:

e Reinvigorate and coordinate use of LERTA and other local incentives to encourage new
construction, rehabilitation, infill development, and adaptive reuse.

e Modernize zoning by reducing minimum lot sizes, expanding R-2 and R-3 districts, allowing
duplexes, small multifamily housing, accessory dwelling units, manufactured housing, and
mixed-use residential development in appropriate areas.

e Standardize permitting, zoning definitions, development review timelines, and pre-application
processes across municipalities to reduce uncertainty and improve project feasibility.

e Establish a countywide housing task force with public, private, nonprofit, and for-profit partners
to coordinate implementation, monitor progress, and align housing programs and incentives.

e Create or expand flexible financing tools, such as a housing trust fund, CDFI, revolving
rehabilitation fund, or affordable housing investment fund, to close financing gaps for
preservation, infill, and mixed-income housing projects.

e Advance a countywide parcel readiness strategy that addresses title clearing, blight remediation,
selective demolition, infrastructure coordination, and floodplain due diligence to prepare sites
for reinvestment.

e Expand home repair, weatherization, lead abatement, and accessibility resources to preserve
aging housing, improve health and safety, and help residents remain stably housed.

e Support adaptive reuse and non-market housing models, including nonprofit, cooperative,
mixed-income, and intentional community approaches, to expand affordable and accessible
housing options.
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e Strengthen education and capacity-building programs for homebuyers, small developers,
nonprofit developers, and local officials to improve readiness, expand the development pipeline,
and support long-term implementation.

Introduction

Historically, low housing costs have underpinned the relatively affordable cost of living in Lackawanna
County. Decades of population decline between 1980 and 2010 suppressed housing demand relative to
supply, helping to maintain long-term price stability across much of the county. That equilibrium shifted
beginning in 2020, when renewed population growth sharply increased demand for housing and placed
new pressure on an aging and constrained housing stock. In the years that followed, home values and
rents rose rapidly, and affordability challenges became more widespread and persistent.

These market changes are occurring alongside broader demographic and economic shifts. Even during
years when the county’s overall population has remained relatively stable, its age structure grew older,
racial and ethnic diversity increased, and income growth for many households lagged behind rising
housing costs. Limited new construction, zoning and infrastructure constraints, and the condition of
much of the existing housing supply have restricted the market’s ability to respond to rising demand. As
a result, affordability pressures now extend beyond low-income households to include working families,
first-time homebuyers, seniors, and moderate-income renters and homeowners.

This study investigates the state of the housing stock in Lackawanna County, barriers to housing
construction, locations in need of housing development, blight remediation opportunities, and other
issues relevant to housing conditions countywide. Drawing on quantitative data and qualitative input
from municipal leaders, housing providers, developers, employers, and service organizations, the report
examines trends in housing supply, tenure, affordability, vacancy, zoning and land use, and housing
programs and services. Together, these findings inform a set of strategic recommendations designed to
stabilize households, expand housing options across income levels, modernize regulatory frameworks,
and support long-term housing stability and equitable growth throughout Lackawanna County.

Research Methodology

Most of the data used in this report were drawn from publicly available sources. Information on housing
characteristics, demographic trends, and income levels was obtained from the U.S. Census Bureau’s
Decennial Census and the American Community Survey (ACS). Decennial Census data were used for the
years 2000, 2010, and 2020, and five-year ACS estimates were used to analyze housing supply trends
from 2010 through 2024. Housing supply figures rely on U.S. Census data, and housing market indicators
were sourced from the Multiple Listing Service (MLS) and the Greater Scranton Board of Realtors.
Trends in housing tenure were generated primarily using linear projection methods.

The zoning analysis resulted entirely from secondary sources. Data were collected from municipal
websites, the Scranton—Abingtons Planning Association (SAPA), the Lackawanna County website, the
Lackawanna County 2024 Planning Annual Report, and housing and real estate platforms including
Zillow, Realtor.com, and Zoneomics. Microsoft Copilot was used to assist with organizing and
synthesizing this information. The information was gathered during January and February 2026 and is
the most current published during that time frame.
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In addition to publicly available data, primary research helped capture market conditions and
stakeholder perspectives. This research consisted of interviews conducted by The Institute staff with
private-sector professionals, nonprofit organizations, and government officials. Interviewees were asked
about rising housing costs, whether the current housing market meets resident needs, gaps in housing
supply, and the primary barriers to housing development. Additional questions were tailored to each
participant’s area of expertise. The combination of stakeholder insights and quantitative data
strengthens the analysis and supports the development of practical, implementable recommendations.

Socio Economics of Lackawanna County

Lackawanna County’s population has remained relatively stable since 2000, with modest growth
occurring between 2010 and 2020. Despite this overall stability, notable demographic shifts have taken
place, particularly in age distribution and racial and ethnic composition. In 2000, the largest share of the
population fell within the 35- to 54-year-old age group; however, by 2020 and in the 2024 estimates,
this cohort had declined, while the proportion of residents aged 55 to 64 and 65 and older increased. In
addition, the county has become more racially and ethnically diverse over time. While nearly 96 percent
of residents identified as White in 2000, the 2020 Census and 2024 estimates show a decline in this
share, with the most notable growth occurring among individuals identifying as Hispanic/Latino and
those identifying with two or more races.

Lackawanna County Population

Demographic Characteristics 2000 2010 2020 2024 Estimate
Total Population 213,295 213,731 215,896 216,146
Under 20 52,632 50,654 48,609 50,413
20to 34 37,710 38,294 39,694 39,207
35to 54 60,817 59,307 51,953 52,440
55to 64 20,594 27,365 30,913 29,676
65 and older 41,542 38,111 44,727 44,410
White 95.9% 91.8% 81.2% 79.6%
Black/African American 1.2% 1.9% 3.4% 3.0%
Asian/Asian American 0.7% 1.7% 3.1% 3.0%
Native Hawaiian/Pacific

Islander 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
American Indian/Alaska

Native 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1%
Some other race 0.1% 0.1% 0.4% 0.6%
Two or more races 0.5% 0.7% 3.3% 3.9%
Hispanic/Latino 1.4% 3.7% 8.5% *9.8%
Male 100,614 102,415 105,447 106,261

112,681 111,316 110,449 109,885

Female
Source: U.S. Census Bureau. *Not part of the total%

The typical home value in Lackawanna County was reported at less than $130,000 in 2010 and increased
by approximately $8,000 by 2018. Beginning in 2019, however, home values rose at a significantly faster
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year-over-year pace through 2024. Population growth combined with limited new construction has been
a key driver of these increases. Similar trends are evident in neighboring Luzerne County and across
Pennsylvania as a whole.

Typical Home Value

2010 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024
Lackawanna County $127,069 $135,277 $140,850 $157,321 $177,094 $185,784 $199,748 $220,035
Luzerne County $120,796 $122,421 $135,199 $148,633 $170,495 $181,468 $192,596 $204,076
Pennsylvania $157,606 $179,759 $189,526 $208,040 $228,097 $247,113 $257,483 $267,930
United States $164,278 $231,323 $242,532 $265,555 $307,718 $338,198 $347,125 $356,239

Source: Zillow Research ZHVI (Zillow Home Value Index). Each value is the average of all available monthly data.

In 2024, a majority of homeowners
earned $75,000 or more, up from
21.3 percent in 2000, and most
households in this income bracket
continued to spend less than 20.0
percent of their income on housing.
In contrast, lower-income
homeowners experience
substantially greater financial strain.
Among those earning less than
$20,000, the share paying 30.0
percent or more of income on
housing — the standard definition of
cost burden — Increased from 57.5
percent to 90.4 percent since 2000.
Similar, though less pronounced,
patterns are evident among
homeowners earning $20,000 to
$34,999 and $35,000 to $49,999.
Even middle-income households saw
rising cost burdens, while the share
able to keep housing costs below 20
percent declined across every
income group.
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Lackawanna County Housing Affordability (Homeowners)

Monthly Housing Costs as a Percentage 2024
of Income 2000 | Estimate
Median Household Income

Less than $20,000 19.0% 7.1%
Less than 20 percent 14.8% 2.9%
20 to 29 percent 23.5% 6.7%
30 percent or more 57.5% 90.4%
$20,000 to $34,999 18.6% 8.9%
Less than 20 percent 51.9% 16.4%
20 to 29 percent 19.5% 23.8%
30 percent or more 28.6% 59.8%
$35,000 to $49,999 18.5% 10.2%
Less than 20 percent 51.1% 34.0%
20 to 29 percent 30.8% 28.1%
30 percent or more 18.1% 37.9%
$50,000 to $74,999 22.6% 16.7%
Less than 20 percent 67.5% 56.2%
20 to 29 percent 24.3% 28.0%
30 percent or more 8.2% 15.8%
$75,000 or more 21.3% 56.0%
Less than 20 percent 85.0% 82.4%
20 to 29 percent 12.5% 13.5%
30 percent or more 2.5% 4.1%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau

(o]



Affordability pressures intensified
yP ! . Lackawanna County Housing Affordability (Renters)

even more for renters, with sharp
. . Monthly Housing Costs as a Percentage 2024
increases in cost burdens across )
. of Income 2000 | Estimate
nearly all income groups. In 2000, for :
. Median Household Income
example, most renters earning
Less than $20,000 48.3% 23.7%
$35,000 to $49,999 spent less than
20.0 t of their i Less than 20 percent 7.4% 2.6%
- F’ercsn 2324 ‘:: 'tnc::me ;’”d 20 to 29 percent 21.2% | 12.8%
fcilusmtg,‘ yt 25 »tha St ar('etha | 30 percent or more 59.6% | 84.6%
ha lfnf © ’”ts " F:E,rce” P W NEATY - 17420,000 to $34,999 25.4% | 17.8%
@ t(l)o r(zn erzlr; 'S grouptnow Less than 20 percent 37.2% 6.0%
cost urszecr)]i)do tm‘;gi ;egng etr;‘ 20 to 29 percent 38.9% | 11.4%
esrnmg B 30 00 ’ . s the ‘ 30 percent or more 15.8% | 82.6%
share paty'”g ;" percent or r:ore " | ¢35,000 to $49,999 13.8% | 13.9%
|1n5u;me OW?Z gzu:ng gre\:/ rodm Less than 20 percent 80.5% 7.2%
' Ipercfe” © ©4.b percent, an 20 to 29 percent 13.7% | 44.2%
;/ery r?w-?;grgsorentersj (earning 30 percent or more 0.8% 48.5%
esst E”I - b) rzma”; Mthouyr, | $50,000t0574,999 83% | 16.3%
or\]/erw eiming yI L'Ir e:e .h'ft chlug Less than 20 percent 90.9% 37.2%
the re”;er Popu a;';’,” has,s e 20 to 29 percent 1.9% | 46.2%
Tomlew f?t tz\?; |g' er:;ome 30 percent or more 0.0% 16.6%
fe‘l’le s, attor ad ! ':]V gz'”s 'f not $75,000 or more 4.2% | 20.6%
ZIOW' Lnsteah & 'e share Ob r:enters Less than 20 percent 90.1% | 83.2%
able to keep housing costs below 2075559 percent 0.0% | 13.7%
percent declined in every income 30 percent or more 1.2% 31%

bracket.
Source: U.S. Census Bureau

Although there have been significant price increases over the past five years, housing remained
relatively affordable. According to the Cost-of-Living Index (COLI), housing costs in Lackawanna remain
below the national average. COLI scores are measured relative to the national average of 100.0.
Lackawanna County’s housing score of 60.7 indicates that local housing costs are approximately 60
percent of the national average. Along with Luzerne and Wayne Counties, Lackawanna ranks among the
lowest housing-cost metropolitan areas in Pennsylvania. Combined with its proximity to several major
cities, these comparatively low housing costs make Northeast Pennsylvania an attractive place to live.

Q3 2025 Cost of Living Index (COLI)

Health
Overall Grocery Housing  Utilities Transportation Care Miscellaneous
Lackawanna 89.4 98.7 60.7 105.1 104.8 92.6 100.7
Luzerne 87.8 99.3 59.2 105.1 104.9 109.2 94.6
Wayne 89.7 102.6 76.5 105.1 97.2 97.3 88.0

Source: Zillow Research ZHVI (Zillow Home Value Index). Each value is the average of all available monthly data.
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Housing Supply Analysis
Tenure

Housing tenure refers to the legal or contractual arrangement by which a person or household occupies
a dwelling, such as owning, renting, or living there under another type of agreement. Over the past two
decades, Lackawanna County has experienced modest shifts in housing tenure.

In 2000, 67.6 percent of housing units were owner-occupied; by 2024, that share had declined slightly to

just over 65.0 percent. Over the same period, the proportion of renter-occupied housing units increased
by 2.2 percent. Vacancy rates also rose, increasing by 2.3 percentage points since 2000.

Lackawanna County Owner vs Renter-Occupied Housing

2000* 2010* 2020* 2024 Estimate
Total Housing Units 86,218 86,318 87,737 88,263
% Owner-Occupied 67.6% 69.8% 63.0% 65.4%
% Renter-Occupied 32.4% 30.2% 37.0% 34.6%
Vacancy Rate 9.6% 9.9% 11.1% 11.9%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau ACS 5-Year Estimates and Decennial Estimates*

Pennsylvania Owner vs Renter-Occupied Housing

2000* 2010* 2020* 2024 Estimate
Total Housing Units 4,777,003 5,018,904 5,210,598 5,274,853
% Owner-Occupied 71.3% 69.6% 67.3% 69.3%
% Renter-Occupied 28.7% 30.4% 32.7% 30.7%
Vacancy Rate 9.0% 9.9% 9.3% 9.2%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau ACS 5-Year Estimates and Decennial Estimates*

United States Owner vs Renter-Occupied Housing

2000* 2010* 2020* 2024 Estimate
Total Housing Units 105,480,101 116,716,292 126,817,580 129,227,496
% Owner-Occupied 66.2% 65.1% 63.1% 65.2%
% Renter-Occupied 33.8% 34.9% 36.9% 34.8%
Vacancy Rate 9.9% 12.8% 10.8% 11.3%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau ACS 5-Year Estimates and Decennial Estimates*

Excluding vacant units, the shares of owner-occupied and renter-occupied housing remained relatively
stable over the period analyzed. The percentage of owner-occupied housing units decreased slightly
from 66.1 percent in 2010 to 65.4 percent in 2024. Conversely, the share of renter- occupied housing
grew from 33.9 percent in 2010 to 34.6 percent in 2024. The total number of owner-occupied and
renter-occupied housing units in the county increased by 1,945 units over the 14 years analyzed.

10
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Lackawanna County Tenure Percentage
2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2013 | 2014 | 2015 | 2016 | 2017 | 2018 | 2019 | 2020 | 2021 | 2022 | 2023 | 2024

Total 86,318 | 86,491 | 86,155 | 85,769 | 85,335 | 85,034 | 85,174 | 85,907 | 86,628 | 87,161 | 87,737 | 87,217 | 87,896 | 88,266 | 88,263
Owner-Occupied 66.1% | 66.7% | 66.8% | 66.8% | 66.5% | 66.6% | 65.9% | 65.6% | 65.0% | 64.3% | 64.2% | 65.3% | 65.4% | 65.4% | 65.4%
Renter-Occupied 33.9% | 33.3% | 33.2% | 33.2% | 33.5% | 33.4% | 34.1% | 34.4% | 35.0% | 35.7% | 35.8% | 34.7% | 34.6% | 34.6% | 34.6%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau ACS 5-Year Estimates

Pennsylvania Tenure Percentage
2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024

Total 4,940,581|4,952,566|4,959,633(4,958,427|4,957,736|4,958,859|4,961,929(5,007,442 |5,025,132|5,053,106|5,106,601|5,147,783|5,193,727|5,235,339|5,274,853
Owner-Occupied | 71.0% 70.6% 70.1% | 69.8% 69.5% 69.2% | 69.0% 69.0% 69.0% | 68.9% 69.0% 69.2% | 69.2% 69.3% 69.3%
Renter-Occupied | 29.0% 29.4% 29.9% | 30.2% 30.5% 30.8% | 31.0% 31.0% 31.0% | 31.1% 31.0% 30.8% | 30.8% 30.7% 30.7%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau ACS 5-Year Estimates

United States Tenure Percentage
2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024
Total 114,235,996 114,761,359 115,226,802 |115,610,216|116,211,092| 116,926,305|117,716,237| 118,825,921 | 119,730,128 120,756,048 | 122,354,219| 124,010,992 125,736,353 | 127,482,865 | 129,227,496

Owner-Occupied |  66.6% 66.1% 65.5% 64.9% 64.4% 63.9% 63.6% 63.8% 63.8% 64.0% 64.4% 64.6% 64.8% 65.0% 65.2%
Renter-Occupied 33.4% 33.9% 34.5% 35.1% 35.6% 36.1% 36.4% 36.2% 36.2% 36.0% 35.6% 35.4% 35.2% 35.0% 34.8%
Source: U.S. Census Bureau ACS 5-Year Estimates

One notable decline in owner-occupied housing occurred between 2015 and 2016, when the number of
units fell by 529, from 56,646 to 56,117. Renter-occupied units experienced a larger decline between
2020 and 2021, decreasing by 1,125 units from 31,421 to 30,296.

In contrast, overall housing occupancy also showed periods of growth. Owner-occupied units increased
by 605 units between 2020 (56,316 units) and 2021 (56,921 units), and continued to rise to 57,476 units
in 2022. Similarly, renter-occupied units increased by 769 units from 2017 (29,551 units) to 2018 (30,320
units), followed by further growth to 31,133 units in 2019.

Lackawanna County Tenure of Occupied Units

Year Total Owner-Occupied | Renter-Occupied
2010 86,318 57,054 29,264
2011 86,491 57,693 28,798
2012 86,155 57,565 28,590
2013 85,769 57,278 28,491
2014 85,335 56,727 28,608
2015 85,034 56,646 28,388
2016 85,174 56,117 29,057
2017 85,907 56,356 29,551
2018 86,628 56,308 30,320
2019 87,161 56,028 31,133
2020 87,737 56,316 31,421
2021 87,217 56,921 30,296
2022 87,896 57,476 30,420
2023 88,266 57,698 30,568
2024 88,263 57,744 30,519

Source: U.S. Census Bureau ACS 5-Year Estimates
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United States Tenure of Occupied Units

Pennsylvania Tenure of Occupied Units

Year Total Owner-Occupied|Renter-Occupied
2010 4,940,581 3,508,612 1,431,969
2011 4,952,566 3,498,381 1,454,185
2012 4,959,633 3,478,602 1,481,031
2013 4,958,427 3,462,512 1,495,915
2014 4,957,736 3,446,230 1,511,506
2015 4,958,859 3,431,790 1,527,069
2016 4,961,929 3,425,706 1,536,223
2017 5,007,442 3,456,360 1,551,082
2018 5,025,132 3,467,467 1,557,665
2019 5,053,106 3,480,978 1,572,128
2020 5,106,601 3,522,269 1,584,332
2021 5,147,783 3,560,917 1,586,866
2022 5,193,727 3,593,490 1,600,237
2023 5,235,339 3,629,624 1,605,715
2024 5,274,853 3,656,971 1,617,882

Source: U.S. Census Bureau ACS 5-Year Estimates

Source: U.S. Census Bureau ACS 5-Year Estimates
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Year Total Owner-Occupied | Renter-Occupied
2010 114,235,996 76,089,650 38,146,346
2011 114,761,359 75,896,759 38,864,600
2012 115,226,802 75,484,661 39,742,141
2013 115,610,216 75,075,700 40,534,516
2014 116,211,092 74,787,460 41,423,632
2015 116,926,305 74,712,091 42,214,214
2016 117,716,237 74,881,068 42,835,169
2017 118,825,921 75,833,135 42,992,786
2018 119,730,128 76,444,810 43,285,318
2019 120,756,048 77,274,381 43,481,667
2020 122,354,219 78,801,376 43,552,843
2021 124,010,992 80,152,161 43,858,831
2022 125,736,353 81,497,760 44,238,593
2023 127,482,865 82,892,037 44,590,828
2024 129,227,496 84,210,142 45,017,354
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The table and graph below present projections for the number of owner-occupied and renter-occupied
housing units under four different assumptions, based on historical tenure trends. For owner-occupied
housing, the top black line represents the most optimistic growth scenario, reflecting the strongest
period of growth observed from 2010 to 2023. This trajectory assumes that the same growth rate
continues through 2029, resulting in demand for an estimated 57,992 owner-occupied units.

The next highest projection, shown by the blue line, is based on growth from 2010 to 2024 and yields a
nearly identical estimate of 57,990 owner-occupied units by 2029. This scenario assumes a housing
market recovery pattern similar to the post—financial crisis period and represents the upper bound of
the modeled ownership trajectories.

The forecast line represents a model that assumes the underlying trend continues while excluding
outliers. Shown as a darker gray line, this forecast produces results similar to the 2012-2023 model,
with projected demand for owner-occupied units of 57,757 and 57,804, respectively.

The table and graph below present comparable projections for renter-occupied housing units in
Lackawanna County. Under the most optimistic scenario, need for renter-occupied units is projected to
reach 31,703 by 2029. This projection reflects a growth pattern similar to that observed between 2021
and 2023.

Considering 2024 estimates, projected demand is for 30,967 renter-occupied units by 2029. Excluding
the 2024 data yields a slightly higher projection of 31,021 units. The inclusion of 2024 estimates is
particularly influential because renter-occupied units declined in 2023, following a modest increase in
2022. Overall, the exponential smoothing forecast suggests gradual growth in renter-occupied housing
over the next five years. Future trends remain sensitive to shifts in migration patterns and broader
housing market conditions.

Lackawanna County Owner and Renter Occupied Housing Units Forecast

Owner-Occupied Housing Units Forecast
Years Forecast 2010-2024 2010-2023 2012-2023
2024 57,744 57,744 57,744 57,744
2025 57,747 57,793 57,794 57,756
2026 57,749 57,843 57,843 57,768
2027 57,752 57,892 57,893 57,780
2028 57,754 57,941 57,942 57,792
2029 57,757 57,990 57,992 57,804

Renter-Occupied Housing Units Forecast
Years Forecast 2010-2024 2010-2023 2015-2024
2024 30,519 30,519 30,519 30,519
2025 30,723 30,609 30,619 30,756
2026 30,904 30,698 30,720 30,993
2027 31,084 30,788 30,820 31,229
2028 31,265 30,878 30,920 31,466
2029 31,446 30,967 31,021 31,703

Source: U.S. Census Bureau ACS 5-Year Estimates
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Lackawanna County Owner-Occupied Housing Units Forecast
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Pennsylvania Owner and Renter Occupied Housing Units Forecast

Source: U.S. Census Bureau ACS 5-Year Estimates
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Owner-Occupied Housing Units Forecast
Years Forecast 2010-2024 2010-2023 2012-2023
2024 84,210,142 84,210,142 84,210,142 84,210,142
2025 85,657,552 84,790,177 84,733,403 84,883,540
2026 87,020,754 85,370,212 85,256,663 85,556,938
2027 88,383,956 85,950,247 85,779,924 86,230,335
2028 89,747,158 86,530,283 86,303,184 86,903,733
2029 91,110,360 87,110,318 86,826,445 87,577,131

Renter-Occupied Housing Units Forecast
Years Forecast 2010-2024 2010-2023 2015-2024
2024 45,017,354 45,017,354 45,017,354 45,017,354
2025 45,430,219 45,508,140 45,513,083 45,328,814
2026 45,848,761 45,998,927 46,008,813 45,640,274
2027 46,267,304 46,489,713 46,504,542 45,951,734
2028 46,685,847 46,980,499 47,000,272 46,263,194
2029 47,104,389 47,471,285 47,496,001 46,574,654

Pennsylvania Owner-Occupied Housing Units Forecast
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Pennsylvania Renter-Occupied Housing Units Forecast
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Source: U.S. Census Bureau ACS 5-Year Estimates

Owner-Occupied Housing Units Forecast
Years Forecast 2010-2024 2010-2023 2012-2023
2024 3,656,971 3,656,971 3,656,971 3,656,971
2025 3,687,933 3,667,568 3,666,280 3,670,700
2026 3,716,783 3,678,165 3,675,588 3,684,430
2027 3,745,633 3,688,762 3,684,897 3,698,159
2028 3,774,483 3,699,359 3,694,205 3,711,888
2029 3,803,334 3,709,956 3,703,514 3,725,617

Renter-Occupied Housing Units Forecast
Years Forecast 2010-2024 2010-2023 2015-2024
2024 1,617,882 1,617,882 1,617,882 1,617,882
2025 1,627,916 1,631,162 1,631,247 1,627,972
2026 1,637,959 1,644,441 1,644,612 1,638,063
2027 1,648,002 1,657,721 1,657,977 1,648,153
2028 1,658,045 1,671,000 1,671,342 1,658,243
2029 1,668,088 1,684,280 1,684,707 1,668,334
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Occupancy Trends Across Age Cohorts

Examining housing tenure by age cohort reveals growth among residents aged 60 to 74, as well as
increased representation among individuals aged 25 to 34. The largest decline over the period analyzed
occurred among individuals aged 45 to 54, whose share decreased four percent. From 2019 to 2024,
owner-occupied and renter-occupied housing units headed by individuals aged 45 to 54 and 65 to 74
accounted for the most significant shares of occupied units. The youngest and oldest age cohorts
accounted for the fewest units from 2019 to 2024.

Lackawanna County Tenure by Age Percentages
2024

2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023
15to 24 years 3.3% 3.5% 3.1% 2.6% 2.5% 2.4% 2.4% 2.6% 3.0% 3.4% 3.1% 2.6% 2.6% 2.9% 2.6%
25to 34 years 12.4% 12.4% 12.5% 12.6% 12.6% 12.6% 12.7% 13.0% 13.1% 13.4% 13.6% 13.1% 13.4% 13.5% 13.0%
35to 44 years 17.1% 16.8% 16.4% 16.0% 15.7% 15.3% 15.2% 14.9% 14.3% 14.2% 14.9% 15.2% 15.3% 15.7% 16.1%
45to 54 years 20.4% 20.1% 20.3% 20.3% 20.2% 20.1% 19.8% 19.3% 19.2% 18.7% 18.0% 17.7% 17.3% 16.7% 16.4%
55to 59 years 10.2% 10.5% 10.7% 10.7% 10.7% 10.9% 10.6% 10.3% 10.2% 9.9% 9.8% 9.7% 9.6% 9.2% 8.9%
60 to 64 years 8.9% 9.0% 9.2% 9.5% 9.8% 10.0% 10.4% 10.8% 10.8% 10.9% 10.8% 11.4% 10.9% 10.8% 10.7%
65 to 74 years 13.0% 13.1% 13.4% 14.0% 14.4% 14.7% 15.3% 15.3% 15.6% 16.1% 16.3% 17.3% 17.8% 18.2% 18.7%
75 to 84 years 10.1% 10.0% 9.6% 9.6% 9.2% 9.2% 9.0% 9.1% 8.9% 9.0% 8.6% 8.6% 8.7% 9.0% 9.4%
85 years and over 4.4% 4.8% 4.8% 4.7% 4.9% 4.8% 4.6% 4.7% 4.9% 4.5% 4.8% 4.4% 4.4% 4.0% 4.1%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau ACS 5-Year Estimates

Lackawanna County Tenure by Age
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Pennsylvania Tenure by Age Percentages

2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024
15to 24 years 3.8% 3.7% 3.6% 3.4% 3.2% 3.1% 3.0% 3.1% 3.0% 3.0% 3.1% 2.9% 3.0% 3.0% 3.0%
25 to 34 years 13.8% 13.7% 13.7% 13.7% 13.7% 13.8% 13.9% 14.0% 14.1% 14.2% 14.4% 14.2% 14.3% 14.4% 14.4%
35to 44 years 18.1% 17.6% 17.1% 16.7% 16.4% 16.2% 15.9% 15.7% 15.4% 15.3% 15.3% 15.6% 15.7% 16.0% 16.3%
45 to 54 years 21.9% 21.8% 21.6% 21.2% 20.9% 20.5% 20.0% 19.5% 19.0% 18.5% 18.0% 17.7% 17.1% 16.8% 16.4%
55to 59 years 9.8% 9.9% 10.1% 10.4% 10.6% 10.7% 10.8% 10.7% 10.7% 10.5% 10.4% 10.3% 10.0% 9.8% 9.5%
60 to 64 years 8.2% 8.6% 8.9% 9.2% 9.4% 9.6% 9.7% 9.9% 10.0% 10.2% 10.2% 10.4% 10.4% 10.3% 10.2%
65 to 74 years 11.8% 11.9% 12.3% 12.7% 13.1% 13.7% 14.2% 14.7% 15.1% 15.6% 15.9% 16.5% 16.8% 17.2% 17.5%
75 to 84 years 9.2% 9.0% 8.9% 8.7% 8.6% 8.5% 8.4% 8.4% 8.5% 8.6% 8.5% 8.3% 8.6% 8.7% 8.9%
85 years and over 3.5% 3.7% 3.8% 3.9% 4.0% 4.0% 4.1% 4.1% 4.1% 4.1% 4.3% 4.0% 4.0% 3.9% 3.8%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau ACS 5-Year Estimates

Pennsylvania Tenure by Age
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United States Tenure by Age Percentages

2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024
15 to 24 years 4.7% 4.5% 4.3% 4.2% 4.0% 3.9% 3.9% 3.8% 3.7% 3.7% 3.6% 3.6% 3.8% 3.7% 3.8%
25to 34 years 15.9% 15.8% 15.6% 15.5% 15.4% 15.3% 15.3% 15.3% 15.2% 15.2% 15.3% 15.2% 15.2% 15.3% 15.3%
35to 44 years 19.4% 19.0% 18.6% 18.3% 18.0% 17.8% 17.5% 17.4% 17.2% 17.1% 17.1% 17.3% 17.3% 17.5% 17.6%
45 to 54 years 21.6% 21.5% 21.3% 21.1% 20.8% 20.4% 20.0% 19.6% 19.2% 18.7% 18.3% 18.1% 17.7% 17.4% 17.1%
55to 59 years 9.5% 9.6% 9.7% 9.9% 10.0% 10.1% 10.1% 10.1% 10.1% 10.0% 10.0% 9.9% 9.6% 9.4% 9.1%
60 to 64 years 7.9% 8.3% 8.6% 8.8% 9.0% 9.1% 9.2% 9.3% 9.4% 9.5% 9.6% 9.7% 9.7% 9.7% 9.6%
65 to 74 years 10.9% 11.2% 11.6% 12.0% 12.5% 13.0% 13.5% 13.9% 14.3% 14.7% 15.1% 15.4% 15.5% 15.9% 16.1%
75 to 84 years 7.4% 7.3% 7.3% 7.3% 7.3% 7.3% 7.3% 7.4% 7.6% 7.7% 7.8% 7.6% 7.9% 8.0% 8.3%
85 years and over 2.7% 2.8% 2.9% 3.0% 3.1% 3.1% 3.2% 3.2% 3.2% 3.2% 3.4% 3.2% 3.2% 3.1% 3.1%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau ACS 5-Year Estimates
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United States Tenure by Age
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During the earlier years analyzed, the share of senior renters aged 65 and older declined from 28.3
percent in 2010 to 25.8 percent in 2016, a decrease of 2.5 percentage points. After 2019, however, the
trend reversed, with the percentage of senior renters increasing from 23.3 percent in 2019 to 26.3
percent in 2024, representing a 2.9 percentage point increase.

Lackawanna County Senior Renters

2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024
Renters 6,733 6,661 6,458 6,687 6,668 6,497 6,369 6,348 6,013 6,012 6,175 6,386 6,659 7,062 7,467
Total 23,829 | 24057 | 23951 | 24206 | 24353 | 24320 | 24,692 | 25057 | 25452 | 25780 | 26,44 | 26428 | 27,162 | 27,565 | 28433
Percent 283% | 27.7% | 27.0% | 27.6% | 27.4% | 26.7% 25.8% 253% | 23.6% | 233% | 23.6% | 242% | 245% | 25.6% 26.3%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau ACS 5-Year Estimates
Pennsylvania Senior Renters

2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024
Renters 272,499 | 277,097 | 281,627 | 285558 | 289,996 | 295606 | 300,615 | 306,460 | 313,815 | 321,820 | 326,036 | 326,990 | 336,855 | 341,191 | 348238
Total 1,207,843 | 1,219,465 | 1,237,648 | 1,256,041 | 1,276,416 | 1,299,631 | 1,326,965 | 1,361,314 | 1,394,114 | 1,429,427 | 1,466,489 | 1,483,640 | 1,527,375 | 1,555,883 | 1,595,002
Percent 22.6% 22.7% 22.8% 22.7% 22.7% 22.7% 22.7% 22.5% 22.5% 22.5% 22.2% 22.0% 22.1% 21.9% 21.8%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau ACS 5-Year Estimates

United States Senior Renters
2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024
Renters 5,066,857 | 5,188,595 | 5,323,663 | 5,485,466 | 5,695,376 | 5,904,056 | 6,137,871 | 6,302,627 | 6,528,012 | 6,762,500 | 6,925,856 | 7,017,469 | 7,280,756 | 7,476,754 | 7,713,539
Total 24,039,344(24,542,500(25,172,128|25,811,868(26,534,971 27,338,702 | 28,245,820 | 29,144,402 (30,057,628|31,005,082|32,089,740(32,477,706|33,591,776| 34,459,765 | 35,530,256
Percent 21.1% 21.1% 21.1% 21.3% 21.5% 21.6% 21.7% 21.6% 21.7% 21.8% 21.6% 21.6% 21.7% 21.7% 21.7%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau ACS 5-Year Estimates
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Homeownership is substantially more common among older adults in Lackawanna County, with
individuals aged 65 and older owning homes at rates more than 40 percentage points higher than
renting. Over the period analyzed, the share of senior renters declined, while the share of senior
homeowners increased by approximately two percent. Year-to-year changes in senior homeownership
were generally modest, though an increase of 2.5 percentage points occurred between 2010 and 2016,
followed by additional growth in 2019. In more recent years, however, the share of senior homeowners
trended downward, declining from 76.7 percent in 2019 to 73.7 percent in 2024.

Lackawanna County Senior Homeowners

2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024
Owners 17,096 17,39 17,493 17,519 17,685 17,823 18,323 18,709 19,439 19,768 19,969 20,042 20,503 20,503 20,966
Total 23,829 24,057 23,951 24,206 24,353 24,320 24,692 25,057 25,452 25,780 26,144 26,428 27,162 27,565 28,433
Percent 71.7% 72.3% 73.0% 72.4% 72.6% 73.3% 74.2% 74.7% 76.4% 76.7% 76.4% 75.8% 75.5% 74.4% 73.7%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau ACS 5-Year Estimates

Pennsylvania Senior Homeowners

2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024
Owners 935344 | 942,368 | 956,021 | 970,483 | 986,420 | 1,004,025 | 1,026,350 | 1,054,854 | 1,080,299 | 1,107,607 | 1,140,453 | 1,156,650 | 1,190,520 | 1,214,692 | 1,246,764
Total 1,207,843 | 1,219,465 | 1,237,648 | 1,256,041 | 1,276,416 | 1,299,631 | 1,326,965 | 1,361,314 | 1,394,114 | 1,429,427 | 1,466,489 | 1,483,640 | 1,527,375 | 1,555,883 | 1,595,002
Percent 77.4% | 77.3% | 77.2% | 773% | 77.3% | 77.3% 77.3% 775% | 77.5% | 77.5% | 77.8% | 78.0% | 77.9% | 78.1% 78.2%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau ACS 5-Year Estimates

United States Senior Homeowners

2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024
Owners 18,972,487|19,353,905|19,848,465| 20,326,402 20,839,595| 21,434,646 | 22,107,949 | 22,841,775|23,529,616 | 24,242,582 25,163,884 | 25,460,237|26,311,020| 26,983,011| 27,816,717
Total 24,039,344(24,542,500| 25,172,128 25,811,868 26,534,971|27,338,702 | 28,245,820 | 29,144,402|30,057,628|31,005,082|32,089,740{32,477,706| 33,591,776 | 34,459,765| 35,530,256
Percent 78.9% 78.9% 78.9% 78.7% 78.5% 78.4% 78.3% 78.4% 78.3% 78.2% 78.4% 78.4% 78.3% 78.3% 78.3%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau ACS 5-Year Estimates

Vacancy

Over the period analyzed, vacancy rates increased steadily each year, peaking at 13.2 percent in 2017.
After 2017, vacancy rates began to decline, though a slight uptick occurred between 2023 and 2024,
rising from 11.7 percent to 11.9 percent.

Consideration of the total housing stock is helpful for interpreting vacancy patterns. Comparing the total
number of housing units with vacancy rates helps determine whether changes reflect fluctuations in

vacant units or shifts in the overall housing supply. Vacancy rates closely track changes in the total
number of housing units.

From 2010 to 2016, the housing stock remained relatively stable, increasing modestly by 678 units, or
0.7 percent. Between 2016 and 2020, the number of housing units increased more sharply, rising by 3.2
percent, before declining in 2021. In subsequent years, the housing stock resumed steady growth,
increasing by more than 300 units, or 0.3 percent, over the remaining years analyzed.

As total housing units increased slightly during the final three years of the study period, the number of
vacant units declined substantially from 2021 to 2023. Specifically, vacant housing units decreased by
10.3 percent between 2019 and 2023, before rising modestly by 1.4 percent in the most recent year.
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Earlier in the period, the county experienced a significant increase in vacant housing units between 2011
and 2017, when vacancy rose by 26.5 percent, before stabilizing through the onset of the pandemic.

Overall, these measures suggest periods with inverse relationships between total housing stock and
vacancy patterns, when vacancy rates tended to increase during periods of declining housing stock and
decline when the housing stock grew or stabilized.

Lackawanna County Occupancy Status
2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2013 | 2014 | 2015 | 2016 | 2017 | 2018 | 2019 | 2020 | 2021 | 2022 | 2023 | 2024

Total 96,771 | 96,789 | 96,821 | 96,649 | 96,747 | 97,028 | 97,449 | 98,938 | 99,659 | 100,262 | 100,576 | 99,840 | 99,900 | 100,013 | 100,177
Occupied 86,318 | 86,491 | 86,155 | 85,769 | 85,335 | 85,034 | 85,174 | 85,907 | 86,628 | 87,161 | 87,737 | 87,217 | 87,896 | 88,266 | 88,263
Vacant 10,453 | 10,298 | 10,666 | 10,880 | 11,412 | 11,994 | 12,275 | 13,031 | 13,031 | 13,101 | 12,839 | 12,623 | 12,004 | 11,747 | 11,914

Vacancy Rate 10.8% | 10.6% | 11.0% | 11.3% | 11.8% | 12.4% | 12.6% | 13.2% | 13.1% | 13.1% | 12.8% | 12.6% | 12.0% | 11.7% | 11.9%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau ACS 5-Year Estimates
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Lackawanna County Total Housing Units
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Pennsylvania Occupancy Status
2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024

Total 5,537,308 | 5,554,939 5,563,832 | 5,565,653 | 5,578,393 | 5,585,611 5,592,175 | 5,653,599 | 5,673,599 | 5,693,314 | 5,713,345 | 5,728,788 | 5,753,908 | 5,779,663 | 5,806,452
Occupied 4,940,581 4,952,566 | 4,959,633 | 4,958,427 | 4,957,736 | 4,958,859 | 4,961,929 | 5,007,442 5,025,132 | 5,053,106 | 5,106,601 | 5,147,783 | 5,193,727 | 5,235,339 | 5,274,853
Vacant 596,727 | 602,373 | 604,199 | 607,226 | 620,657 | 626,752 | 630,246 | 646,157 | 648,467 | 640,208 | 606,744 | 581,005 | 560,181 | 544,324 | 531,599

Vacancy Rate 10.8% 10.8% 10.9% 10.9% 11.1% 11.2% 11.3% 11.4% 11.4% 11.2% 10.6% 10.1% 9.7% 9.4% 9.2%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau ACS 5-Year Estimates

Pennsylvania Vacancy Rate
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Pennsylvania Vacant Housing Units
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United States Occupancy Status

2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024
Total 130,038,080| 131,034,946 131,642,457 |132,057,804] 132,741,033 ] 133,351,840| 134,054,899 | 135,393,564 | 136,384,292 | 137,428,986 138,432,751 139,647,020| 140,943,613] 142,332,876 143,775,355
Occupied | 114,235,996|114,761,359| 115,226,802 |115,610,216|116,211,092 | 116,926,305| 117,716,237| 118,825,921 | 119,730,128| 120,756,048| 122,354,219| 124,010,992 | 125,736,353 | 127,482,865 129,227,496
Vacant 15,802,084 | 16,273,587 | 16,415,655 | 16,447,588 | 16,529,941 | 16,425,535 | 16,338,662 | 16,567,643 | 16,654,164 | 16,672,938 | 16,078,532 | 15,636,028 | 15,207,260 | 14,850,011 | 14,547,859
Vacancy Rate | 12.2% 12.4% 12.5% 12.5% 12.5% 12.3% 12.2% 12.2% 12.2% 12.1% 11.6% 11.2% 10.8% 10.4% 10.1%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau ACS 5-Year Estimates
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Single-family homes make up the majority of both occupied and vacant housing units. Nearly
three-quarters (72.8 percent) of occupied units are single-family detached or attached homes,
compared with 60.7 percent of vacant units. In contrast, vacant units are more likely to be apartments;
36.2 percent of vacant housing is located in buildings with two or more units, compared with 25.3
percent of occupied housing. Multi-unit buildings are often rental properties, and higher vacancy rates
in these structures likely reflect the greater mobility associated with rental tenure.

Lackawanna County House by Type of Structure: 2024

Number | Percent | Percent of Category

Total Housing Units 100,177

Occupied Units 88,263 88.1%

1-unit, detached 58,414 58.3% 66.2%
1-unit, attached 5,798 5.8% 6.6%
2-9 units 17,151 17.1% 19.4%
10 or more units 5,157 5.1% 5.8%
Mobile home, Boat, RV, Van, etc. 1,743 1.7% 2.0%
Vacant Units 11,914 11.9%

1-unit, detached 6,066 6.1% 50.9%
1-unit, attached 1,171 1.2% 9.8%
2-9 units 3,747 3.7% 31.5%
10 or more units 571 0.6% 4.8%
Mobile home, Boat, RV, Van, etc. 359 0.4% 3.0%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau ACS 5-Year Estimates
Pennsylvania House by Type of Structure: 2024

Number Percent Percent of Category

Total Housing Units 5,806,452

Occupied Units 5,274,853 90.8%

1-unit, detached 3,024,267 52.1% 57.3%
1-unit, attached 1,003,008 17.3% 19.0%
2-9 units 575,322 9.9% 10.9%
10 or more units 501,629 8.6% 9.5%
Mobile home, Boat, RV, Van, etc. 170,627 2.9% 3.2%
Vacant Units 531,599 9.2%

1-unit, detached 263,200 4.5% 49.5%
1-unit, attached 86,824 1.5% 16.3%
2-9 units 86,824 1.5% 16.3%
10 or more units 58,617 1.0% 11.0%
Mobile home, Boat, RV, Van, etc. 36,134 0.6% 6.8%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau ACS 5-Year Estimates
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United States House by Type of Structure: 2024

Number Percent Percent of Category

Total Housing Units 143,775,355

Occupied Units 129,227,496 89.9%

1-unit, detached 80,565,300 56.0% 62.3%
1-unit, attached 8,280,045 5.8% 6.4%
2-9 units 15,354,755 10.7% 11.9%
10 or more units 18,266,541 12.7% 14.1%
Mobile home, Boat, RV, Van, etc. 6,760,855 4.7% 5.2%
Vacant Units 14,547,859 10.1%

1-unit, detached 7,510,158 5.2% 51.6%
1-unit, attached 675,041 0.5% 4.6%
2-9 units 2,159,961 1.5% 14.8%
10 or more units 2,734,790 1.9% 18.8%
Mobile home, Boat, RV, Van, etc. 1,467,909 1.0% 10.1%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau ACS 5-Year Estimates

Higher vacancy rates are associated with several structural and market-related challenges. Over the
period analyzed, the most common reason for vacancy in Lackawanna County was categorized as ‘Other
vacant.” This category includes units vacant due to foreclosure, personal or family circumstances, legal
proceedings, preparation for sale or rental, storage use, needed repairs or ongoing renovations,
extended absence, specialized use, or abandonment and potential demolition or condemnation.

By contrast, fewer vacant units fell into categories such as ‘Rented, not occupied’ and ‘For migrant
workers,” each consistently accounting for less than seven percent, though both increased slightly in
recent years. Notably, the share of units listed as ‘For sale only’ declined over time, while ‘Sold, not
occupied’ vacancies remained elevated between 2015 and 2020. Compared with statewide patterns,
Lackawanna County had lower shares of vacant units classified as ‘For rent’ and ‘For seasonal,
recreational, or occasional use,” both of which were more prevalent across Pennsylvania.

The share of units classified as ‘Other vacant’ increased overall between 2010 and 2024, rising by 6.8
percentage points, but stabilized after 2019. This category grew by 4.3 percentage points from 2010 to
2018, followed by a sharper increase of 4.7 percentage points between 2018 and 2019. The largest
share was recorded in 2022, when ‘Other vacant’ units accounted for 51.5 percent of all vacant housing,
before declining to 49.1 percent in 2024. Though the total number of vacant units increased over the
study period, the proportion classified as ‘For sale only’ declined the most (—9.8 percentage points),
followed by those ‘For rent’ (—2.1 percentage points). All other vacancy categories increased modestly,
including ‘Sold, not occupied,” ‘Rented, not occupied,” and ‘For migrant workers.” Units categorized as
‘For seasonal, recreational, or occasional use’ remained relatively stable at approximately 20 percent
throughout the period.

Seasonal, recreational, or occasional-use properties are among vacant housing units in Lackawanna
County, including properties used as vacation homes. These units comprise less than one-quarter of all
vacant housing units in the county. While this share reflects localized recreational housing activity, it
does not suggest that Lackawanna County functions as a countywide vacation-oriented housing market.
The proportion of vacant units classified as seasonal, recreational, or occasional use is also lower in
Lackawanna County than in Pennsylvania and the nation overall.
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According to AirDNA, an analytics platform for short-term and vacation rentals, the Scranton submarket
has 229 short-term rental listings at the time of reporting, and Carbondale has six listings. This platform
also provided information on the cities submarket score which is “based on demand, growth,
seasonality, regulation, and investability data.” Scranton has a significantly higher submarket score of 90

compared to Carbondale, which has a score of 68."
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Reason for Vacancy: Lackawanna County

Source: U.S. Census Bureau ACS 5-Year Estimates

Reason for Vacancy: Pennsylvania

2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2023 2024
Total: 10,453 | 10,298 | 10,666 | 10,880 | 11,412 | 11,994 | 12,275 | 13,031 | 13,031 | 13,101 | 12,839 | 12,623 | 12,004 | 11,747 | 11,914
Forrent 1,626 1,545 1,438 1,322 1,244 1,410 1,493 1,503 1,446 1,390 1,456 1,346 1,442 1,537 1,605
Rented, not occupied 430 380 421 478 674 550 690 541 527 400 804 786 789 735 670
Forsale only 1,482 1,418 1,526 1,479 1,278 1,244 1,205 1,078 883 889 723 749 581 602 519
Sold, not occupied 321 198 271 465 880 1,330 1,850 2,471 2,306 1,965 1,469 981 388 567 737
For seasonal, recreational, or occasional use 2,178 2,125 2,420 2,329 2,405 2,622 2,678 2,703 2,928 2,878 2,759 2,535 2,608 2,464 2,485
For migrant workers 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 9 7 54
Other vacant 4,416 4,632 4,590 4,807 4,931 4,838 4,359 4,735 4,941 5,579 5,628 6,226 6,187 5,835 5,844
Source: U.S. Census Bureau ACS 5-Year Estimates
Reason for Vacancy Percentages: Lackawanna County
2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024
Total: 10,453 | 10,298 | 10,666 | 10,880 | 11,412 | 11,994 | 12,275 | 13,031 | 13,031 | 13,101 | 12,839 | 12,623 | 12,004 | 11,747 | 11,914
Forrent 15.6% | 15.0% | 13.5% | 12.2% | 10.9% | 11.8% | 12.2% | 11.5% | 11.1% | 10.6% | 11.3% | 10.7% | 12.0% | 13.1% | 13.5%
Rented, not occupied 4.1% 3.7% 3.9% 4.4% 5.9% 4.6% 5.6% 4.2% 4.0% 3.1% 6.3% 6.2% 6.6% 6.3% 5.6%
Forsale only 14.2% | 13.8% | 14.3% | 13.6% | 11.2% | 10.4% 9.8% 8.3% 6.8% 6.8% 5.6% 5.9% 4.8% 5.1% 4.4%
Sold, not occupied 3.1% 1.9% 2.5% 4.3% 7.7% 11.1% | 15.1% | 19.0% | 17.7% | 15.0% | 11.4% 7.8% 3.2% 4.8% 6.2%
For seasonal, recreational, or occasional use 20.8% 20.6% 22.7% 21.4% 21.1% 21.9% 21.8% 20.7% 22.5% 22.0% 21.5% 20.1% 21.7% 21.0% 20.9%
For migrant workers 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 0.1% 0.5%
Other vacant 42.2% | 45.0% | 43.0% | 44.2% | 43.2% | 40.3% | 35.5% | 36.3% | 37.9% | 42.6% | 43.8% | 49.3% | 51.5% | 49.7% | 49.1%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau ACS 5-Year Estimates

Reason for Vacancy: United States

2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024
Total: 596,727 | 602,373 | 604,199 | 607,226 | 620,657 | 626,752 | 630,246 | 646,157 | 648,467 | 640,208 | 606,744 | 581,005 | 560,181 | 544,324 | 531,599
Forrent 108,119 | 103,182 | 100,403 | 97,911 | 98,736 | 97,321 | 96,223 | 97,964 | 96,671 | 91,773 | 86,625 | 86,072 | 84,266 | 83,610 | 85,052
Rented, not occupied 23,063 | 22,571 | 22,263 | 21,857 | 22,740 | 22,829 | 23,358 | 23,439 | 22,486 | 22,230 | 22,979 | 22,823 | 22,826 | 24,223 | 24,493
For sale only 64,296 | 64,902 | 64,216 | 62,451 | 60,476 | 61,970 | 60,221 | 58,693 | 57,564 | 56,396 | 48,852 | 42,449 | 38,375 | 34,429 | 29,042
Sold, not occupied 27,625 | 25,710 | 25,614 | 24,936 | 25,723 | 26,897 | 28,300 | 29,543 | 28,988 | 29,387 | 27,564 | 26,027 | 26,242 | 28,324 | 28,197
For seasonal, recreational, or occasional use | 162,776 | 166,707 | 168,404 | 168,812 | 172,037 | 172,142 | 171,564 | 175,834 | 176,810 | 175,246 | 169,072 | 158,478 | 152,225 | 146,462 | 142,913
For migrant workers 279 376 447 393 503 719 664 607 761 789 535 523 549 474 558
Other vacant 210,569 | 218,925 | 222,852 | 230,866 | 240,442 | 244,874 | 249,916 | 260,077 | 265,187 | 264,387 | 251,117 | 244,633 | 235,698 | 226,802 | 221,344
Source: U.S. Census Bureau ACS 5-Year Estimates
Reason for Vacancy Percentages: Pennsylvania
2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024
Total: 596,727 | 602,373 | 604,199 | 607,226 | 620,657 | 626,752 | 630,246 | 646,157 | 648,467 | 640,208 | 606,744 | 581,005 | 560,181 | 544,324 | 531,599
Forrent 18.1% | 17.1% | 16.6% | 16.1% | 15.9% | 15.5% | 153% | 15.2% | 14.9% | 14.3% | 143% | 14.8% | 15.0% | 15.4% | 16.0%
Rented, not occupied 3.9% 3.7% 3.7% 3.6% 3.7% 3.6% 3.7% 3.6% 3.5% 3.5% 3.8% 3.9% 4.1% 4.5% 4.6%
For sale only 10.8% | 10.8% | 10.6% | 10.3% 9.7% 9.9% 9.6% 9.1% 8.9% 8.8% 8.1% 7.3% 6.9% 6.3% 5.5%
Sold, not occupied 4.6% 4.3% 4.2% 4.1% 4.1% 4.3% 4.5% 4.6% 4.5% 4.6% 4.5% 4.5% 4.7% 5.2% 5.3%
For seasonal, recreational, or occasional use 27.3% 27.7% 27.9% 27.8% 27.7% 27.5% 27.2% 27.2% 27.3% 27.4% 27.9% 27.3% 27.2% 26.9% 26.9%
For migrant workers 0.0% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1%
Other vacant 353% | 36.3% | 36.9% | 38.0% | 38.7% | 39.1% | 39.7% | 40.2% | 40.9% | 41.3% | 41.4% | 42.1% | 42.1% | 41.7% | 41.6%
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Source: U.S. Census Bureau ACS 5-Year Estimates
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2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024
Total: 15,802,084 | 16,273,587 | 16,415,655 | 16,447,588 | 16,529,941 | 16,425,535 | 16,338,662 | 16,567,643 | 16,654,164 | 16,672,938 | 16,078,532 | 15,636,028 | 15,207,260 | 14,850,011 | 14,547,859
For rent 3,286,932 | 3,321,254 | 3,294,653 | 3,230,123 | 3,105,361 | 2,949,366 | 2,855,844 | 2,838,344 | 2,822,053 | 2,793,023 | 2,704,553 | 2,674,125 | 2,623,236 | 2,605,688 | 2,645,644
Rented, not occupied 601,338 | 602,643 | 601,367 | 599,884 | 609,396 | 616375 | 616,696 | 620,294 | 615344 | 604,804 | 560,634 | 552,198 | 537,152 | 527,495 | 512,360
For sale only 1,886,522 | 1,906,542 | 1,815,473 | 1,682,020 | 1,591,421 | 1,492,691 | 1,395,797 | 1,346,331 | 1,304,850 | 1,257,737 | 1,129,755 | 1,021,651 | 931,393 | 850,724 | 796,730
Sold, not occupied 639,273 | 613,473 | 601,171 | 608,59 | 616,027 | 628,160 | 636,952 | 650,264 | 653,988 | 654,889 | 617,49 | 621,317 | 618,155 | 603,208 | 593,026
For seasonal, recreational, or occasional use | 4,683,380 | 4,885,710 | 5,014,560 | 5,122,778 | 5,267,667 | 5329,103 | 5,368,085 | 5462,087 | 5465886 | 5440,455 | 5,303,302 | 5,092,152 | 4,959,188 | 4,855,213 | 4,743,227
For migrant workers 34,385 34,398 34,579 34,233 34,475 35,502 35,398 35,846 36,850 37,983 35,851 34,074 32,888 31,200 33,357
Other vacant 4,670,254 | 4,909,567 | 5,053,852 | 5,169,960 | 5,305,594 | 5,374,338 | 5,429,890 | 5,614,477 | 5755193 | 5,884,047 | 5,726,941 | 5,640,511 | 5505,248 | 5376,483 | 5,223,515




Reason for Vacancy Percentages: United States

2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024
Total: 15,802,084 | 16,273,587 | 16,415,655 | 16,447,588 | 16,529,941 | 16,425,535 | 16,338,662 | 16,567,643 | 16,654,164 | 16,672,938 | 16,078,532 | 15,636,028 | 15,207,260 | 14,850,011 | 14,547,859

Forrent 20.8% 20.4% 20.1% 19.6% 18.8% 18.0% 17.5% 17.1% 16.9% 16.8% 16.8% 17.1% 17.2% 17.5% 18.2%
Rented, not occupied 3.8% 3.7% 3.7% 3.6% 3.7% 3.8% 3.8% 3.7% 3.7% 3.6% 3.5% 3.5% 3.5% 3.6% 3.5%
Forsale only 11.9% 11.7% 11.1% 10.2% 9.6% 9.1% 8.5% 8.1% 7.8% 7.5% 7.0% 6.5% 6.1% 5.7% 5.5%
Sold, not occupied 4.0% 3.8% 3.7% 3.7% 3.7% 3.8% 3.9% 3.9% 3.9% 3.9% 3.8% 4.0% 4.1% 4.1% 4.1%
For seasonal, recreational, or occasional use | 29.6% 30.0% 30.5% 31.1% 31.9% 32.4% 32.9% 33.0% 32.8% 32.6% 33.0% 32.6% 32.6% 32.7% 32.6%
For migrant workers 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2%
Other vacant 29.6% 30.2% 30.8% 31.4% 32.1% 32.7% 33.2% 33.9% 34.6% 35.3% 35.6% 36.1% 36.2% 36.2% 35.9%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau ACS 5-Year Estimates

Characteristics of Housing

The physical characteristics of housing units in Lackawanna County have shifted modestly over the past
24 years. Although the share of renter-occupied units increased slightly, the proportion of single-family
homes — both detached and attached — also rose, by 4.3 percent and 2.7 percent, respectively. In
contrast, the share of apartments declined in buildings with two units, three to four units, and five to
nine units, decreasing by 4.7 percent, 2.1 percent, and 0.6 percent, respectively. Apartments in buildings
with 10 or more units increased slightly, by 1.3 percent. Mobile homes and other housing types
experienced one of the smallest changes, declining by 0.8 percent.

The county’s housing stock remains relatively old. Structures built in 1939 or earlier accounted for a
substantial share of units in both the 2000 Decennial Census and the 2024 five-year estimates, though
this share declined from 47.4 percent to 34.3 percent. At the same time, the proportion of housing built
between 1940 and 1979 increased slightly, from 20.9 percent to 21.2 percent, while homes constructed
between 1980 and 1999 consistently accounted for approximately 15 percent of units across both
periods.

The distribution of rooms and bedrooms further illustrates housing characteristics in the county. Homes
with six or seven rooms represented the largest share in both 2020 (39.7 percent) and 2024 (38.1
percent). Smaller increases were observed in units with one room, two or three rooms, and eight or
more rooms. In terms of bedrooms, two- and three-bedroom units remained dominant, accounting for
69.5 percent of units in 2000 and 68.7 percent in 2024. Units with no bedrooms remained rare, though
they increased slightly over time.

Nearly all homes in Lackawanna County are equipped with complete plumbing and kitchen facilities,
with 99 percent or more meeting this standard despite a slight decline over time. Heating fuel usage also
reflects long-term trends. Utility gas remains the primary heating source, used by more than 60 percent
of households, while reliance on electricity increased from 12.9 percent in 2000 to 18.6 percent in 2024.
The use of fuel oil, kerosene, and similar sources declined by approximately 11 percentage points over
the same period.
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Lackawanna County Housing Characteristics

2000* 2024 Estimate
Housing Units
1, detached 61.9% 66.2%
1, attached 3.9% 6.6%
2 apartments 14.6% 9.9%
3 or 4 apartments 8.5% 6.4%
5to 9 apartments 3.7% 3.1%
10 or more apartments 4.5% 5.8%
Mobile home or other type of housing 2.8% 2.0%
Year Built
2020 or later ND 0.5%
2010 to 2019 ND 3.9%
2000 to 2009 ND 5.9%
1980 to 1999 15.1% 15.0%
1960 to 1979 20.9% 21.2%
1940 to 1959 16.6% 19.1%
1939 or earlier 47.4% 34.3%
Rooms
1room 0.4% 1.5%
2 or3rooms 8.0% 8.7%
4 or 5rooms 29.4% 27.1%
6 or 7rooms 39.7% 38.1%
8 or more rooms 22.4% 24.6%
Bedrooms
No bedroom 0.6% 1.5%
1 bedroom 11.7% 10.0%
2 or 3 bedrooms 69.5% 68.7%
4 or more bedrooms 18.2% 19.7%
Complete Facilities
With complete plumbing facilities 99.7% 99.8%
With complete kitchen facilities 99.6% 99.0%
House Heating Fuel
Utility gas 61.3% 64.2%
Bottled or tank gas (propane, butane, etc.) 3.8% 6.1%
Electricity 12.9% 18.6%
Fuel oil, kerosene, etc. 19.0% 8.0%
Coal or coke 2.0% 1.0%
All other fuels 0.8% 1.7%
No fuel used 0.2% 0.4%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau ACS 5-Year Estimates and Decennial Census*
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Pennsylvania Housing Characteristics

2000* 2024 Estimate
Housing Units
1, detached 57.0% 57.0%
1, attached 18.0% 19.0%
2 apartments 4.9% 4.1%
3 or 4 apartments 4.3% 4.0%
5to 9 apartments 3.3% 3.0%
10 or more apartments 7.9% 9.7%
Mobile home or other type of housing 4.6% 3.2%
Year Built
2020 or later ND 2.0%
2010 to 2019 ND 5.4%
2000 to 2009 ND 8.3%
1980 to 1999 20.6% 18.5%
1960 to 1979 25.0% 21.9%
1940 to 1959 24.4% 19.8%
1939 or earlier 29.9% 24.0%
Rooms
lroom 1.1% 1.8%
2 or 3rooms 9.8% 9.2%
4 or 5rooms 29.2% 26.7%
6 or 7 rooms 38.8% 34.6%
8 or more rooms 21.1% 27.8%
Bedrooms
No bedroom 1.6% 2.1%
1 bedroom 11.4% 9.8%
2 or 3 bedrooms 68.0% 64.6%
4 or more bedrooms 19.0% 23.5%
Complete Facilities
With complete plumbing facilities 99.5% 99.7%
With complete kitchen facilities 99.5% 99.2%
House Heating Fuel
Utility gas 51.3% 52.0%
Bottled or tank gas (propane, butane, etc.) 3.0% 5.2%
Electricity 16.5% 26.0%
Fuel oil, kerosene, etc. 25.5% 12.8%
Coal or coke 1.4% 0.8%
All other fuels 2.0% 2.8%
No fuel used 0.2% 0.5%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau ACS 5-Year Estimates and Decennial Census*
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United States Housing Characteristics

2000* 2024 Estimate
Housing Units
1, detached 61.4% 62.2%
1, attached 5.6% 6.5%
2 apartments 4.2% 3.1%
3 or 4 apartments 4.7% 4.2%
5to 9 apartments 4.6% 4.3%
10 or more apartments 12.4% 14.6%
Mobile home or other type of housing 7.1% 5.2%
Year Built
2020 or later ND 4.1%
2010 to 2019 ND 9.9%
2000 to 2009 ND 13.8%
1980 to 1999 32.7% 24.5%
1960 to 1979 32.3% 23.2%
1940 to 1959 20.1% 13.3%
1939 or earlier 14.9% 11.1%
Rooms
lroom 2.1% 2.5%
2 or 3 rooms 14.2% 12.1%
4 or 5rooms 35.6% 32.9%
6 or 7rooms 31.4% 29.7%
8 or more rooms 16.6% 22.8%
Bedrooms
No bedroom 3.0% 2.8%
1 bedroom 13.4% 10.4%
2 or 3 bedrooms 66.8% 62.8%
4 or more bedrooms 16.9% 24.0%
Complete Facilities
With complete plumbing facilities 99.4% 99.6%
With complete kitchen facilities 99.3% 99.2%
House Heating Fuel
Utility gas 51.2% 46.6%
Bottled or tank gas (propane, butane, etc.) 6.5% 4.7%
Electricity 30.3% 41.8%
Fuel oil, kerosene, etc. 9.0% 3.5%
Coal or coke 0.1% 0.1%
All other fuels 2.1% 2.1%
No fuel used 0.7% 1.2%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau ACS 5-Year Estimates and Decennial Census*
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The two cities in Lackawanna County — Carbondale and Scranton — have lower shares of single-family
detached homes than the county overall. In the most recent year analyzed, Lackawanna County
reported that 66.2 percent of housing units were single-family detached, compared with 54.0 percent in
Carbondale and 50.7 percent in Scranton. When single-family detached and attached homes are
combined, single-family housing accounted for 72.8 percent of units in Lackawanna County, 59.0
percent in Carbondale, and 61.0 percent in Scranton.

Apartments make up a significantly larger share of the housing stock in both cities than in Lackawanna
County overall, including a slightly higher proportion of buildings with two to four units and five or more
units. Scranton also has a marginally higher share of mobile homes and other nontraditional housing
types, such as boats, RVs, and vans, compared with Carbondale.

Housing Characteristics in Lackawanna County by City: Housing Units

Carbondale Scranton

2000* 2024 2000* 2024
Housing Units
1, detached 57.7% 54.0% 46.9% 50.7%
1, attached 4.3% 5.0% 6.1% 10.3%
2-9 units 26.7% 29.3% 38.9% 27.3%
10 or more units 10.0% 11.7% 7.9% 11.4%
Mobile home, Boat, RV, Van, etc. 1.3% 0.0% 0.1% 0.3%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau ACS 5-Year Estimates and Decennial Census*

Housing Characteristics in Pennsylvania and United States: Housing Units

Pennsylvania United States
2000* 2024 2000* 2024
Housing Units
Single 75.0% 76.0% 67.0% 68.7%
Apartments 20.4% 20.8% 25.9% 26.2%
2 to 4 units 9.2% 8.1% 8.9% 7.3%
5+ units 11.2% 12.7% 17.0% 18.9%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau ACS 5-Year Estimates and Decennial Census*

Scranton has a slightly larger share of newer housing than Carbondale, with 5.1 percent of homes built
in 2000 or later compared to 3.4 percent in Carbondale. At the same time, Scranton also has a larger
proportion of older housing stock. Based on the 2024 five-year estimates, 86.6 percent of homes in
Scranton were built prior to 1960, compared with 79.1 percent in Carbondale.

When the three oldest construction categories are combined to represent homes built before 1960,
Scranton’s share is 13.5 percentage points higher than Carbondale’s. The proportion of pre-1960 homes
in Scranton (70.6 percent) also exceeds the statewide average. In contrast, homes built after 2000 or
2010 account for a smaller share of the housing stock in both cities than in Lackawanna County overall.
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Housing Characteristics in Lackawanna County by City: Year Built

Carbondale Scranton

2000* 2024 2000* 2024
Year Built
2020 or later ND 1.4% ND 0.2%
2010to 2019 ND 1.4% ND 2.4%
2000 to 2009 ND 0.6% ND 2.5%
1980 to 1999 6.1% 17.4% 6.6% 8.3%
1960 to 1979 15.9% 22.0% 12.9% 16.0%
1940 to 1959 15.9% 17.6% 18.9% 21.7%
1939 or earlier 62.1% 39.5% 61.7% 48.9%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau ACS 5-Year Estimates and Decennial Census*

Housing Characteristics in Lackawanna County and by City: Year Built
Carbondale Scranton Lackawanna County
2000* 2024 2000* 2024 2000* 2024

Year Built
After 2010 ND 2.8% ND 2.6% ND 4.4%
After 2000 ND 3.4% ND 5.1% ND 10.3%

Before 1960 78.0% 57.1% 80.6% 70.6% 64.0% 53.4%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau ACS 5-Year Estimates and Decennial Census*

Housing Characteristics in Pennsylvania and United States: Year Built

Pennsylvania United States
2000* 2024 2000* 2024
Year Built
After 2010 ND 7.4% ND 14.0%
After 2000 ND 15.7% ND 27.8%
Before 1960 54.3% 43.8% 35.0% 24.4%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau ACS 5-Year Estimates and Decennial Census*

The number of rooms in housing units varies slightly between the two cities. In 2024, buildings with six
or seven rooms accounted for a large share of housing in both Carbondale and Scranton (38.1 percent
and 36.8 percent, respectively). Scranton has a higher proportion of units with one room, two or three
rooms, and four or five rooms than Carbondale, by 1.5 percentage points, 0.8 percentage points, and 2.8
percentage points, respectively. By contrast, Carbondale has a slightly higher share of units with six or

seven rooms and eight or more rooms, exceeding Scranton by 1.3 percentage points and 3.8 percentage
points, respectively.

In 2024, two- and three-bedroom units made up the largest share of housing in both cities. Carbondale
has a higher proportion of units with one to three bedrooms than Scranton, by 4.2 percentage points
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and 1.1 percentage points, respectively. Conversely, Scranton has a higher share of units with no
bedrooms and with four or more bedrooms, exceeding Carbondale by 1.6 percentage points and 3.7
percentage points, respectively.

Housing Characteristics in Lackawanna County by City: Rooms

Carbondale Scranton

2000* 2024 2000* 2024
Rooms
1room 0.2% 0.9% 0.7% 2.4%
2 or3rooms 12.6% 12.6% 11.4% 13.4%
4 or 5rooms 26.8% 26.0% 31.7% 28.8%
6 or 7 rooms 39.8% 38.1% 37.4% 36.8%
8 or more rooms 20.6% 22.3% 18.8% 18.5%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau ACS 5-Year Estimates and Decennial Census*

Housing Characteristics in Lackawanna County by City: Bedrooms

Carbondale Scranton
2000* 2024 2000* 2024
Bedrooms
No bedroom 0.2% 0.9% 0.9% 2.5%
1 bedroom 14.3% 19.0% 17.1% 14.8%
2 or 3 bedrooms 66.6% 66.2% 66.4% 65.1%
4 or more bedrooms 18.9% 13.8% 15.6% 17.5%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau ACS 5-Year Estimates and Decennial Census*

The share of homes with complete plumbing and kitchen facilities was consistent across Carbondale,
Scranton, and Lackawanna County overall. In all cases, between 99.0 and 100.0 percent of housing units
met these standards.

Modest differences were observed in heating fuel use between the two cities. In the most recent year
analyzed, approximately 75.0 percent of homes in Scranton used utility gas for heating, compared with
about 73.0 percent in Carbondale. Electricity was the second most common heating source, used by
22.6 percent of homes in Carbondale and 19.3 percent in Scranton. Carbondale also had a slightly higher
share of homes using fuel oil, kerosene, or other heating sources, as well as a marginally higher share
reporting no heating fuel.
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Housing Characteristics in Lackawanna County by City: Complete Facilities

Carbondale Scranton
2000* 2024 2000* 2024
Complete Facilities
With complete plumbing facilities 100.0% 100.0% 99.6% 99.7%
With complete kitchen facilities 100.0% 99.6% 99.4% 99.1%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau ACS 5-Year Estimates and Decennial Census*

Housing Characteristics: House Heating Fuel
Carbondale Scranton
2000* 2024 2000* 2024

House Heating Fuel
Utility gas 70.5% 72.6% 78.8% 74.8%

Bottled or tank gas (propane, butane, etc.) 2.1% 1.3% 1.3% 1.7%
6.9% 22.6% 9.7% 19.3%

Electricity

Fuel oil, kerosene, etc. 18.0% 2.3% 8.5% 2.1%
Coal or coke 1.9% 0.0% 0.8% 0.6%
All other fuels 0.5% 0.0% 0.5% 0.8%
No fuel used 0.0% 1.2% 0.3% 0.8%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau ACS 5-Year Estimates and Decennial Census*

Housing Characteristics in Lackawanna County by City: House Heating Fuel

Carbondale Scranton

2000* 2024 2000* 2024
House Heating Fuel
Utility gas 70.5% 72.6% 78.8% 74.8%
Bottled or tank gas (propane, butane, etc.) 2.1% 1.3% 1.3% 1.7%
Electricity 6.9% 22.6% 9.7% 19.3%
Fuel oil, kerosene, etc. 18.0% 2.3% 8.5% 2.1%
Coal or coke 1.9% 0.0% 0.8% 0.6%
All other fuels 0.5% 0.0% 0.5% 0.8%
No fuel used 0.0% 1.2% 0.3% 0.8%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau ACS 5-Year Estimates and Decennial Census*

Comparing housing characteristics across the 40 cities, boroughs, and townships in Lackawanna County
highlights substantial variation in housing structure types. The share of single-family detached homes
ranges from 50.7 percent to 99.4 percent, with North Abington Township having the highest proportion
and the city of Scranton the lowest. For single-family attached housing, six areas report very few or no
units in this category (Vandling Borough, North Abington Township, Carbondale Township, Thornhurst
Township, Jefferson Township, and Greenfield Township); Moosic Borough has the highest share at 16.6

percent.

Housing structures with two to nine units are not present in Thornhurst Township or West Abington
Township. North Abington Township, Benton Township, Waverly Township, and EImhurst Township
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reported very small shares of this housing type, each below 1.0 percent, while Dunmore Borough had
the highest concentration at 34.2 percent. Buildings with ten or more units are absent in 21
municipalities, although Elmhurst Township has the highest share of these larger apartment structures.
In addition, 14 municipalities reported no mobile homes or similar unit types, while La Plume Township
had the highest share at 34.9 percent.

Lackawanna County Housing Unit Statistics

Min Max Average Median |1st Quartile|3rd Quartile
1, detached 50.7% 99.4% 79.8% 80.6% 70.8% 90.8%
1, attached 0.0% 16.6% 3.3% 1.9% 0.6% 4.5%
2-9 units 0.0% 34.2% 10.0% 7.0% 1.6% 17.2%
10 or more units 0.0% 19.6% 2.4% 0.0% 0.0% 2.2%
Mobile home or other type of housing 0.0% 34.9% 4.5% 1.1% 0.0% 6.9%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau ACS 5-Year Estimates

Lackawanna County relies heavily on single-family housing, making it essential to address housing
affordability through increased density and a broader mix of housing types. The city of Carbondale has
the lowest share of single-family units, both detached and attached, and North Abington Township has
the highest share, with single-family housing accounting for 99.4 percent of units.

Lackawanna County Single-Family Statistics
Min Max Average Median |1st Quartile|3rd Quartile
Single-Family (detached and attached) 59.0% 99.4% 83.1% 84.0% 75.6% 93.0%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau ACS 5-Year Estimates

Municipalities with higher shares of housing structures built in 2010 or later include Moosic Borough
(18.3 percent), Jessup Borough (14.8 percent), Moscow Borough (14.3 percent), Covington Township
(14.3 percent), and Taylor Borough (13.3 percent). The ten municipalities with the highest and lowest
shares of housing built during this period are shown below. In contrast, structures built in 1939 or earlier
are most prevalent in the City of Scranton (48.9 percent), followed by Mayfield Borough (45.5 percent),
Dunmore Borough (45.4 percent), West Abington Township (41.7 percent), and Blakely Borough (41.1

percent).
Min Max Average Median |1st Quartile|3rd Quartile
2020 or later 0.0% 4.9% 0.7% 0.3% 0.0% 1.0%
2010 to 2019 0.0% 17.5% 5.0% 4.3% 1.6% 6.9%
2000 to 2009 0.6% 19.1% 8.5% 8.8% 4.9% 11.9%
1980 to 1999 6.9% 51.1% 21.4% 22.6% 12.2% 27.9%
1960 to 1979 14.5% 46.3% 24.8% 22.3% 17.9% 30.7%
1940 to 1959 2.2% 34.1% 15.8% 15.8% 9.3% 20.1%
1939 or earlier 2.3% 48.9% 23.9% 26.0% 13.4% 31.1%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau ACS 5-Year Estimates
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Lackawanna County Top 10 (2010 or Later Housing)

Lackawanna County Bottom 10 (2010 or Later Housing)

Source: U.S. Census Bureau ACS 5-Year Estimates

Percentage Percentage
Moosic Borough 18.3% Clarks Summit Borough 0.5%
Jessup Borough 14.8% Dunmore Borough 0.5%
Moscow Borough 14.3% Elmhurst Township 0.5%
Covington Township 14.3% Clarks Green Borough 1.1%
Taylor Borough 13.3% Throop Borough 1.3%
Roaring Brook Township 9.9% Vandling Borough 1.5%
Greenfield Township 9.7% Mayfield Borough 1.6%
Dalton Borough 8.8% Waverly Township 2.0%
Glenburn Township 8.4% North Abington Township 2.2%
Archbald Borough and Jefferson Township 7.5% Old Forge Borough 2.4%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau ACS 5-Year Estimates

Across Lackawanna County municipalities, housing units are most commonly configured with six or
seven rooms or with eight or more rooms, though the distribution varies widely by location. Olyphant
Borough (49.4 percent), Scott Township (47.8 percent), Carbondale Township (47.2 percent), and Clifton
Township (45.2 percent) reported the highest shares of homes with six or seven rooms, while EImhurst
Township reported the lowest share in this category at 26.4 percent. North Abington Township, Waverly
Township, and Clarks Green Borough were the only municipalities in which more than half of housing

units contained eight or more rooms.

Two- and three-bedroom units accounted for the largest share of housing across most municipalities.
Clifton Township had the highest concentration of units in this category at 84.6 percent, followed by
Throop Borough, Carbondale Township, Scott Township, and Thornhurst Township, each with shares

exceeding 80.0 percent.

Lackawanna County Room and Bedroom Statistics

Min Max Average Median |[1st Quartile|3rd Quartile

Rooms

1room 0.0% 18.8% 1.1% 0.0% 0.0% 1.1%
2 or 3rooms 0.0% 16.6% 5.0% 3.6% 1.3% 8.1%
4 or 5rooms 5.6% 37.7% 24.2% 25.3% 19.1% 30.2%
6 or 7 rooms 26.4% 49.4% 38.6% 38.1% 35.4% 42.7%
8 or more rooms 13.8% 65.1% 31.2% 29.8% 22.2% 37.9%
Bedrooms

No bedroom 0.0% 18.8% 1.1% 0.0% 0.0% 1.2%
1 bedroom 0.4% 19.0% 5.7% 4.7% 1.7% 7.3%
2 or 3 bedrooms 38.3% 84.3% 69.2% 71.2% 63.0% 76.3%
4 or more bedrooms 9.9% 61.1% 24.0% 20.9% 17.7% 31.8%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau ACS 5-Year Estimates
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The majority of housing structures in the county have complete facilities. With respect to heating fuel,

utility gas is the predominant source used across most housing units countywide. Clarks Green Borough
has the highest share of buildings heated by utility gas (83.6 percent), followed by Blakely Borough (82.9

percent) and Jermyn Borough (81.0 percent). In contrast, the municipalities with the lowest shares of
housing units heated by utility gas are Thornhurst Township (0.0 percent) and Moscow Borough (0.4

percent).

Lackawanna County Utilities Statistics
i Median |1st Quartile|3rd Quartile

Homelessness

The U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) conducts an annual count each January

Min Max Average

Complete Facilities
With complete plumbing facilities 96.6% 100.0% 99.8% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
With complete kitchen facilities 81.2% 100.0% 98.8% 100.0% 98.7% 100.0%
House Heating Fuel
Utility gas 0.0% 83.6% 43.2% 57.0% 3.0% 74.7%
Bottled or tank gas (propane, butane, etc.) 0.0% 40.6% 13.1% 8.2% 1.8% 24.7%
Electricity 4.8% 37.8% 19.9% 18.4% 14.1% 23.9%
Fuel oil, kerosene, etc. 1.6% 55.6% 17.7% 13.9% 5.7% 29.6%
Coal or coke 0.0% 7.3% 1.8% 1.0% 0.2% 3.2%
All other fuels 0.0% 24.2% 4.1% 1.4% 0.1% 6.8%

0.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

to estimate the number of individuals experiencing homelessness, including both sheltered and

unsheltered populations. For Lackawanna County, HUD relies on data from the Scranton/Lackawanna

County Continuum of Care (CoC) Point-in-Time count. From 2010 to 2024, the number of individuals

experiencing homelessness declined by 103 people, a decrease of 36.1 percent. Although the homeless

population fluctuated over the period analyzed, counts increased after 2021 before declining by 52

individuals (18.8 percent) between 2023 and 2024. Overall, homelessness was more prevalent earlier in

the period, with higher counts from 2010 through 2014 and a peak of 287 individuals in 2014.
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No fuel used 0.0% 1.4%
Source: U.S. Census Bureau ACS 5-Year Estimates



Lackawanna County Overall Homeless Population
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United States Overall Homeless Population
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While the total number of individuals experiencing homelessness in the county declined between 2010
and 2024, trends varied by age group and race. Due to changes in HUD survey formatting, age-specific
data are available from 2013 through 2024, and race-specific data are available from 2014 through
2024.

Between 2013 and 2024, the largest decline occurred among individuals under 18 years old, with the
number of homeless children decreasing by 60, a 60.0 percent reduction. The number of individuals
aged 18 to 24 declined by eight (38.1 percent) over the same period. Although individuals over 24 years
old consistently represented the largest share of the homeless population, this group experienced only a
small overall decline of two individuals (1.5 percent). Trends within age groups fluctuated over time:
homelessness among individuals under 18 fell sharply from 2013 to 2019, increased beginning in 2020
with a notable spike that year, and then declined again. Among those over 24 years old, counts generally
decreased from 2013 to 2018, rose in 2019, and then declined in subsequent years.

Similar variation is evident across racial groups. From 2014 to 2024, the number of individuals
identifying as White and experiencing homelessness declined by 87 people (39.4 percent), while those
identifying as Black, African American, or African increased slightly by three individuals (8.3 percent).
The Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander population increased from zero to four individuals over
the period. Individuals identifying as American Indian, Alaska Native, or Indigenous; Asian or Asian
American; and multiracial had no individuals experiencing homelessness recorded in 2024. The decline
among individuals identifying as Hispanic/Latina/e/o (61.1 percent) was more pronounced than the
decline among those identifying as non-Hispanic/Latina/e/o (29.4 percent). Overall, individuals
identifying as White or non-Hispanic/Latina/e/o continued to account for the largest shares of the
homeless population. Most racial groups experienced increases between 2021 and 2023, followed by
declines in the most recent year analyzed.
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Lackawanna County Homeless Population by Age
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United States Homeless Population by Age
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Pennsylvania Homeless Population by Race
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A_ —= == '*---...-——"L === Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander
[ <> .
- - 2 2 —— ==\ hite:
2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 o= \lulti-Racial
13,709 13,301 13662 12,696 11,858 11647 11,632 8,941 10,877 = 10,820 12,296
1589 2,120 1677 1442 1654 | 1552 1,743 1324 | 1814 1,736 | 1,792
82 77 61 47 73 53 62 48 91 93 92
58 77 63 77 87 55 65 40 65 65 81
8,034 8,202 7,899 7,450 7,016 6,851 6,793 5,209 5927 5,780 6,394
17 32 27 39 48 50 56 43 93 45 38
6,215 6,486 6,647 5,864 5,781 5711 5,854 4,435 5,864 5,897 6,021
892 547 642 661 507 479 545 430 651 676 664
United States Homeless Population by Race
«=@==Non-Hispanic/Latina/e/o
=== Hispanic/Latina/e/o
==@== American Indian, Alaska Native, or Indigenous
«=@==Asian or Asian American
il — =0
/ o Black, African American, or African
==@==Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander
—_ o . - —o—White
2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 Multi-Racial
392,361 452,140 428,629 432,634 430,354 443,100 450,107 290,184 442,220 473,768 535,515
92,365 112,568 121,299 118,362 122,476 124,615 130,348 80,459 140,230 179,336 235,965
11,302 15,136 15,229 16,741 15,414 17,966 18,935 10,030 19,618 23,116 19,681
4,667 6,074 5,603 6,700 6,643 7,228 7638 4210 8,261 11,574 10,405
206,973 227,937 215,177 223,690 219,809 225,735 228,79% 159,975 217,366 243,624 238,938
6,934 8,827 8,734 8,515 8,039 9,311 8,794 4,894 10,461 10,712 10,934
228,724 273,746 265,660 259675 270,568 270,607 280,612 173,389 291,395 324,854 278,158
26,126 32,988 39,525 35,675 32,357 36,868 35,680 19,910 35,383 39,224 29,281
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Market Analysis

Countywide

Over the past eight years, the number of new listings declined by 68, a decrease of 38.6 percent, while
the percentage of list price received increased slightly by 5.2 percent. Pending sales decreased modestly
by eight sales, or 7.1 percent, while closed sales increased by 12 sales, or 15.0 percent. Overall, the
combined total of pending and closed sales increased slightly by four sales, or 2.1 percent.

Both median and average sales prices increased over the period, with the median price rising by
$127,000 (137.3 percent) and the average price increasing by $124,257 (93.3 percent). Price per square
foot also rose substantially, increasing by $73, or 117.7 percent.

The average number of days homes spent on the market declined by 57 days, a reduction of 52.8
percent. Inventory conditions tightened considerably, with the number of homes for sale declining by
633 units (72.3 percent) and the months’ supply of inventory decreasing by 4.7 months (71.2 percent)
between January 2017 and January 2025.

Real estate owned (REO) activity also declined significantly. The total number of REO properties fell by
54 units, a decrease of 98.2 percent, while the number of REO closed properties declined by 11 units, or
84.6 percent.

Market Characteristics in Lackawanna County

January 2017 January 2025 Overall Change

New Listings 176 108 -38.6%
Pending Sales 112 104 -7.1%

Closed Sales 80 92 15.0%
Total Pending and Closed Sales 192 196 2.1%

Median Sales Price S 92,500 | $§ 219,500 137.3%
Average Sales Price S 133,232 | $ 257,489 93.3%
Percent of List Price Received 93.1% 97.9% 5.2%

Days on Market Until Sale 108 51 -52.8%
Inventory of Homes for Sale 876 243 -72.3%
Months Supply of Inventory 6.6 1.9 -71.2%
Total REO Properties 55 1 -98.2%
Total REO Closed Properties 13 2 -84.6%
Price Per Square Foot Total* S 62| S 135 117.7%

Source: Greater Scranton Board of Realtors
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Municipalities with the Most Home Sales

The Multiple Listing Service (MLS) is a subscription-based service that provides comprehensive
information on properties for sale within a given area. Listings typically include details such as location,
physical characteristics, lot size, price, and listing and sale dates. MLS data is intended to provide an
accurate representation of market activity based on properties listed within the Multiple Listing Service
(MLS). However, it may not capture every real estate transaction within the county. Certain sales,
including For Sale By Owner (FSBO) transactions, private or off-market sales, wholesaler transactions,
estate transfers, or other properties not entered into the MLS, may not be reflected in the reported
figures. As a result, MLS data should be viewed as a strong indicator of market trends, but not
necessarily a complete accounting of all sales activity within the region. This information supports
analysis of annual sales activity, median and average prices, housing size, and other market
characteristics.

Property types classified as residential and residential income were compared. Residential property
types are defined by the MLS as housing units such as single-family homes, townhomes, condominiums,
and similar structures marketed primarily for owner-occupancy rather than rental investment.
Residential income properties are defined as structures that include duplexes, triplexes, quadplexes, or
comparable multi-unit buildings.

Tables presenting the ten municipalities with the highest number of home sales, by residential property
type and residential income property type, are provided in Appendix A.

Residential

The City of Scranton recorded the highest number of residential property sales from 2019 to 2025, with
3,428 transactions, accounting for approximately one-third of countywide activity during this period.
Scranton experienced stronger long-term price growth, although recent years saw declines in sales as
well as in list and sold volume.

Clarks Summit followed with 1,106 sales and showed some fluctuations, with the steepest decline
occurring from 2022 to 2023. Although sales declined more significantly from 2019 to 2025, list and sold
prices increased over time.

Dunmore and Carbondale each recorded more than 500 sales. Dunmore generally experienced declining
sales, with a notable spike in 2021, while Carbondale saw early growth followed by declines in more
recent years. Both municipalities recorded significant increases in list and sold prices despite variation in
sales and volume trends.

Old Forge recorded 413 sales from 2019 to 2025. While list volume declined in certain years, list and
sold prices increased overall during the period analyzed. Archbald recorded 412 residential property
sales over the same period, nearly identical to Old Forge, and accounted for 3.8 percent of countywide
sales activity. Archbald experienced early growth followed by consistent declines, including a 25.4
percent decrease in sales from 2023 to 2025. Overall, list volume increased despite declines in 2022 and
2024, and both median and average list prices generally rose, with the exception of declines in 2024.

South Abington Township recorded a similar number of sales, with 410 transactions. While total sales
declined overall, the township experienced larger increases in median list and sold prices, followed by
average list and sold prices. Moosic recorded 323 sales, representing 2.7 percent of countywide activity,
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with early sales growth followed by declines in 2022, 2024, and 2025. Price increases in Moosic were
more modest for list and sold volume compared to median and average list and sold prices, with a
decline occurring in 2025.

Finally, Dickson City and Olyphant recorded slightly fewer than 300 sales, with 296 and 279 transactions,
respectively. Both municipalities experienced notable overall declines in sales as well as slight decreases
in list volume prices from 2019 to 2025.

Residential Income

Similar to residential property types, Scranton recorded the highest number of sales when analyzing
residential income properties. From 2019 through 2025, the city accounted for 1,704

sales, representing 66.6 percent of all residential income property sales countywide. Sales

increased substantially during the first two years of the period before declining in 2022 and 2023. From
2024 to 2025, sales in Scranton declined by 17.7 percent. Comparable trends were observed for list
volume, which totaled $306,206,453 over the period.

In Scranton, the median list price increased from $90,000 to $239,000 between 2019 and 2025, a rise of
165.6 percent. The average list price followed a similar pattern, increasing from $107,458 in 2019 to
$258,082 in 2025, representing a 140.2 percent increase. Median and average sold prices for residential
income properties also increased overall during the analysis period, rising by 187.4 percent and 159.9
percent, respectively, although the rate of increase slowed in later years. Overall, Scranton recorded a
median sold price of $158,786 and an average sold price of $172,489. While sold volume declined in
2023 by 2.7 percent and again in 2025 by 11.9 percent, total sold volume increased by 176.9 percent
across the full period analyzed.

Between 130 and approximately 200 residential income property sales occurred in both Carbondale and
Dunmore, respectively. Dunmore accounted for 7.7 percent of all countywide sales, while

Carbondale comprised 5.1 percent. Dunmore recorded 1,507 fewer sales than Scranton and Carbondale
recorded 67 fewer sales than Dunmore. Over the period analyzed, list volume increased substantially

in both municipalities, rising by $4,060,550 (111.5 percent) in Dunmore and $1,062,895 (119.9 percent)
in Carbondale.

Although Dunmore had higher median and average list prices than Carbondale, Carbondale experienced
larger percentage increases in these prices between 2019 and 2025. In Carbondale, median list prices
increased by approximately 180.0 percent ($121,250), and average list prices rose by about 207.0
percent (5131,618). Despite a decline in Dunmore in 2023, overall growth occurred in both
municipalities. Sold volume increased substantially over the six-year period in Dunmore and Carbondale,
rising by $4,055,432 and $969,610, respectively. Carbondale experienced a decline in sold volume in
2025 of $651,981 (27.2 percent). Median and average sold prices grew more in Carbondale, while
Dunmore experienced declines in 2020 and 2023. In 2020, Dunmore’s median sold price increased by
11.7 percent, although the average sold price declined by 12.3 percent. In Carbondale, the median and
average sold prices increased by $108,750 and $119,030, respectively.

Residential income property sales totaling between 60 and 100 transactions occurred in Old Forge,
Taylor, Dickson City, and Olyphant. Over the six-year period, Old Forge accounted for 3.6 percent of
countywide sales, Taylor for 2.9 percent, Dickson City for 2.6 percent, and Olyphant for 2.4 percent.
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Carbondale recorded 39 more sales than Old Forge, while Taylor had 18 fewer sales than Old Forge and
Dickson City recorded seven fewer sales than Taylor. Olyphant recorded five fewer sales than Dickson
City. Among these municipalities, list volume increased most significantly in Dickson City (52,002,500, or
286.9 percent) and Olyphant (51,930,649, or 286.2 percent).

Although Taylor reported higher median and average list prices than the other municipalities in this
group, Old Forge experienced larger percentage increases between 2019 and 2025. In Old Forge, median
list prices increased by $142,550 (163.0 percent) and average list prices rose by $134,685 (142.9
percent). In 2025, Dickson City experienced the most pronounced declines in median and average list
prices, decreasing by 20.5 percent and 14.5 percent, respectively. Sold volume increased substantially

in both Dickson City and Olyphant over the six-year period, rising by $1,832,610 and $1,962,750,
respectively. Median and average sold prices increased most in Old Forge, while Dickson City
experienced notable declines in 2025, with median sold prices decreasing by $42,490 (16.3 percent) and
average sold prices declining by 556,848 (66.6 percent).

Fewer than 50 residential income property sales occurred in Blakely, Throop, and Jessup during the
analysis period. Blakely accounted for 1.6 percent of countywide sales, Throop for 1.4 percent, and
Jessup for 1.0 percent. Throop recorded three fewer sales than Blakely, while Jessup recorded 12 fewer
sales than Throop. Among these municipalities, list volume increased most significantly in Jessup
(5754,090, or 419.2 percent) and Blakely (5858,100, or 286.2 percent), compared to Throop ($224,905,
or 48.4 percent).

Jessup recorded higher median and average list prices than Blakely and Throop and also experienced
larger increases from 2019 to 2025—approximately 80.0 percent for median list price and 70.0 percent
for average list price. In 2025, Throop experienced declines in both median and average list prices of
$75,100 and $8,599, respectively. Sold volume increased significantly in both Blakely and Jessup over
the six-year period, rising by $919,300 and $686,000, respectively, despite declines in 2025. Overall sold
volume increased by $238,850, or 54.9 percent. Median and average sold prices increased at similar
rates across these municipalities, though Blakely experienced a decline of $62,416 (10.6 percent) in
2025 and Throop experienced declines in median ($59,850, or 27.0 percent) and average (579,617, or
4.8 percent) sold prices.
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Municipalities with the Fewest Home Sales
The tables showing the ten locations with the fewest home sales, by residential property type and
residential income property type, are located in Appendix B.

Residential

The ten municipalities with the fewest residential property sales from 2019 through 2025 were Benton
Township, Ransom Township, La Plume Township, West Abington Township, Newton Township, Fell
Township, Glenburn Township, EImhurst Township, Carbondale Township, and Vandling Borough, with
sales ranging from zero to 45 transactions. Benton Township recorded no sales during the period
analyzed; data were available only for 2025, resulting in a total of zero recorded sales.

Ransom Township and La Plume Township reported particularly low sales activity, with two and three
sales, respectively, over the years analyzed. For Ransom Township, list volume ($723,900) was slightly
higher than sold volume ($719,000) by $4,900, and both the median and average list prices (5361,950)
were marginally higher than the median and average sold prices ($359,500). In La Plume Township, sold
volume ($1,006,000) and median and average sold prices (5201,200) exceeded list volume ($998,900) as
well as median and average list prices ($199,780).

West Abington Township and Newton Township recorded comparable levels of activity, with nine and
ten sales, respectively. In West Abington Township, list volume, median list price, and average list price
(52,459,800, $244,150, and $255,313) were slightly higher than sold volume, median sold price, and
average sold price (52,427,900, $244,083, and $253,130). Similarly, in Newton Township, list volume,
median list price, and average list price (53,660,700, $338,800, and $338,533) exceeded sold volume,
median sold price, and average sold price ($3,626,500, $335,042, and $334,875). Although values
declined in most years, with the exception of 2023, median and average list and sold prices increased by
more than 80.0 percent over the period analyzed.

Approximately 20 to 30 sales were recorded in Fell Township, Glenburn Township, and Elmhurst
Township. List and sold volumes declined more substantially in Glenburn and Elmhurst over the study
period, decreasing by approximately 60.0 percent. Fell Township experienced sharper declines in
median list and sold prices and average list prices compared to the other two municipalities, with
decreases exceeding 40.0 percent. In contrast, EImhurst Township saw significant price growth, with
median and average prices increasing by more than 85.0 percent. The average sold price in EImhurst
Township rose by 96.2 percent, from $170,730in 2019 to $335,000 in 2025, while prices in Fell
Township and Glenburn Township declined by slightly more than 40.0 percent.

The remaining two municipalities with among the lowest number of sales were Carbondale Township,
with 36 transactions, and Vandling Borough, with 45 transactions. Because 2025 data were not available
for Carbondale Township, a comparison of the two most recent years, 2023 to 2024, shows declines
across all categories. Although values fluctuated over the period, list volume, median list price, and
average list price remained slightly higher overall than their sold counterparts. In Vandling Borough,
median and average sold price data were unavailable from 2020 through 2025; in 2019, these values
were $141,500 and $139,166, respectively. Median and average list prices increased by more than 78.0
percent overall, despite declines in 2022. Total list volume in Vandling Borough increased by $6,956,100
over the period analyzed, even though volumes were lower in 2022 and 2023, ranging between
approximately $600,000 and $800,000.
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Residential Income

Many municipalities in Lackawanna County with the fewest residential income property sales lacked
data for most of the years analyzed. Specifically, Covington Township, Glenburn Township, and Ransom
Township recorded no sales in 2025; as a result, the total number of sales and all related metrics for
those municipalities were zero.

Five municipalities — Carbondale Township, EImhurst Township, Jefferson Township, Roaring Brook
Township, and West Abington Township — each recorded one residential income property sale during
the study period. West Abington Township reported the highest values among this group, with a list
volume, median list price, and average list price of $280,000, and a sold volume, median sold price, and
average sold price of $230,000, recorded in 2024. ElImhurst Township also reported relatively

higher values, with a list volume, median list price, and average list price of $264,500, and a sold
volume, median sold price, and average sold price of $245,000, recorded in 2021. Among the five
municipalities, Jefferson Township had the lowest list volume, median list price, and average list price at
$149,000. Carbondale Township recorded slightly lower sold values, with a sold volume, median sold
price, and average sold price of $150,000, compared with Jefferson Township’s $157,000.

The final two municipalities with the fewest residential income property sales were Greenfield Township
and La Plume Township, each recording two sales. Greenfield Township reported higher values across all
pricing measures, including list volume, median list price, and average list price, exceeding La Plume
Township by $131,250 to $262,500. Greenfield Township also had a higher sold volume, median sold
price, and average sold price at $500,000. In comparison, La Plume Township’s total sold volume was
$239,400 lower, and its median and average sold prices were both $119,700 lower. This difference may
reflect the timing of transactions, as Greenfield Township recorded a more recent sale in 2024, while La
Plume Township’s two sales occurred in 2021.

Overview by Region

Among the regions analyzed to examine factors associated with median prices, the Abington Heights
School District recorded higher values than other regions from 2018 to 2024. This district also had a
greater number of price measures exceeding $200,000 across multiple indicators compared to other
regions. In contrast, the lowest median prices and related financial measures were observed in the
Carbondale Area School District, Scranton City School District, and Scranton City School District (with no
foreclosures), where values were slightly above $80,000.

From 2018 through 2024, the Lackawanna County housing market experienced an overall decline in
total closed sales, with approximately 1,000 sales recorded. During this period, the share of townhomes
and condominiums increased by 0.7 percentage points. At the same time, the months’ supply of
inventory declined by 2.7 months, and the average number of days properties spent on the market
decreased by 44 days. In Lackawanna County excluding foreclosures, the total number of closed sales
was similar to that of the county overall over the six-year period, and trends in the share of townhomes
and condominiums, months’ supply of inventory, and days on market were comparable.

Among the school districts analyzed, the Scranton City School District and Scranton City School District
(with no foreclosures) recorded total closed sales ranging from 375 to 610 transactions. Single-family
homes comprised a substantial share of the market in these districts, although both experienced
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declines in months’ supply of inventory and days on market. Abington Heights School District also
recorded a relatively high number of closed sales, ranging from approximately 200 to 336 transactions,
and continued to have a higher share of townhomes and condominiums than the Scranton City School
District. The Riverside School District likewise reported higher shares of townhomes and condominiums,
reaching 16.7 percent in 2024.

Forest City School District recorded fewer closed sales than other districts, declining from 35 sales in
2018 to 34 sales in 2024. In this district, the months’ supply of inventory decreased substantially by 8.7
months, and the average number of days on the market declined from 136 days to 53 days. The Old
Forge School District also reported fewer closed sales over the period analyzed, decreasing from 55 sales
in 2018 to 50 sales in 2024. No townhomes or condominiums were recorded in this district, and the
average number of days on the market declined by 23 days, from 51 days in 2018 to 28 days in

2024. Additional information is available in Appendix C of this report.

Lackawanna County Median Prices by Region: 2018-2024

Region 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024

Greater Scranton Area S 138,000 | $ 145,598 | S 155,000 | $ 172,700 | $ 189,000 | $ 199,000 | $ 225,000
Lackawanna County S 134,950 | $ 143,000 | $ 151,000 | $ 170,000 | $ 187,000 | $ 200,000 | $ 222,500
Lackawanna County (with no foreclosures) S 143,050 | $ 149,300 | $ 155,050 | $ 171,040 | $ 189,520 | $ 200,000 | $ 225,000
Abington Heights School District S 219,550 | $ 219,000 | $ 247,050 | $ 275,500 | $ 302,100 | $ 302,439 | $ 329,800
Carbondale Area School District S 82,550 | $ 74,547 | $ 85,000 | $ 118,000 | $ 128,750 | $ 137,000 | $ 149,000
Dunmore School District S 155,000 | $ 138,268 | $ 147,290 | $ 180,000 | $ 187,500 | $ 182,250 | $ 229,000
Forest City Regional School District S 90,000 | $ 140,000 | $ 180,100 | $ 145,000 | $ 162,000 | $ 170,000 | $ 224,582
Lackawanna Trail School District S 157,940 | $ 176,000 | $ 190,275 | $ 206,100 | $ 208,500 | $ 225,000 | $ 266,750
Lakeland School District S 154,000 | $ 151,200 | $ 160,000 | S 190,000 | $ 214,000 | $ 216,081 | $ 240,000
Mid Valley School District S 123,725 | $ 130,000 | $ 131,705 | $ 146,000 | $ 170,000 | $ 200,000 | $ 205,000
North Pocono School District S 180,000 | $ 195,000 | $ 208,000 | $ 241,500 | $ 271,000 | $ 285,000 | $ 296,500
Old Forge School District S 119,000 | $ 107,750 | $ 146,260 | $ 166,599 | $ 169,250 | $ 201,184 | $ 236,250
Riverside School District S 145,500 | $ 170,950 | $ 168,250 | $ 197,938 | $ 189,100 | $ 234,995 | $ 248,750
Scranton City School District S 82,000 | $ 84,700 | $ 102,000 | $ 129,500 | $ 150,000 | $ 162,180 | $ 170,000
Scranton City School District (with no foreclosures) | $ 85,800 | $ 90,000 | $ 108,000 | $ 130,000 | $ 150,000 | $ 163,000 | $ 170,000
Valley View School District S 134,250 | $ 157,000 | $ 150,000 | $ 180,000 | $ 187,225 $ 189,900 | $ 219,000

Source: Greater Scranton Board of Realtors

Summary

Overall, the volume of residential property sales from 2019 to 2025 was lowest in Benton Township,
Ransom Township, La Plume Township, West Abington Township, and Newton Township, each
recording 10 or fewer sales over the six-year period. In contrast, Scranton recorded the highest number
of sales, with 3,428 transactions, followed by Clarks Summit with 1,106 sales. Other municipalities

with relatively high sales volumes according to MLS data include Dunmore, Carbondale, Old Forge,
Archbald, and South Abington Township, each recording more than 400 sales. In total, 10,817 residential
property sales were recorded across the 40 municipalities in Lackawanna County during this period.

With respect to residential income property sales over the same six-year period, Covington Township,
Glenburn Township, and Ransom Township recorded no sales. Carbondale Township, EImhurst
Township, Jefferson Township, Roaring Brook Township, and West Abington Township each recorded
one sale. Scranton again recorded the highest number of residential income property sales, with 1,704
transactions, followed by Dunmore with 197 sales and Carbondale with 130 sales. In total, residential
income property sales across the 40 municipalities totaled 2,558, substantially fewer than residential
property sales.
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Zoning and Planning Codes

History

Zoning has a long history in the United States. The first comprehensive ordinance was passed in New
York City in 1916. In 1922 the national Standard State Zoning Enabling Act was proposed by the
Commerce Department The act was model legislation proposed for each of the states that would enable
local governments to pass their own zoning acts defining different zoning districts, drawing zoning maps,
and establishing land use rules.

Zoning’s constitutionality was established in 1926 in the Village of Euclid v Ambler Realty Co case. In that
case, the village of Euclid was located outside of Cleveland and residents were concerned about
industrialization spreading into the town. They established strict rules for the type of activity, building
height, and building size in different districts in the city. The piece of land owned by Ambler Realty was
in multiple zones, including ones that did not allow industry. Ambler Realty sued because the land was
most valuable if it was developed for industrial purposes, and leadership felt it was a violation of their
property rights for the municipality to stop them from developing the lot as they saw fit. The Supreme
Court sided 6 to 3 with the municipality, overruling a lower court and saying that the ability to regulate
land use falls under the police power. Police power refers to the ability of states to regulate to protect
and promote public health, safety, morals, and general welfare.

All zoning ordinances must be based on some aspect of the police power. Ordinances can only ban or
promote activities and uses based on a desire to protect health, safety, morals, and general welfare.
Ordinances cannot ban or discourage something simply because the local government dislikes it nor
promotes something because they like it. In practice this means following a rational nexus test, whereas
a local government must be able to show a direct connection between the regulation and a benefit to
the police power. Ordinances must zone for all types of zoning. For instance, if a zoning ordinance does
not allow for industrial or commercial sections of the city, it would not allow for a type of zoning and
there would be a challenge to the ordinance.

In Pennsylvania, zoning rules are regulated by Act 247, the Pennsylvania Municipalities Planning Code of
1968 (MPC). The MPC enables municipalities and counties to pass rules regulating the use of land in
their areas. Under the MPC, however, municipalities have the ultimate authority to zone and plan, so
municipal codes supersede those of counties. Typically, a county passes an ordinance and then
municipalities pass their own ordinances, removing themselves from the county’s ordinance.

Characteristics of Different Codes

According to the MPC every code must include and have a zone for each type of use, though it is up to
the municipalities and counties writing the codes to define them. This latitude given to those writing the
codes led to some similarities and inconsistencies.

Lackawanna County
The zoning information in this section was the most current published when this section was prepared
during January and February 2026.

Lackawanna County’s zoning and land-use framework is shaped by a mix of county-level planning,
municipal zoning ordinances, and a regional comprehensive plan that guides long-term development.
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Lackawanna County does not provide zoning administration for any municipality unlike its counterpart
in Luzerne County. Lackawanna County’s role is limited to planning support,
subdivision/land-development review, and maintaining municipal ordinance records.

Lackawanna County maintains a centralized planning function that supports municipalities with land-use
planning, GIS mapping, subdivision review, and development oversight. This includes access to
countywide maps, municipal contacts, and planning documents. These resources help coordinate
growth, infrastructure, and environmental considerations across the county’s diverse boroughs and
townships.

Lackawanna County participates in the Lackawanna—Luzerne Joint Comprehensive Plan, adopted in
2021. This plan:

e Provides a long-range vision for development through 2040

e Analyzes regional conditions (housing, transportation, environment, economy)
e Guides future zoning updates and land-use decisions

e Must be updated every 10 years under Pennsylvania law

This plan is not a zoning ordinance itself, but it shapes how municipalities revise their zoning maps and
land-use policies.

In Pennsylvania, zoning authority rests with municipalities, not counties. That means each borough or
township in Lackawanna County adopts and enforces its own zoning ordinance. This variation means
zoning rules can differ significantly from one municipality to the next — setbacks, permitted uses,
density, and special exceptions all depend on the local ordinance.

Each municipality has a Zoning Hearing Board that handles:

e Variance requests
e Special exceptions
e Appeals of zoning officer decisions

There is one exception to this in Lackawanna County. The Scranton—Abingtons Planning Association
(SAPA) uses a regional, cooperative zoning system that aligns nine municipalities under a shared zoning
framework. "This system is designed to ensure that every land use is allowed somewhere within the
region, even if not in every municipality. The structure, adoption dates, and purpose of the SAPA zoning
system are well-documented in the zoning ordinance compilation and related planning materials.

The SAPA communities include:

e Clarks Green Borough

e Clarks Summit Borough

e Dalton Borough

e Dunmore Borough

e Newton Township

e Scranton City

e South Abington Township
e Waverly Township
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e West Abington Township

These municipalities jointly adopted a cooperative zoning ordinance and a regional comprehensive plan
to coordinate land use, growth, and development across the region. The comprehensive plan sets the
long-term vision, while the zoning ordinance provides the enforceable rules.

SAPA Highlights

SAPA maintains a regional land-use matrix showing which uses are permitted, conditional, or
special-exception in each municipality and zoning district. This ensures that every land use exists
somewhere in the region, even if not in every town. There are zoning districts across all nine
communities with allowed uses and consistent standards to create a uniform system for developers.
Each municipality is responsible for its own enforcement, operates its own hearing board, and has its
own zoning officer.

The shared set of zoning district types include:

e Low-, medium-, and high-density residential

e Mixed-use districts

e Commercial corridors

e Industrial and employment districts

e Conservation or rural resource districts

e Special purpose districts (e.g., institutional, recreation)

The shared district framework ensures consistency, but each municipality applies districts differently
based on its character and land-use goals. This helps with protecting each community’s character,
coordination of transportation, and open space preservation. This improves land use decision making.

SAPA is one of Pennsylvania’s most advanced examples of multi-municipal zoning, offering:

e Predictability for developers

e Reduced duplication of planning efforts

e Regional fairness in distributing land uses

e Stronger legal defensibility against exclusionary zoning claims
e Aunified vision for growth across the Scranton—Abington area

Another planning association is currently under discussion. The association, NORLACK, comprises
Carbondale, Greenfield and Carbondale Townships, and Jermyn and Mayfield Boroughs. Preliminary
information suggests the group intends to collaborate on planning and development initiatives. As the
effort remains in its early stages, no zoning information is available at this time.

Non-SAPA Communities Highlights

Lackawanna County has 31 additional communities that are not part of SAPA. These communities
consist primarily of boroughs and townships, along with one city. A brief summary of zoning ordinances
for these municipalities is provided below, while a complete list of codes and ordinances for each
non-SAPA municipality is included in Appendix C.
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Across the non-SAPA municipalities, zoning tends to follow several consistent patterns:

Predominantly Rural / Low-Density Residential

Most townships, including Benton, Greenfield, Madison, Thornhurst, and Spring Brook, prioritize
large-lot residential development, often requiring minimum lot sizes of one to two acres or
more. Their zoning frameworks generally emphasize open-space conservation and the
protection of natural resources, while permitting small, concentrated commercial nodes at
major intersections. Industrial zoning is typically minimal, reinforcing an overall land-use pattern
focused on preserving rural character and maintaining low development intensity.

Traditional Borough Mixed-Use Cores

Boroughs such as Archbald, Blakely, Jermyn, Jessup, Mayfield, Moosic, Olyphant, Taylor, and
Throop generally contain a mix of higher-density residential neighborhoods, typically zoned as
R-1, R-2, and R-3 districts, alongside active commercial corridors that follow traditional
main-street patterns. These boroughs also commonly include light industrial areas located near
rail lines or former coal lands, reflecting historical development and land-use patterns.

Industrial Corridors in the Valley Municipalities

Municipalities with longstanding industrial uses — such as Dickson City, Olyphant, Jessup,
Archbald, and Throop — contain heavy industrial districts, typically designated as I-1 and I-2.
These zoning frameworks often support adaptive reuse of former mining, manufacturing, and
rail-related properties. In Dickson City in particular, large-format commercial development,
including big-box retail, is a prominent element of the local land-use pattern.

Environmental & Watershed Protection

Townships in the Pocono region of Lackawanna County, including Clifton, Covington, Roaring
Brook, Elmhurst, and Thornhurst, place a strong emphasis on protecting environmental features
through the use of steep-slope regulations and watershed overlay districts. Their zoning
ordinances typically limit high-density development and instead encourage cluster development
options to preserve open space and maintain the area’s natural landscape.

Smaller Municipalities
Additional information is available in Appendix D of this report.

Boroughs
Archbald

Blakely

Mix of residential, commercial, and significant industrial zones
Large tracts of former mining land repurposed for industrial parks
Commercial corridors along US-6

Dense residential neighborhoods
Commercial corridors along Main St.
Limited industrial reuse areas

Carbondale (City)

Urban mixed-use core

56

The Institute

Turning Information into Insight



e Traditional neighborhood residential
e Industrial zones along former rail corridors
Dickson City
e One of the county’s largest commercial zoning areas (big-box retail)
e Highway commercial along Business Route 6
e Limited residential pockets
Jermyn
e Traditional borough residential
e Small commercial district
e Light industrial reuse areas
Jessup
e Significant industrial zoning (e.g., Valley View Business Park)
e Mixed commercial along major roads
e Residential neighborhoods on hillsides
Mayfield
e Residential core
e Commercial along US-6
e Light industrial pockets
Moosic
e Mixed commercial (Montage Mountain Rd.)
e Resort/recreation zoning (Montage Mountain)
e Residential neighborhoods
Moscow
e Small commercial center
e Predominantly residential
e Conservation-oriented zoning in outlying areas
Old Forge
e Dense residential
e Commercial corridors
e Light industrial reuse areas
Olyphant
e largeindustrial zones (e.g., former coal lands)
e Mixed commercial
e Dense residential neighborhoods

e Industrial and commercial corridors near I-81

e Residential neighborhoods

e Redevelopment of former industrial sites
Throop

e Industrial zones (Keystone Industrial Park)

e Residential districts

e Commercial corridors
Vandling

e Small borough with primarily residential zoning

e Limited commercial

Townships
Benton Twp
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e Rural residential
e Agricultural and conservation emphasis
e Limited commercial
Carbondale Twp
e Rural residential

e Industrial pockets near Carbondale city line

e Highway commercial nodes
Clifton Twp
e Conservation and low-density residential
e Resort/recreation zoning in some areas
e Watershed protections
Covington Twp
e Rural residential
e Commercial nodes at major intersections
e Environmental overlays
Elmhurst Twp
e Low-density residential
e Watershed protection
e Limited commercial
Fell Twp
e Rural residential
e Industrial reuse areas
e Small commercial zones
Glenburn Twp
e Low-density residential
e Agricultural/open-space preservation
e Limited commercial
Greenfield Twp
e Rural residential
e Agricultural and conservation zoning
e Limited commercial
Jefferson Twp
e Suburbanizing residential
e Commercial corridors along major roads
e Light industrial pockets
La Plume Twp
e Rural residential
e Agricultural zoning
e Limited commercial
Madison Twp
e Rural residential
e Conservation zoning
e Limited commercial
North Abington Twp
e Low-density residential
e Agricultural/open-space preservation
e Limited commercial
Ransom Twp
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Rural residential

Conservation zoning

Industrial interest emerging due to power-line corridors (data center proposals)

Roaring Brook Twp

Conservation and watershed protection

Low-density residential
Limited commercial

Spring Brook Twp

Rural residential
Conservation zoning
Limited commercial

Thornhurst Twp

Very low-density residential

Large conservation areas
Limited commercial

Summary
Single-family housing: the default across the county

Nearly every municipality, rural or suburban, uses R-1 or A-R / RR / RU districts as its largest zoning
category. These districts:

Cover 60 percent to 90 percent of land area in most townships

Permit only single-family detached homes

Require large lots (% acre to 2+ acres in rural areas)

Dominate rural municipalities like Greenfield, West Abington, Ransom, Benton, La Plume, and
Thornhurst

Also dominate suburban municipalities like Glenburn, Scott Township, Covington, and Jefferson
Township

Even boroughs, where density is traditionally higher, still reserve most land for single-family homes

(R-1).

Single-family zoning is the baseline land-use pattern and the primary determinant of housing form in
Lackawanna County. Single-family housing dominates almost every municipality in Lackawanna County,
while true multi-family zoning is rare, tightly constrained, and geographically limited.

Two-family (duplex) housing: allowed but limited

Most municipalities include an R-2 or Medium-Density Residential district, but these zones:

Are small in geographic footprint

Usually appear as buffers between R-1 and commercial areas
Allow single-family + duplexes, but not multi-family

Rarely cover more than five percent to 15 percent of a municipality
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Duplex zoning exists almost everywhere, but it is not a major contributor to housing supply because the
mapped areas are small.

Multi-family housing: extremely restricted

True multi-family zoning (R-3, High-Density Residential, or equivalent) is rare and appears in only a few
townships in small pockets and in the cities. Some townships consider it by special exception or
conditional use. When it is permitted, it is in a very small area and close to commercial corridors.
Sometimes only townhouses or garden apartments are permitted as opposed to high rise apartment
buildings.

Multi-family zoning is the scarcest housing category in Lackawanna County.
Mixed-use & commercial corridors: limited residential flexibility

Some municipalities allow residential uses in commercial districts, but only under specific conditions
such as upper floors only. These areas are very small and require special approvals.

Mixed-use housing is possible but not a major contributor to supply.
Industrial, conservation, and rural zones: no housing
Large portions of many townships are zoned:

e Industrial (I, M-1)
e Open Space / Conservation (OS, OSC, RC)
e Rural Use (RU)

These districts typically prohibit all residential uses or allow only very low-density single-family.

A significant share of land is effectively off-limits to new housing. Thus, the county’s zoning structure
strongly favors low-density, single-family development. Opportunities for diverse housing types
(duplexes, townhouses, apartments) are scarce. Boroughs provide the only meaningful multi-family
capacity, and even there, zoning is modest. Rural townships are effectively single-family only.

This helps explain why housing supply in the region grows slowly and why multi-family development is
concentrated in just a few municipalities.

Recommendations

Following is a structured set of recommendations organized around zoning, building requirements, and
administrative processes, with clear tradeoffs and practical pathways for rural, suburban, and borough
contexts.

Strengthen single-family development by reducing barriers

Most townships already allow single-family homes almost everywhere, but the requirements often make
building expensive or impractical.

Key zoning reforms

e Reduce minimum lot sizes in R-1 and rural districts (e.g., from 1-2 acres to 0.5-1 acre).
o Impact: More buildable lots, lower land cost per home.
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e Allow smaller frontage requirements (e.g., 75—-100 ft instead of 150-200 ft).
o Impact: Makes irregular parcels usable.
e  Permit cluster subdivisions in rural districts.

o Impact: Same number of homes, less infrastructure cost, more preserved open space.

e Allow accessory dwelling units (ADUs) by right.
o Impact: Adds gentle density without changing neighborhood character.

Building-code adjustments
e Adopt modern small-home standards (e.g., IRC Appendix Q for homes under 400 sq ft).
e Allow modular and panelized construction without extra review.
e Streamline septic approvals for small lots using alternate systems.

Administrative improvements
e Fast-track single-family permits with clear checklists.
e Reduce or cap impact fees for small homes or infill lots.
e Pre-approve subdivision templates for common lot layouts.

Expand duplex and small-scale multi-family housing

R-2 districts exist in almost every municipality, but they are small. Expanding them is an effective way to

increase housing variety.
Zoning changes

e Expand R-2 boundaries around existing R-2 pockets and commercial corridors.
e Allow duplexes in R-1 by special exception instead of variance.

e Permit triplexes and fourplexes in R-2 with design standards.

e Allow corner-lot duplexes by right (common in traditional neighborhoods).

Building-code adjustments
e Adopt fire-separation standards that make duplexes and triplexes easier to build.
e Allow shared driveways for small multi-unit buildings.
e Permit on-street parking credits in boroughs to reduce lot-level parking requirements.

Administrative improvements
e Create a “small multi-family” permit track for 2—4 units.
e Reduce engineering requirements for small buildings (e.g., stormwater thresholds).
e Standardize duplex/triplex design templates to reduce review time.

Enable true multi-family development in targeted areas

Only a handful of municipalities have R-3 or equivalent districts, and they are small.

Zoning reforms
e Expand R-3 districts near:
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o commercial corridors
o borough centers
o transit routes
o underutilized industrial land
e Allow mixed-use buildings (residential over commercial) in C-1 and TC districts.
e Reduce minimum lot sizes for multi-family parcels.
e Allow townhouses by right in R-3 and R-2.

Building-code adjustments
e Adopt modern fire-suppression alternatives for small apartment buildings.
e Allow reduced parking ratios (e.g., 1-1.5 spaces per unit).
e Permit shared stormwater facilities for multi-building developments.

Administrative improvements
e Create a predictable site-plan review process with fixed timelines.
e Allow administrative approval for projects under a certain size (e.g., <12 units).
e Offer density bonuses for:
o senior housing
o accessible housing
o workforce housing
o infill redevelopment

Unlock mixed-use corridors and village centers

Many boroughs and townships have commercial corridors that could support housing but do not allow

it.
Zoning reforms
e Allow residential above ground-floor commercial in C-1, C-2, TC, and IAC districts.

e Permit townhouse or apartment infill behind commercial strips.
e Reduce setback requirements to encourage walkable development.

Building-code adjustments
e Simplify mixed-use fire separation rules for small buildings.
e Allow shared parking between residential and commercial uses.

Administrative improvements
e Create a ‘Main Street Overlay’ with flexible use permissions.
e Offer facade improvement grants tied to adding upper-floor housing.

Use rural land more efficiently without losing character

Rural townships (Thornhurst, Greenfield, West Abington, Benton, Ransom) can add housing while
preserving open space.

Zoning reforms
e Cluster development with density equal to underlying zoning.
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e Conservation subdivisions that preserve 50 percent — 70 percent of land.
e Allow ADUs and cottage clusters in rural districts.

Building-code adjustments
e Permit alternative septic systems for clustered homes.
e Allow shared wells for small groups of homes.

Administrative improvements
e Pre-approve conservation subdivision layouts to reduce engineering costs.
e Offer density bonuses for preserving farmland or forest.

County-level strategies to support local zoning changes
Zoning is municipal, so county coordination helps create consistency.

Countywide recommendations
e Create a model zoning ordinance with flexible R-2 and R-3 standards.
e Provide GIS-based buildable-land analysis to show where housing can go.
e Offer technical assistance for rewriting zoning ordinances.
e Create a county housing trust fund to support infill and multi-family projects.
e Coordinate infrastructure planning (water, sewer, roads) to support growth areas.

In summary, the most impactful reforms are to:

e Reduce minimum lot sizes in R-1 and rural districts.

e Increase density

e Expand R-2 and allow duplexes more broadly.

e Create or enlarge R-3 districts for multi-family housing.

e Allow mixed-use residential in commercial corridors.

e Adopt ADUs countywide.

e Streamline permitting and reduce engineering burdens.

e Allow manufactured housing in boroughs and both high- and low-density districts.

Current Developments

Activity related to new and ongoing housing developments is progressing across Lackawanna County. In
Scranton, the Hilltop Heights project is advancing efforts to expand affordable and mixed-income
housing options. Approved in December 2025, the project enables reinvestment in long-vacant or
underutilized land to increase access to quality housing. Located on the 900 block of Saginaw Street, the
development will be built on a 24.6-acre vacant parcel owned by the Scranton Housing Authority. Hilltop
Heights will include 36 family apartments across three residential buildings, offering one- to
three-bedroom units designed to serve households with a range of income levels. The site’s location
provides residents with walkable access to schools, parks, and other essential services."

NeighborWorks NEPA has also identified key investments through West Scranton’s 10-year revitalization
plan, including $5.5 million in development along the medical and services corridor. This investment
supports facilities offering physical therapy, pharmacy services, home health care, and a medical
marijuana dispensary within District 4 along South Main Avenue. In Carbondale, NeighborWorks NEPA
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has designated several priority areas for revitalization to encourage private reinvestment, including
locations near Canaan Street, Williams Avenue, Rock Street, and Grove Street, as well as the former St.
Joseph’s Hospital and Roosevelt School sites, areas along 8th Avenue, Terrace Street, Spring Street, a
parking lot adjacent to YMCA Park, and an open lot near the state park.”

As part of broader community revitalization efforts, the Shapiro Administration has funded multiple
local projects through the Neighborhood Assistance Program. In Lackawanna County, this includes
support for United Neighborhood Centers (UNC) of Northeastern Pennsylvania to advance development
in the Pine Brook neighborhood of Scranton. These funds will be used to increase homeownership,
improve residential and commercial properties, support small business growth, and expand
opportunities for residents. Additional tax credit awards announced in December support
housing-related initiatives such as NeighborWorks’ Beautiful Blocks program, transitional housing
through Saint Joseph’s Center, and an affordable housing project by the Scranton Lackawanna
Resources Development Corporation that will construct two three-bedroom units."

Other notable housing developments in the county include the Matzo Development in Scranton, which
focuses on blight reduction, " and UNC’s affordable senior housing complex in Dunmore, known as the
Bucktown Center."

State of Housing Programs and Services

The county offers a range of housing-related services through the Housing Authority of the County of
Lackawanna (HACL). HACL manages 1,113 public housing units across 19 developments located in 13
municipalities, including Taylor, Old Forge, Moosic, Clarks Summit, Olyphant, Dunmore, Dickson City,
Throop, Peckville, Archbald, Jermyn, Jessup, and Fell Township. These developments include studio
apartments as well as one- to four-bedroom units, many of which are located near bus routes and
within walking or driving distance of retail services.

For the 2026 program year, effective in early January, HACL reported that waiting lists for studio and
four-bedroom public housing units remained open as of March 2026, while waiting lists for one- to
three-bedroom units were closed. In addition to public housing, HACL administers the Housing Choice
Voucher (HCV) program, commonly known as Section 8. Although the voucher waiting list is currently
closed, the agency continues to seek eligible landlords willing to participate. The HCV program enables
low-income households to obtain safe and sanitary housing in the private market — excluding the cities
of Scranton and Carbondale — while limiting household contributions to no more than 40 percent of
adjusted monthly income for rent and utilities.

HACL also offers a voluntary Family Self-Sufficiency (FSS) Program for participants in the HCV program.
Through this initiative, participants commit to a five-year program focused on building financial stability
by engaging with local partners to obtain education, job training, and employment-related skills.™

Housing programs and services are also available for older adult residents through the Lackawanna
County Area on Aging (LCAAA). One such program, the Shared Housing and Resource Exchange (SHARE),
connects homeowners and home seekers who are interested in sharing a residence. Eligible
participants—including older adults, individuals with disabilities, veterans, employed professionals,
college students, single parents, and individuals at risk of homelessness—work with a housing counselor
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to ensure compatibility and support. This arrangement allows homeowners to receive assistance with
household expenses while providing home seekers with affordable housing options.

Another housing resource supported by the Pennsylvania Department of Aging is the Elder Cottage
Housing Opportunity (ECHO) program. This program allows an individual to temporarily reside on a
family member’s property in a small manufactured cottage, with the goal of limiting housing costs to no
more than 30 percent of income. Although this option exists in the county, applications for the ECHO
program are currently unavailable.

LCAAA also administers a Domiciliary Care Program, which provides support for individuals with
physical, intellectual, or mental health challenges through voluntary, supervised living arrangements in
home-like environments. Additional assistance includes a tax extension or deferral program
administered under provisions of the Real Estate Tax Law. The agency also supports the Telespond Older
Adult Advocacy Center (OOAC), which offers four one-bedroom units, a medical station, accessible
bathing facilities, a shared lounge, and a kitchen, while serving as a hub for collaboration among local
community organizations.”

The Lackawanna County Housing Coalition serves as a countywide resource, providing the public with
information on home improvement, housing assistance, financial assistance, food, clothing, furniture,
emergency services, and related supports. The coalition reports that NeighborWorks NEPA offers home
repair, improvement, and accessibility services, while the Agency for Community EmMPOWERment of
NEPA’s Scranton Office of Economic and Community Development provides similar home improvement
services along with weatherization and energy efficiency assistance.

Additional housing assistance is available through organizations offering emergency housing and
homeless shelter services, including Catherine McAuley Center, Catholic Social Services (St. Anthony’s
Shelter), Community Intervention Center, St. Joseph’s Center (Walsh Manor), and the Women'’s
Resource Center. St. Joseph’s Center also operates a Mother—Infant Program that provides transitional
housing support.

Rental assistance and rental housing services are available through several organizations, including
Catholic Social Services (Scranton and Carbondale offices and St. Francis Commons), United
Neighborhood Centers of NEPA, United Way of Wyoming Valley, The Wright Center for Community
Health, Catherine McAuley Center, Midtown Apartments in Scranton, and the Agency for Community
EmPOWERmMent of NEPA. Residents in need of permanent housing may seek assistance from Catherine
McAuley Center, St. Francis Commons at Catholic Social Services, Community Intervention Center, and
United Neighborhood Centers of NEPA.

Many residents also require utility assistance to help manage housing-related costs. Support services are
provided by Friends of the Poor in Scranton, Pennsylvania American Water, the Agency for Community
EmPOWERment of NEPA, and United Neighborhood Centers of NEPA.X

Additionally, the county administers the Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) program through
the Lackawanna County Department of Planning and Economic Development. The program is funded by
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the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development and administered at the state level by the
Pennsylvania Department of Community and Economic Development.

Lackawanna County includes 11 entitlement communities—municipalities with populations of 4,000 or
more that appear on HUD's list of eligible communities. These include the boroughs of Archbald, Blakely,
Clarks Summit, Dickson City, Dunmore, Jessup, Old Forge, Olyphant, Taylor, and Throop, as well as Scott
Township. The county also includes 27 non-entitlement communities with populations of 4,000 or
fewer, comprising the townships of Benton, Carbondale, Clifton, Covington, Elmhurst, Fell, Glenburn,
Greenfield, Jefferson, La Plume, Madison, Newton, North Abington, Ransom, Roaring Brook, South
Abington, Spring Brook, Thornhurst, Waverly, and West Abington, and the boroughs of Clarks Green,
Dalton, Jermyn, Mayfield, Moosic, Moscow, and Vandling.

Over the past five years, CDBG funding totaled approximately $5.3 million for entitlement communities
and $1.1 million for non-entitlement communities. These funds support affordable housing initiatives,
community development activities, and efforts to expand employment opportunities, strengthen local
businesses, and promote long-term community revitalization.

The Commonwealth’s Whole-Home Repairs Program was launched in 2023 and may be particularly
beneficial given the county’s aging housing stock. The program provides grants to income-eligible
homeowners and landlords to support property improvements, including addressing existing health and
safety issues, enhancing energy efficiency, and improving accessibility for individuals with disabilities.
State law permits grants of up to $50,000 per property; however, the program’s initial allocation of $125
million was quickly exhausted due to high demand.” Advocates are pushing for more funding in future
bills, and if they are successful, the program could support updates to the county’s aging housing stock.
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Stakeholder Interviews

Introduction

To deepen understanding of the housing conditions, challenges, and opportunities across Lackawanna
County, a series of stakeholder interviews was conducted with individuals representing municipal
leadership, community organizations, service providers, developers, and employers. Stakeholders
consisted of government officials, private sector professionals, and nonprofit representatives. All
representatives were asked whether the housing stock meets the needs of residents, which types of
housing are lacking, and what they consider the biggest barrier to more housing in Lackawanna County.
In addition, interviewees were asked questions specific to their own area of expertise.

Overall Findings

Across interviews, stakeholders emphasized that the age and condition of the county’s housing stock
underlie many of its housing challenges. Much of the existing inventory — particularly in and around
Scranton — dates from the 1930s through the 1970s and reflects significant deferred maintenance,
including aging roofs, outdated plumbing and electrical systems, and habitability concerns. As a result,
homes that appear affordable by purchase price are often functionally unaffordable once repair, utility,
and insurance costs are considered. In rural areas, the challenge differs; although housing conditions
may be stronger, the overall supply is limited, constraining options for workers and families seeking to
remain in their communities. Interviewees also linked substandard housing to health risks and noted
that high construction and specialty trade costs — especially the limited availability of lead abatement
services — continue to hinder efforts to bring homes up to safe, energy-efficient standards.

Realtors consistently described a market that is difficult for entry-level buyers to navigate.
Move-in-ready homes in the most sought-after price bands are scarce, and first-time buyers often well
prepared through counseling and pre-qualification encounter competition for a limited number of
listings. Older properties under lower price points frequently require substantial repairs that are not
financeable within typical first-time buyer products. Over the past several years, increased investor
purchases of small multifamily properties and starter homes have intensified competition. Although the
pace of out-of-area, cash-backed investors has slowed somewhat, the lasting effects of this trend
continue to constrict the pipeline of starter homes available to first-time buyers. Higher interest rates
have reduced purchasing power and locked in many existing owners with low-rate mortgages,
suppressing resale inventory. The net effects are prolonged searches, repeated bidding losses, and a
growing cohort of would-be buyers remaining renters longer than intended, often in units with rising
rents and limited ability to save for down payments and closing costs.

Developers face financial feasibility challenges with rising materials and labor costs, slim margins on
entry-level new construction, and persistent soft costs related to zoning applications and building
permits were cited repeatedly. Even with donated or discounted land, total development costs for
rehabilitation or infill often exceed what attainable rents or sale prices can support, particularly outside
the strongest submarkets. Infrastructure constraints most notably for utility and sewer capacity in more
rural municipalities further limit multifamily feasibility. Site readiness issues such as title clearing,
environmental remediation, blight demolition, and floodplain constraints add time and risk. The
county’s limited number of mission-driven housing developers, combined with constrained municipal
staff capacity, slows project throughput and makes it more difficult to assemble, entitle, and finance a
steady pipeline. Interviewees emphasized that preservation is often less expensive than new
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construction, but even preservation requires predictable capital, specialized contractors (especially for
lead), and coordinated code enforcement to ensure habitability without displacing residents.

Several stakeholders underscored that while the Low-Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC) remains the
backbone of affordable rental production, it is not sufficient to meet overall need and can leave
multimillion-dollar gaps that philanthropy cannot fully bridge. Locally available incentives such as tax
abatements, Local Economic Revitalization Tax Act (LERTA), fee waivers, and density bonuses are not
uniformly deployed across municipalities, and developers perceive uncertainty about their availability,
timing, or value. Opportunities to expand shared-equity models (e.g., community land trusts),
preservation funds, or revolving rehab capital are present but not yet scaled. Land bank and
redevelopment tools exist but are used inconsistently due to site-level constraints such as blight
remediation needs and inadequate infrastructure, limited nonprofit developer capacity, and process
friction stemming from inconsistent zoning policies.

The zoning landscape is improving in some jurisdictions (with by-right ADUs or allowance for
missing-middle forms), but at the county scale it remains patchwork. Developers face non-uniform
standards, variable timelines, and differing interpretations across municipalities — all of which add cost
and risk. Interviewees suggested that model ordinances, standardized review timelines, and coordinated
pre-application processes could reduce uncertainty, and city and borough plan books with pre-approved
small-scale designs might accelerate the use of ADUs, duplexes, townhomes, and 4—6 unit buildings
without compromising safety or neighborhood character.

In the near term, interviewees converged on a practical set of actions aimed at stabilizing households
and preserving existing housing units. These include targeted rental and utility assistance to prevent
eviction spikes, as well as expanded home repair and weatherization programs to keep aging homes
habitable and reduce cost burdens. Interviewees also emphasized the importance of strengthening
habitability enforcement while pairing it with financial and technical support so landlords and owner-
occupants can address deficiencies without triggering displacement. In parallel with stabilization efforts,
a countywide “parcel readiness” initiative — focused on title clearing, demolition where appropriate,
infrastructure coordination, and floodplain due diligence — would help create build-ready sites for
preservation, small-scale infill, and mixed-income development. Finally, standardized permitting
processes and coordinated, incentive-aligned zoning updates across municipalities could shorten
development timelines and improve predictability for projects that meet quality and affordability
objectives.

Over the longer term, stakeholders emphasized building durable capacity and locking in affordability
where growth is expected. Priorities include scaling nonprofit developer capacity and inviting
mission-aligned private partners with reasonable return thresholds; diversifying funding streams with
preservation funds, shared-equity programs, and flexible gap financing and institutionalizing
county-level data tracking to guide siting, monitor rents and vacancies, and prioritize rehab where
health risks are highest. Taken together, this approach to stabilize, preserve, unlock sites, standardize
processes, and build capacity offers a potential path to relieve pressure while positioning the county for
a healthier, more resilient housing system over the next three to five years and beyond.
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Government Officials

The interviews reflect a set of housing challenges that vary across the county but are tied together by
shared issues of affordability, aging housing stock, and limited development feasibility. Some reported
having an ample supply of low- to moderate-income housing, yet these units are often older, lack
modern features, or require significant repair. At the same time, there is a notable shortage of newer,
moderately priced homes suitable for working households. Across all interviews, participants pointed to
aging or outdated housing as a major constraint, with many homes requiring repairs or upgrades that
exceed what typical rents or resale prices can support. This mismatch creates a gap between what
households need and what the current housing stock can reasonably provide.

Stakeholders consistently described financial barriers as a major impediment to improving or expanding
the housing supply. Rehabilitation costs, prevailing wage requirements, lead abatement needs, and
rising construction expenses frequently surpass the revenue potential of modest income rentals or
attainable homeownership units. Even when land is available, whether privately owned or publicly held,
development does not occur without substantial subsidies or financial incentives. As a result, many
older homes fall further into disrepair, contributing to blight and reducing the overall availability of safe,
stable housing. Limited municipal and organizational capacity further slows progress, especially in
smaller communities that lack dedicated staff for planning, housing programs, or redevelopment
management.

The interviews also highlighted how affordability pressures disproportionately affect low- and
moderate-income households, seniors, families with children, and residents living in older or poorly
maintained housing. Broader economic trends, including rising rents, inflation, and stagnant wages,
have increased the number of households facing instability. Floodplain restrictions, insurance
limitations, and a shrinking pool of qualified contractors especially for specialized work like lead
abatement add further complications to efforts to rehabilitate aging properties. These challenges are
closely interconnected with residents’ health and well-being, as older homes often bring risks such as
mold, moisture problems, and lead exposure.

Despite the substantial challenges, interviewees pointed to several short-term and long-term avenues
for improvement. Many emphasized the importance of diversifying funding sources, strengthening
public and private partnerships, and coordinating redevelopment activities across multiple properties
instead of tackling them one at a time. Updates to zoning, reexamining development regulations, and
engaging local developers earlier in planning processes were seen as essential steps to improving project
feasibility. Nonprofit organizations play a key role in this system, but their capacity must grow alongside
demand. Ultimately, interviewees agreed that addressing the county’s housing needs will require
sustained collaboration among municipalities, nonprofits, developers, and state-level partners, as well
as a long-term strategy that balances financial feasibility with community benefit.

Employers

These interviews offer insight into the workforce housing challenges affecting Lackawanna County. An
interviewee who operates across multiple counties and develops both short-term rentals and workforce
housing, described a widening affordability gap driven by rising market-rate rents and wages that have
not kept pace. A major issue is the absence of a consistent definition for ‘workforce housing,” which
leads to confusion between employer-provided housing models and HUD-regulated affordable housing
programs. This lack of clarity complicates policy discussions and inhibits coordinated planning.
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Infrastructure emerged as one of the most significant barriers to new workforce housing development.
Sewer capacity limitations and multifamily zoning restrictions were cited as major obstacles that prevent
the construction of new units, particularly in municipalities outside the Scranton core. These constraints
make it difficult to scale housing solutions even when demand is clear, and they limit the feasibility of
multifamily or employer-supported housing models.

Despite these challenges, the interviewee noted that below-market-rate workforce housing has been
highly effective in supporting employee stability, recruitment, and retention. Unlike stipend-based
approaches, the company directly develops and manages housing for employees, integrating rental
payments with payroll cycles. This model provides predictable expenses for workers and reduces
turnover, particularly in roles with historically high churn such as kitchen staff, service workers,
housekeeping, and maintenance. Employees living farther away face greater transportation costs and
instability, which shortens tenure and highlights the importance of geographically accessible housing.

The interviews also drew distinctions between downtown Scranton and more rural areas of the county.
While Scranton is experiencing revitalization and attracting development interest, other communities
are struggling with blight, limited return on investment for redevelopment, and a lack of gap financing.
These conditions parallel broader countywide findings that aging housing stock and weak market
fundamentals make redevelopment financially challenging without subsidy or supportive policy tools.

One individual emphasized that although the number of issues limiting workforce housing may be small,
each is highly consequential. Infrastructure upgrades, more flexible and modernized zoning, and
targeted economic development support were identified as essential long-term strategies. Together,
these changes could expand the supply of workforce housing and strengthen the stability of the county’s
service-sector labor force.

Nonprofits

The interviewees collectively described a housing landscape in Lackawanna County that has become
increasingly strained due to rising rents and home prices, deteriorating older housing stock, and a
persistent mismatch between the types of units available and the types of units residents need. Across
conversations, service providers emphasized that affordability has declined substantially over the past
several years, with both rental and ownership opportunities becoming less accessible. Many previously
affordable units have either increased in price or fallen into significant disrepair, particularly in Scranton,
where unsafe or substandard units remain occupied simply because families lack alternatives. In rural
parts of the county, the challenge differs; rather than substandard conditions, there is often little or no
housing stock available at all. These pressures are compounded by the age of the county’s housing
supply, which largely includes pre-1940 homes that require extensive maintenance, modernization, or
system upgrades. The cost of repairs and escalating construction expenses make it increasingly difficult
for homeowners and developers to maintain affordability or pursue new production.

These market conditions significantly impact households and for the nonprofit and social service
systems that support them. The providers interviewed reported growing instability among families,
including increases in doubling-up, frequent moves, and households on the verge of homelessness. This
instability undermines residents’ ability to engage fully with supportive services and disrupts progress in
other areas of well-being. Certain populations face disproportionate barriers — individuals with
behavioral health challenges struggle to maintain leases, large families have difficulty finding
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multi-bedroom units that are both safe and affordable, immigrants and refugees are especially
vulnerable to exploitation and language-related barriers, and seniors face increasing difficulty aging in
place due to maintenance, utility costs, and property tax burdens.

The broader housing market dynamics have intensified these difficulties. Interviewees noted that
higher-end downtown rentals drive up rents in surrounding neighborhoods as landlords benchmark
against luxury units. For many years, cash buyers and outside investors made it difficult for local
first-time buyers to compete for starter homes, though some stakeholders observed this trend easing
recently. Professionals also expressed concern about the potential future impacts of expanded
commuter rail service between Scranton and New York City. Though such infrastructure could create
economic opportunity, it is also likely to increase demand and accelerate price escalation, posing risks of
displacement for current residents if not managed intentionally.

Across the county, systemic and structural barriers impede the ability to produce or preserve the types
of units needed. Affordable housing development remains heavily dependent on the Low-Income
Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC), which interviewees agreed is essential yet insufficient to meet total demand.
Even with LIHTC, developers often face multimillion-dollar gaps that philanthropy cannot fill. Regulatory
processes and inconsistent zoning policies across municipalities further complicate development
timelines, creating uncertainty and added costs for both multifamily and mixed-income projects. In rural
areas, water and septic limitations restrict feasibility for multi-unit housing. Meanwhile, site preparation
such as title clearing, blight remediation, and basic infrastructure continues to delay promising projects,
and the county has only a small number of nonprofit housing developers with the capacity to take on
such work at scale. Practitioners broadly agreed that existing tools, such as redevelopment authorities
and land banks, are underutilized and that stronger county-wide coordination could help overcome
these constraints.

Despite these challenges, stakeholders pointed to several emerging strengths and opportunities. The
county benefits from active collaboration among nonprofits, particularly through the Continuum of Care
and initiatives such as parcel audits that identify viable sites for future affordable housing. Some
municipalities are exploring by-right accessory dwelling units (ADUs) or zoning updates that allow
missing-middle housing, though developers are not yet familiar with these smaller-scale housing
models. Homebuyer readiness programs are strong, but the shortage of affordable for-sale inventory
limits their impact. Nevertheless, there is optimism that coordinated planning, coupled with strategic
land preparation, could create a more robust and diverse development pipeline.

Taken together, the interviews suggest a county-wide strategy that spans immediate stabilization,
medium-term process improvements, and long-term structural reforms. In the near term, expanding
rental assistance and home-preservation resources would prevent displacement and sustain the
livability of aging units. Strengthening habitability enforcement and proactive inspections would help
ensure families are not left in unsafe conditions. Over the next several years, preparing build-ready sites,
standardizing permitting and zoning practices across municipalities, and deploying incentives such as tax
abatements or reduced parking requirements could significantly reduce development friction. Many
interviewees emphasized the importance of preserving existing housing where possible, as it is often
more cost-effective than new construction, while also piloting missing-middle and small-home
communities to fill critical gaps in the market. In the long term, expanding nonprofit developer capacity,
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creating a unified county housing data program, and adopting shared-equity or inclusionary approaches
could secure lasting affordability.

Realtors

These interviews also described a housing market in Lackawanna County defined by limited inventory,
rising development costs, and deepening barriers for both buyers and renters. One interviewee
emphasized that resale supply is at historic lows and that new construction has nearly disappeared due
to high construction costs, increased loan rates, and limited profit margins. Entry-level homes sell
quickly, but move-up buyers cannot transition into new homes because there is no corresponding resale
inventory to absorb them. Multi-unit properties are in especially high demand and frequently purchased
by out-of-town investors who see strength in the regional rental market. These dynamics have
contributed to rapidly rising rents, with some units doubling in price over a short period.

Another individual similarly described the market as a persistent seller’'s market, noting that buyers in
the typical first-time buyer age range of 28 to 35 face months-long searches with limited inventory in
their desired price range. Much of Scranton’s housing stock dates from the 1930s to 1970s and lacks
modern safety features and energy systems. They also present issues such as failing roofs,
knob-and-tube wiring, or old plumbing. These conditions frequently prevent buyers from securing
mortgages because insurers will not underwrite deteriorated homes, effectively pushing such properties
into the hands of cash investors rather than owner-occupants. This dynamic reinforces a cycle of
disrepair, investor concentration, and limited pathways into homeownership for renters.

Interviewees highlighted the continued influence of outside buyers and investors, especially from New
York, who have increasingly entered the market over the past decade. The growth in duplex and triplex
investment activity has intensified bidding competition and further reduced the already limited supply
available to local residents. High interest rates compound the challenge, with many current
homeowners locked into low pandemic-era rates and refusing to sell, while younger buyers find their
purchasing power diminished. Some new mortgage products such as extended-term mortgages may
offer future relief but have not yet shifted the market’s fundamentals.

Across interviews, individuals pointed to the significant influence of aging housing stock as a root cause
of affordability barriers, safety concerns, and slow pathways to homeownership. New construction is
largely unaffordable for first-time buyers because builders must price new homes at high levels to break
even. Developers therefore focus on luxury products rather than starter homes, leaving fewer options
for those with modest incomes. Meanwhile, land bank parcels often come with setbacks, unusual lot
configurations, or limited depth making them difficult to develop at scale.

Interviewees agreed that immediate solutions are limited. First-time buyers would benefit from more
robust down-payment assistance, but this alone cannot address decades of underbuilding, aging stock,
and investor-driven competition. Long-term strategies may include supporting small local builders,
expanding financing tools for construction and rehabilitation, providing grants that help
owner-occupants repair aging homes, and improving infrastructure planning to enable small-home or
missing-middle development where appropriate. Interviewees stressed that the most important steps
involve recalibrating public expectations around pricing, supporting coordinated communication among
market participants, and addressing the county’s aging housing stock to ensure that properties remain
safe, insurable, and financially viable for both owners and lenders.
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Case Studies

Zoning Reform

Zoning reform has demonstrated the potential to spur housing development in other municipalities.
Beginning in 2009, Minneapolis enacted a series of zoning changes that included promoting apartment
development in commercial corridors, establishing height minimums in high-density districts to
encourage infill, allowing duplexes and triplexes on all residential lots, and eliminating minimum parking
requirements. As a result, the city added approximately 21,000 housing units between 2017 and 2022.
Most of this growth occurred in multifamily buildings, with 87 percent of new units located in structures
containing 20 or more units, while only one percent of new units were in buildings with two to four
units.*" This suggests that zoning reforms aimed at promoting apartment construction were highly
effective, while efforts to encourage duplex and triplex development were less successful. In practice,
jurisdictions that allow and actively promote apartment development tend to see corresponding
increases in apartment construction, but additional and more targeted policy tools are needed to
meaningfully support the development of smaller-scale multifamily housing, such as duplexes and
triplexes.

Restrictive zoning regulations that limit the number of housing units constructed also contribute to
rising housing prices and increased homelessness. A Pew analysis compared rent growth and
homelessness trends in eight Arizona cities with restrictive zoning policies and four cities that reformed
their zoning ordinances to allow greater housing construction. In the Arizona cities, rents increased
between 42.0 percent and 67.0 percent from August 2017 to August 2023. In contrast, cities that
adopted zoning reforms experienced rent increases of no more than 12.0 percent, with two cities
recording modest declines of one percent and two percent. All cities analyzed experienced population
growth, so the sharper rent increases in Arizona cities cannot be attributed solely to rising demand.

Similar patterns were observed for homelessness. Between 2017 and 2022, Phoenix and Tucson— both
of which maintained restrictive zoning — experienced increases in homelessness of 54.0 percent and
38.0 percent, respectively. By comparison, Houston and Minneapolis, which operate under more
permissive land-use frameworks, saw reductions in homelessness of 17.0 percent and 13.0 percent
(respectively) over the same period.

Furthermore, Houston implemented a land-use policy that reduced minimum lot sizes for single-family
homes, addressing a regulatory factor that often inflates housing prices and reinforces exclusivity. By
lowering minimum lot sizes from 5,000 square feet to 1,400 square feet, the city has added more than
80,000 new homes since 1998. This policy change supported housing growth across the city, and the
resulting increase in supply did not lead to higher housing prices.™

The size and context of some Lackawanna County municipalities may limit the applicability of outcomes
observed in larger cities. Smaller municipalities — particularly rural ones — are unlikely to require large
multi-unit apartment developments. Instead, multifamily housing strategies should be informed by local
density, infrastructure capacity, and population needs. In these communities, a greater emphasis on
duplexes, triplexes, and small-scale multifamily development may be more appropriate. Although all
municipalities should accommodate some multifamily housing, the proportion and scale need not be
uniform; a carefully constructed multi-year zoning strategy can help align housing development with
local conditions and long-term goals.

Bringing Vacant Properties to Market
In 2019, Philadelphia updated the process by which vacant properties are identified to do so more
efficiently. Rather than relying solely on tax sales to identify vacant properties, the City of Philadelphia
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now compiles data from multiple departments to generate a vacant property indicator score. The model
integrates information from the Department of Licenses and Inspections, the Philadelphia Land Bank,
the City Planning Commission, the Office of Property Assessment, the Department of Revenue, the
Water Department, and Philadelphia Gas Works. Indicators such as recent utility shutoffs, which may
signal vacancy, are weighed against factors like active rental licenses to assess the likelihood that a
property is vacant.* Through this model the city can work with nonprofits, developers, and other actors
to address properties before they reach the tax sale.

Community Development Corporations and Financial Institutions

Finanta, previously known as Community First Fund, operates throughout central and southeastern
Pennsylvania (with Lancaster, Philadelphia, Reading, Harrisburg, Allentown, and York). The organization
serves multiple functions, including operating a credit union, providing startup loans, delivering
COVID-19 relief to businesses, and financing housing development. Since 1992, the organization has
supported the construction of 4,623 housing units and financed 11,729 business and community
development projects.® |t has partnered with the Federal Reserve Bank of Philadelphia and several
local organizations through the ‘Reinventing Our Communities Initiative.” The initiative aims to develop
strategies to address rising housing costs, which have resulted in Lancaster County residents spending
an average of 28.0 percent of their income on rent, increasing to 31.0 percent within the City of
Lancaster. ™

Finanta has a record of success from which Lackawanna County could benefit. Establishing a Community
Development Financial Institution (CDFI) in Lackawanna County would create a new funding source for
housing development. Smaller developers seeking to enter the attainable housing market, as well as
nonprofit organizations pursuing adaptive reuse projects, could access loan products that are often
unavailable through traditional private lenders. In addition, a CDFI could offer complementary services
such as credit union operations, small business lending, and other financial products to support broader
economic development within the county.

Adaptive Reuse

Strip malls and malls offer opportunities for reuse. As shoppers convert to online and delivery options,
shopping centers throughout the country have struggled and closed. For example, California’s La Placita
Cinco, a former strip mall, was turned into a mixed-use development. The shopping center had declined
to mostly closed stores but still had ample parking and was located where a streetcar line was expected
to go. The private developer acquired gap funding from the city to support the project while waiting for
tax credits to be approved, and the project was primarily funded by private lending.”™ By identifying sites
with former purposes that are no longer relevant but fit within future development plans, abandoned
properties can be turned into productive facilities. Locally, the Steamtown Mall in Scranton has
converted abandoned shopping space into a gym, doctors’ offices, an aquarium, and community
resources. As a result, the mall has seen stabilization of businesses and more foot traffic.

Lace Village represents another property redevelopment that expanded housing opportunities.
Originally home to the Scranton Lace Company, a global leader in Nottingham lace production, the
facility closed in 2002 following financial difficulties and changes in ownership. Rather than remaining
vacant, the eight historic buildings were revitalized and repurposed into a mixed-use development
featuring modern and luxury apartments, townhomes, and a range of amenities. The site now supports
a blend of residential, commercial, and retail uses, contributing to neighborhood reinvestment and
housing supply.® Another example of adaptive reuse in Scranton is the Green Ridge project, where a
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former school building was converted into senior living apartments. The development provides housing
specifically for adults aged 55 and older and includes one- and two-bedroom apartment units designed
to support independent living. * The City of Scranton also repurposed another former school building —
the North Scranton Junior High School — to expand housing options in the area. The redeveloped site,
now known as the Theater at North, includes Goodwill at North, the Gerald T. Langan Apartments, and
an 800-seat theater. Housing amenities include free off-street parking and accessible parking areas, and
the facility also hosts a variety of community and social events open to the public.*

Non-Market Housing

Nonprofit housing offers distinct value beyond other housing models because it can be tailored to serve
populations with specific and often unmet housing needs. The mission-driven nature of nonprofit
organizations allows them to bring specialized expertise and long-term focus to projects that may be
overlooked by the private market. As a result, nonprofit housing can serve a range of purposes,
including affordability preservation, supportive housing, and community stabilization. These models are
applicable in Lackawanna County, where diverse housing needs and market constraints limit purely
market-driven solutions.

International examples illustrate the long-term affordability benefits of nonprofit and cooperative
housing. In Vancouver, Canada, co-operative housing developments typically open at market-rate rents
but remain stable over time, becoming increasingly affordable relative to surrounding units. For
example, a two-bedroom co-op apartment in Olympic Village rents for approximately $1,900 per month,
compared with about $4,500 for a comparable unit in a nearby private apartment complex. When both
developments initially opened, rents were similar — generally between $1,500 and $2,000 — but as
market rents increased and co-op rents remained stable, the affordability gap widened significantly. ™"

Cooperative housing would likely have a limited impact on the housing market in the short term. When
developments first open, units are typically priced at market rates, resulting in little immediate effect on
average rental prices. Over the long term, however, an expanded supply of housing that does not rely on
continual rent increases can place downward pressure on private rents as market-rate properties
compete with cooperative units. In addition, introducing cooperative housing as an alternative
development model can help increase overall housing supply. Increases in supply are generally
associated with reduced cost pressures over time.”™ Simply by developing new units, co-op housing
would help control prices in Lackawanna County.

The most famous example of social housing is located in Vienna, Austria. In Vienna around 60.0 percent
of residents live in some form of social housing. Unlike the United States where only the lowest income
residents can live in social housing, around 80.0 percent of Vienna residents qualify.*" As a result, there
are apartments available in for 251 euros per month. Through mixed housing and subsidizers, Vienna
can maintain affordable non-market housing options that put downward pressure on private housing.

Funding Alternatives

In recent years, several municipal governments have started to consider public banks to help with the
housing crisis. Los Angeles, Philadelphia, New York City, and San Francisco all have had proposals in the
last few years and a coalition of Oakland, Berkely, and Richmond has endorsed a plan for a jointly owned
wholesale bank. The LA proposal partnered with two think tanks to project how the bank would function
after creation. The Municipal Bank of Los Angeles would have three sections: housing, small business,
and renewable energy. The bank would have a total profile of $952 million in the first year and in the
first ten years would "finance an average of 1,700 affordable housing units, 140 new worker-owners,
and 2.9 million green megawatt hours of energy production per year.”* A Lackawanna County housing
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bank would not need the same degree of financing as a Los Angeles bank due to a narrower focus and
lower costs, but significant capital would still be needed to launch a bank.

Education

There are already examples of education programs underway locally. Neighborworks in Scranton run
regular homebuyer workshops designed to educate potential homebuyers on best practices and
programs available to help make housing more affordable. Neighborworks can help identify individuals
who are eligible for the city of Scranton’s homebuyer assistance program. Therefore, the program both
helps educate consumers and serves as a recruitment tool for other local programs.

Other municipalities have offered developer training programs for years. In 2016 a Detroit nonprofit
launched ‘Project Destined.’ The program was founded by Cedric Bobo and Fred Greene. Bobo brought
more than 20 years of experience as a real estate investor, while Greene had worked alongside his
father as a real estate developer. The initiative is designed to expand access to the real estate
development field for people of color and other historically marginalized groups. When the program
first launched, the founders led a walking tour with 30 to 40 students. During the tour, an African
American developer highlighted buildings he owned and described his plans for them. Several students
remarked that they had never realized that African Americans owned and developed properties in their
own communities.* 1 The program grew into a six-month training effort with approximately 50 high
school students in each class. The program covers all aspects of development including “architecture,
design, construction, property operations, legal regulations and financing.” The program has since
expanded to Detroit, Memphis, and the Bronx. Specific free educational opportunities offered by
‘Project Destined’ include virtual internships, bridge programs, and certificate programs which are
available to undergraduate students or recent college graduates, and even some for high school
students. They have made networking initiatives to connect with more than 15,000 students, mentors,
and leading industries in fields like real estate and finance throughout over 2,000 colleges/universities
and partners in corporate space. In 2023, the program, along with Housing Partnership Network (HPN),
expanded the eight-week Affordable Housing Bridge Program after a successful pilot to support 500
diverse students interested in the “affordable housing industry”. This partnership aims to build a
stronger and diverse talent pipeline for this industry by offering student mentorship, site visits,
scholarships, college credits, and connections to nonprofit and for-profit leaders/practitioners in the
housing sector nationwide. ™

Although the cities where the program has expanded are larger than those in Lackawanna County, there
are meaningful similarities that suggest a comparable model could be effective locally. As with
homebuyer education initiatives, funding represents one of the most significant requirements for new
developer training programs. Destined is operated by a nonprofit organization, so replicating this model
would require a local nonprofit willing to lead and administer the program.

Funding could be structured in several ways. Support might come from local foundations, business or
chamber organizations as part of their small business development efforts, or direct county investment.
Regardless of the funding source, a multi-year commitment would be necessary. Sustained funding
would allow multiple cohorts to complete the program and successfully enter the market, which is
essential for achieving a measurable and lasting impact on the local economy.

To further support new developers entering the market, some organizations have set up funds to
finance new projects. Wells Fargo announced a program in 2023 to provide $40 million to local
community development financial institutions (CDFIs) to loan to minority developers. The housing
development business is 95.0 percent White, so bringing people of color into the industry was identified
as a priority by the partner organizations.”™ The funding will predominantly be used to develop middle
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income and affordable housing in areas with the greatest need. Local education programs do not have
to duplicate the scale of investment made by Wells Fargo but identifying funding opportunities like this
could be crucial to helping new developers enter the market.

More recently, certain states have focused on forming and capitalizing on state CDFI funds while
strengthening the operation of statewide financing programs. Virginia CDFI Coalition, for instance, had a
role in advancing the “codification and recapitalization of a State CDFI Fund” to strengthen smaller
organizations and projects to develop the local community. Also, the California Coalition for Community
Investment helped meet the gaps in attaining affordable housing and financing small businesses through
providing $50 million for California’s first-established CDFI Fund. For the Commonwealth of
Pennsylvania, the PA CDFI Network implemented the Small Business Growth Program in coordination
with the Pennsylvania Department of Community and Economic Development. Additionally,
Pennsylvania distributed $45 million into the State Small Business Credit Initiative (SSBCI).**

Barcelona

Barcelona enacted a Right to Housing Plan aimed at addressing housing shortages and rising costs. The
plan includes measures to prevent housing loss, such as grants to support home maintenance, eviction
mediation services, targeted initiatives for senior housing, and strengthened public housing agencies.

A central component of the strategy is preserving the affordability and quality of public housing by
maintaining public ownership and preventing privatization. In addition, the city repurposes properties
that have remained vacant for extended periods for use as social housing. Barcelona is also expanding
its housing supply through the development of housing cooperatives, further diversifying non-market
housing options.

Accessible Housing

Commonspace in Syracuse, New York is a “co-housing community on the fourth and fifth floors of a
restored 19th-century office building. The community is made up of 25 mini-apartments, fully equipped
with their own kitchenettes and baths, with access to a larger, shared chef’s kitchen, library nook, game
room, coffee lounge and media room.”~ This type of co-housing arrangement allows for individuals to
have private spaces but encourages interaction in the shared communal spaces.

Alternative arrangements are small single-family home developments. In Tucson, Arizona there is an
intentional community called Milagro. Milagro is made up of 28 suburban homes built around a central
community space with green space, a community center, and other services. Despite the development
consisting of 21 to 40 units are on 43 acres, making the community far denser than a typical single-
family neighborhood. In an intentional community for those with disabilities, the community services
can include healthcare, social services, and other specialized services.” Both arrangements are
applicable to Lackawanna County.
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Conclusion and Key Findings

Assets and Opportunities
Several assets and opportunities emerge that position the county well to address current housing
challenges and support long-term stability and growth.

Lackawanna County’s demographic and market momentum is one of its central assets. After decades of
population decline, recent stabilization and modest growth — particularly since 2020 — signal renewed
demand for housing and community reinvestment. While this growth has contributed to affordability
pressure, it also reflects the county’s appeal as a relatively low cost-of-living area.

The county also benefits from a diverse set of physical and institutional resources that support housing
development and preservation. Extensive legacy infrastructure — water, sewer, roads, and transit —
already exists in many boroughs and cities, reducing the cost of incremental infill and redevelopment
compared with greenfield construction. At the same time, the presence of numerous vacant,
underutilized, or blighted properties presents opportunities for adaptive reuse and infill housing,
particularly in traditional borough centers and former industrial corridors. Tools such as the Lackawanna
County Land Bank, Act 135 conservatorships, and redevelopment authorities provide mechanisms to
return these properties to productive use, creating housing while stabilizing neighborhoods and tax
bases.

Another key opportunity lies in policy flexibility and innovation at the municipal and county levels.
Although zoning remains fragmented, the report highlights promising models already present in the
county, including cooperative zoning arrangements, traditional mixed-use borough patterns, and
growing openness to reforms such as accessory dwelling units, duplexes, and modest multifamily
housing. Combined with state and local incentives, such as LERTA, Keystone Opportunity Zones,
Community Development Block Grants, and Whole-Home Repairs, these tools can be better aligned to
close financing gaps, support attainable housing, and encourage private and nonprofit development.
The availability of local modular manufacturers further strengthens the county’s capacity to deliver
housing more efficiently and at lower cost, particularly for missing-middle and workforce housing types.

Finally, Lackawanna County has a strong ecosystem of housing stakeholders and service providers that
can be leveraged for coordinated action. Housing authorities, nonprofit developers, service
organizations, employers, and financial institutions are already engaged in stabilization, preservation,
and development efforts. The qualitative findings show a shared understanding of housing challenges
and a readiness to collaborate around solutions. This alighment creates an opportunity to move beyond
isolated projects toward a more deliberate, countywide strategy—one that integrates zoning reform,
site readiness, preservation of aging housing, workforce housing development, and data-driven
decision-making. Together, these assets provide a solid foundation for addressing current needs while
positioning Lackawanna County for more resilient and equitable housing outcomes in the years ahead.

Barriers and Challenges

Several barriers and challenges consistently constrain the county’s ability to meet current and future
housing demand. These challenges are structural, financial, and regulatory in nature, and they interact
in ways that slow housing production, limit affordability, and place added strain on vulnerable
households.
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One of the most significant barriers is the age and condition of the housing stock. Much of Lackawanna
County’s housing was built before 1960, particularly in Scranton and the older boroughs, and decades of
deferred maintenance have left many units functionally obsolete. Issues such as outdated electrical
systems, lead paint, inefficient heating, plumbing deficiencies, and structural deterioration make many
homes expensive to rehabilitate and difficult to finance. Properties that appear affordable at purchase
often become unaffordable once repair, insurance, and utility costs are accounted for. For renters, aging
conditions contribute to habitability concerns and higher operating costs that are passed along through
rent increases.

The county also faces a persistent mismatch between housing supply and household needs, especially in
the ‘missing middle’ of the market. Although single-family detached housing dominates most
municipalities, entry-level homes, duplexes, small multifamily buildings, and moderately priced rentals
are limited. At the same time, new construction has been constrained by rising material and labor costs,
higher interest rates, and thin developer margins. Developers report that it is not financially feasible to
produce modestly priced homes without subsidy, leading to a concentration of development at the
higher end of the market and leaving working households, first-time buyers, and seniors with few viable
options.

Zoning and regulatory fragmentation further exacerbates these supply challenges. With more than three
dozen municipalities controlling land use independently, developers encounter inconsistent zoning
standards, varied interpretations of ordinances, and unpredictable approval timelines. Many zoning
codes strongly favor low-density, single-family development while restricting or discouraging multifamily
and mixed-use housing. Even where higher-density housing is technically allowed, it is often confined to
small areas, subject to special exceptions, or burdened by parking, dimensional, or infrastructure
requirements that undermine feasibility. This patchwork regulatory environment increases risk,
lengthens development timelines, and raises costs.

Financial constraints remain another major barrier. Rehabilitation and infill development in weak or
moderate markets frequently require layered financing that includes tax credits, grants, and local
incentives. Tools such as LIHTC, CDBG, LERTA, and Whole-Home Repairs are essential, but they are often
insufficient on their own to close funding gaps. Local incentives are not applied uniformly across
municipalities, creating uncertainty for developers and nonprofits. Smaller municipalities and
mission-driven organizations also face limited staff capacity to pursue complex financing or administer
redevelopment tools consistently.

Finally, infrastructure and environmental constraints limit where new housing can be built. In more rural
or Pocono-region townships, sewer and water capacity, steep slopes, floodplains, and watershed
protections restrict development potential. Though these protections are critical for safeguarding
natural resources, they reduce the amount of buildable land and often push development pressure into
already-built areas with aging infrastructure. At the same time, smaller municipalities may lack the
resources to upgrade infrastructure to support new housing, reinforcing patterns of slow growth and
limited supply.

Taken together, these barriers create a housing system that is slow to respond to rising demand,
increasingly expensive for low- and moderate-income households, and difficult to navigate for both
developers and residents. Addressing these challenges will require coordinated action across
preservation, zoning reform, infrastructure planning, financing tools, and capacity-building in order to
unlock the county’s housing potential while protecting its communities and landscapes.
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Recommendations

New Development

There is a strong case for revisiting and reinvigorating the current Local Economic Revitalization Tax
Assistance (LERTA) program at the county level. The City of Philadelphia successfully utilized LERTA by
implementing a ten-year tax abatement beginning in 2000. As a result, homebuilding activity increased
by more than 350 percent over a 17-year period, and nearly 20,000 properties were either newly
constructed or substantially improved. When effectively deployed, the LERTA program can stimulate
development, expand the tax base over time, and support broader community investment while
providing meaningful economic incentives. "

There is also potential to expand the use of multifamily modular housing within Lackawanna County.
Local manufacturers can support this approach by producing modular housing types including duplexes,
triplexes, fourplexes, and townhouses. These housing forms can be developed in Scranton as well as in
other municipalities across the county, including Dunmore, Throop, Archbald, Dickson City, Olyphant,
Taylor, Old Forge, and Moosic.

New and improved housing development can also be advanced through place-based revitalization
initiatives. The City of Carbondale was selected as one of ten communities statewide to participate in
the Blueprint Communities program, an initiative established by FHL Bank Pittsburgh and managed by
the Pennsylvania Downtown Center. The program provides training and resources to help local leaders
develop clear, community-driven visions and implementation strategies. Through participation,
Carbondale is positioned to strengthen collaboration among local stakeholders and attract public and
private investment aligned with shared goals. Communities that have previously participated in
Blueprint Communities have implemented successful projects such as community center improvements,
rail-to-trail conversions, affordable housing development, school redevelopment, downtown
revitalization, and the creation of community gardens.”"

It is recommended that the County and its municipalities meet regularly to focus specifically on housing
issues, with the goal of improving coordination around land use, planning, permitting, and zoning.
Greater consistency in regulations and administrative processes would provide a significant benefit to
the residential development community.

Itis further recommended that the formation of a countywide housing task force composed of public,
private, nonprofit, and for-profit stakeholders. This group would meet regularly to assess existing
programes, initiatives, and services, ensure information sharing across sectors, and collaborate on
strategies to address gaps, challenges, and unmet housing needs.

Zoning Reform

According to state law it is the right of every municipality to manage land as they see fit, but significant
differences between municipalities create complications that can hinder housing development. The
county and the different municipalities should consider updating and standardizing the districts and the
permitted uses to simplify the codes. There will still be differences where use varies from community to
community, but broader standardization could offer significant benefits.

To benefit housing, residential district standardization is a priority. Standardization in definition of uses

would also be beneficial and would significantly help developers understand what is and is not

permitted. The decentralized nature of zoning codes is a significant challenge to the implementation of
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zoning reform. The county can try and lead a coordinated effort to reform ordinances and offer legal
guidance and other assistance to help incentivize municipalities to join the reform proposals. It is
unlikely that all municipalities will agree to coordinate, however, so there may be some municipalities
that do not follow the county. Regardless, whatever municipalities did adopt reforms would see the
benefits of increased development and these examples could be used to persuade more municipalities
in future years.

The most substantial form of simplification would be for municipalities to repeal their individual zoning
ordinances and return zoning authority to the county or to a coordinated regional planning agency.

Zoning codes could be revised to generally increase allowable density, expand opportunities for duplex
and multifamily development, and permit accessory dwelling units (ADUs) and manufactured housing
across residential zones. In addition, streamlined, fast-track permitting processes and a reevaluation of
permitting costs could help reduce barriers to development and encourage new housing production.

Community Development Corporations and Financial Institutions

Complementing the work of land banks, several communities have community development
corporations and community development financial institutions (CDCs and CDFIs). Both are designed to
promote economic growth in low wealth communities, but while CDCs can offer programs and
assistance, CDFIs as financial institutions can provide financial products and services such as loans. CDFls
can encompass anything from a nonprofit investment fund to a credit union. They are different from
other financial institutions because rather than being run for private profit, investments are made to
pursue a specific mission statement. The organizations’ missions may reference affordable housing,
business development, and other community goals.

These organizations can serve a vital role because the key to more housing development is funding.
Throughout the interviews for this study, access to capital emerged as a predominant theme —
particularly for larger developments. With access to private investment, grants, and donations,
nonprofit investment vehicles like CDFls can raise the funds that typical nonprofits cannot and provide
funding for large scale housing programs. Partnering with other nonprofits or government institutions,
CDFIs can fund projects that might otherwise be unable to secure funding. In the case studies, the
example of Community First Fund from Lancaster is discussed. Community First Fund offers funding for
multi-family housing, economic development loans, runs a credit union, and provides a wide range of
services. Such an organization could greatly benefit Lackawanna County.

The report identified that a current CDBG program in Lackawanna County is available through the
Lackawanna County Department of Planning and Economic Development to support

underserved communities and create more employment opportunities and expand or keep sustainable
businesses. Another CDBG to consider is Section 108 Loan Guarantee Program that gives recipients the
capability to “leverage their annual grant allocation to access-low cost, flexible financing for economic
development, housing, public facility, and infrastructure projects.” The purpose of the program overall is
to improve communities through the engagement of projects determined on revitalizing physical and
economic aspects. It is crucial that the public is invested in this initiative to grow private- sector activities
and operations to help neighborhoods that are neglected or deteriorating over time. "

It is also recommended to look at the Keystone Opportunity Zone (KOZ) program in order to grow the
local economy and limit the burden connected to taxes “through exemptions, deductions, abatements,
and credits”. This program specified by the Pennsylvania Department of Community & Economic
Development is a way to connect state and local level governments as well as school districts,
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organizations committed to economic development, and community groups. In Lackawanna County,
there are currently eight KOZ locations in Jessup and two KOZ locations in Archbald. Vi

Adaptive Reuse

In addition to blighted private residences, the county and its municipalities own land and buildings that
could be repurposed for residential use. The region’s industrial legacy is reflected in the number of
vacant and abandoned factories scattered throughout the county. Given recent population pressures
and an aging housing stock, these underutilized properties present an opportunity to create new
housing through strategic redevelopment.

Additionally, Act 135 conservatorships provide a mechanism for improving housing conditions by
addressing blighted and abandoned properties. Established in 2008, the Act outlines roles for key
participants, including the property owner, petitioner, conservator, and judge, as well as supporting
professionals such as attorneys, contractors, engineers, realtors, designers, architects, and developers.
Interested parties may also include lienholders, nearby residents or business owners, nonprofit
organizations, redevelopment authorities, and local governments or school districts. Effective use of Act
135 depends on direct and transparent communication among these stakeholders to reduce blight and
return abandoned properties to productive use. Similar conservatorship or receivership laws in states
such as Louisiana, Maryland, Massachusetts, Missouri, New Jersey, Ohio, and Oregon have
demonstrated success in community revitalization. Vi

Lackawanna County already possesses elements of this data infrastructure, but scaling remains a
challenge. A hybrid approach could be pursued in which municipalities assemble and maintain local
datasets and then share that information with the county for centralized mapping and analysis.
Regardless of the specific approach, the county and its municipalities could better leverage existing data
to more effectively identify and track blighted and abandoned properties. Improved data coordination
would enable both private and nonprofit developers to target these properties more efficiently,
supporting redevelopment efforts and expanding the housing stock.

Non-Market Housing

To supplement private market activity and support housing development, the county could consider
investing in and supporting non-market housing. Non-market housing can take several forms and
generally functions like market housing while charging lower rents and maintaining properties. Whereas
private housing must generate enough revenue to cover costs and developer profits, nonprofit housing
only needs to cover operating costs. Developer profit therefore becomes an added cost in private
housing, contributing to higher rents and purchase prices. Cooperative housing, which is owned and
managed by residents through elected boards or direct decision-making, similarly allows lower rents
because all revenue is retained within the property. Government housing represents a third non-market
approach; like nonprofit and cooperative models, it does not seek profit, but it relies on public funding
rather than private fundraising. Together, these strategies offer alternative pathways for housing
production, increasing supply and helping moderate costs.

Beyond lowering rents, non-market housing models can be tailored to serve populations that are more
vulnerable to housing insecurity. Mission-driven nonprofit developers are often well positioned to
prioritize groups such as veterans, seniors, people with disabilities, and other households with
specialized housing needs, helping ensure the availability of adequate and affordable housing.
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In cooperative housing, residents collectively own the building and make decisions related to
maintenance and improvements, creating inherent downward pressure on rents that does not exist in
private market housing. However, financing remains a significant challenge. In the absence of
developers with substantial upfront capital, cooperatives often rely on large loans and must initially
charge market-rate rents to service debt. As loans are paid down, pressure to raise rents diminishes,
allowing rents to stabilize over time. While cooperative housing may not immediately reduce high rental
prices, it can contribute to more stable rental markets and help constrain long-term rent growth.

Government housing is the final form of non-market housing. In the United States, it has historically
been stigmatized due to its association with low-income households and its concentration in
neighborhoods shaped by redlining and segregation. Prolonged disinvestment has contributed to a
significant backlog of needed repairs — estimated at $81 billion nationwide, according to a Harvard
University study.~i Public housing is now widely viewed as inferior and poor-quality housing, and
Lackawanna County cannot address the existing repair backlog on its own. The county has an
opportunity to pursue new housing models that avoid repeating these challenges, however. A primary
driver of the backlog is that public housing in the United States has historically been limited to
low-income households. Because rents are capped to ensure affordability, revenues are often
insufficient to cover ongoing maintenance and capital repairs, leaving buildings dependent on
government subsidies. When those investments fall short, needed repairs are delayed or deferred.

This dynamic can be mitigated through mixed-income government housing, commonly referred to as
social housing. Under this model, a portion of units is reserved for low-income residents, while the
remaining units serve middle- or upper-middle-income households. By combining subsidized rents with
market-rate rents, developments can generate sufficient revenue to support long-term maintenance
and operations.

Social housing also helps address economic and racial segregation in housing. Integrating households
paying different rents within the same development allows people of varied income levels to live
together. Given the legacy of redlining and segregation in the United States, reducing economic
segregation can also help counter patterns of racial segregation and promote more equitable housing
outcomes.

Accessible Housing

With limited private and public rental housing, some groups are pursuing intentional communities.
Intentional communities are communal living arrangements where groups of varying size live together
to share costs and promote social interactions. Intentional communities can take the form of
communes, ecovillages, cohousing, co-living, or student coops. They can be in city apartment buildings,
rural farm communities, or any size of community.i Fundamentally intentional communities are groups
of people living together to share resources.

Intentional communities could also leverage adaptive reuse opportunities. Adaptive reuse is particularly
well suited to this model because redevelopment allows communal spaces and shared amenities to be
intentionally designed from the outset. Existing apartment buildings typically lack the common areas
and layout needed to support intentional community living and would require substantial modification
to accommodate those features. By contrast, vacant or underutilized properties undergoing
redevelopment can be reconfigured to incorporate shared spaces, services, and amenities that support
community interaction.
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Establishing an intentional community in Lackawanna County would likely require coordinated planning
and financial support from the county, a local nonprofit, or a partnership between the two. Nonprofit
organizations could also be integrated into these developments by providing on-site space for
supportive services, strengthening the community’s overall stability and accessibility.

Addressing and Strengthening Funding Challenges

Funding is the biggest barrier to non-market housing. Co-ops struggle with costly loans, nonprofits need
investors, and social housing requires government funding. Rather than relying on typical subsidies from
the government, an affordable housing investment fund offers a sustainable alternative. A housing
investment fund would be a revolving, low-interest loan program. If a fund is consistently loaning money
and collecting interest payments, it will perpetuate itself. The fund would just need startup money,
which could be provided by taxes on private developers, federal grants, and one-time public
investments. The model has already been implemented around the country to great success. Arlington
County, Virginia created an affordable housing investment fund in 1988.°* |t supports a variety of
projects and overall authorized 11,000 affordable rental units to support those belonging to households
of low- to moderate-income.* The county’s ability to run such a fund for nearly 40 years shows that this
is a viable alternative for Lackawanna County.

A public bank is a more ambitious funding alternative. The United States has a long history with public
banking — the Bank of North Dakota was established in 1919. The bank was originally created through a
coalition of farmers pushing for public lending alternatives to compete with banks and milling
companies that took advantage of small farmers. Over the years the purpose of the bank has changed.
In 1967 the bank started issuing student loans, in the 1980s it funded community development
programs to support local economies, and in 1997 it provided disaster relief funds following significant
floods." One of the strengths of a public bank is its versatility. The North Dakota bank did everything
from farm aid to redevelopment to student loans. In Lackawanna County, a bank could be founded to
work on housing, but may in the future expand to work on infrastructure, business development, or
disaster relief. The long history of the Bank of North Dakota shows the viability of such a project and
how it can be managed to last.

Education

Currently the county has a homebuyer education program. Those who take part in the homebuyer
assistance program must attend classes to learn about the different types of loans, expenses, and
barriers they might fight.

Neighborworks in Scranton has a homebuyer education center which aims to teach prospective
homebuyers about funding and services available to first time homebuyers. Through expanding existing
education programs and creating new ones the county can ensure prospective buyers make use of all
services available.

A one-time education course only benefits those who take that one class, but an ongoing education
program can generate far more benefits for a community. Education programs simply need a place to
teach the class, someone to teach them, and any learning materials.

Education for purchasers can help home buyers make better financial decisions, but in an already hot
housing market, new purchasers could help to drive prices even higher. To increase the supply and help
tackle rising costs, education should be provided to individuals interested in development as a career
path. More developers increase the competition to provide housing and by giving those looking for
housing more alternatives can put downward pressure on housing.
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There are significant barriers to becoming a developer. Knowledge about local building codes,
fundraising, zoning ordinances, and other institutional factors is needed to be successful. Training
courses for those interested in becoming developers can provide this knowledge while offering
networking opportunities. If banks, potential funders, and other developers take part in the courses,
giving presentations on their services, then those in the program can begin to make the connections
they will need when they become developers.

Historically, the industry has been dominated by white and male developers. One analysis found that
“Out of roughly 112,000 real estate development companies in the United States, about 111,000 of
them are white owned...Of 383 top-tier developers that generate more than $50 million in revenue
annually, one is Latino; none is Black.”* To tackle this, education programs should be free and
accessible, with recruitment targeted at historically disenfranchised groups. Through accessible
education, those from historically disadvantaged groups can enter the industry. The case studies
outlined a Detroit-based program led by Black developers which sought to educate disadvantaged youth
about opportunities in real estate. The program has made new people interested in development and
hopefully can create new developers to increase competition and diversity in the industry.
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Appendices

Appendix A

Sales | Change List Volume | Change| Median List Price | Change | Average List Price |Change| Sold Volume |Change| Median Sold Price | Change | Average Sold Price | Change
2019 417 $ 41,838,869 S 87,500 $ 100,333 $ 39,146,063 S 84,000 $ 93,875
2020 497 | 19.2% | $ 59,030,303 | 41.1% | $ 107,000 | 22.3% | $ 118,773 | 18.4% | $ 56,579,653 | 44.5% | $ 102,000 | 21.4% | $ 113,842 | 21.3%
2021 612 | 23.1% |S 87,814,501 | 48.8% | $ 129,900 | 21.4% | $ 143,487 | 20.8% | S 86,293,872 | 52.5% | S 129,700 | 27.2% | $ 141,003 | 23.9%
2022 530 | -13.4% | S 86,959,548 | -1.0% | $ 149,900 | 15.4% | $ 164,074 | 143% | S 86,467,190 | 0.2% | $ 150,000 | 15.7% | $ 163,145 [ 15.7%
2023 477 | -10.0% | S 83,246,505 | -4.3% | S 160,000 | 6.7% | S 174,520 | 6.4% | S 81,526,719 | -5.7% | $ 162,180 | 8.1% |$ 170,915 | 4.8%
2024 487 21% |$ 89,919,320 8.0% |$ 170,000 | 6.3% | $ 184,639 | 5.8% | $ 88,761,014 | 89% |$ 170,000 | 4.8% |$ 182,260 | 6.6%
2025 408 | -16.2% | S 81,482,780 | -9.4% | S 184,950 | 8.8% | S 199,712 | 82% | $ 80,197,842 | -9.6% | $ 180,000 | 5.9% |[$ 196,563 | 7.8%
Average 490 0.8% |$ 75,755975( 13.9% [ $ 141,321 | 135% [ $ 155,077 | 12.3% | $ 74,138,908 | 15.1% [ $ 139,697 | 13.8% [ $ 151,658 [ 13.3%
Total 3,428| -2.2% | $ 530,291,826 | 94.8% | S 989,250 | 111.4% | S 1,085,538 | 99.0% | $ 518,972,353 [ 104.9% | $ 977,880 | 114.3%| S 1,061,603 | 109.4%

Source: Multiple Listing Service (MLS)
Clarks Summit (Residential Property Type)

Sales | Change List Volume | Change | Median List Price | Change [ Average List Price [ Change| Sold Volume [Change| Median Sold Price | Change | Average Sold Price | Change
2019 193 S 47,148,897 S 215,000 S 244,294 $ 45,672,358 210,000 S 236,644
2020 206 6.7% | S 54,554,756 | 15.7% | $ 245,450 | 14.2% | S 264,828 | 8.4% | S 53,341,606 | 16.8% | $ 248,500 | 18.3% | S 258,939 | 9.4%
2021 172 | -165% | $ 53,026,486 | -2.8% | $ 266,500 | 8.6% | $ 308,293 | 16.4% | $ 52,420,181 | -1.7% | $ 270,000 | 8.7% |$ 304,768 | 17.7%
2022 161 | -6.4% | $ 53,026,594 | 0.0% |$ 289,900 | 8.8% | S 329,357 | 6.8% | $ 52,724,148 | 0.6% |$ 291,500 [ 8.0% |$ 327,479 | 7.5%
2023 106 | -34.2% | $ 35,471,245 -33.1% | S 279,450 | -3.6% | S 334,634 1.6% | S 35198977 | -33.2% | S 275,000 | -5.7% | $ 332,065 | 1.4%
2024 151 | 42.5% [ $ 56,431,091 | 59.1% | $ 319,000 | 14.2% | S 373,715 | 11.7% | $ 55,623,521 | 58.0% | $ 315,000 | 14.5% | $ 368,367 | 10.9%
2025 117 | -22.5% [ $ 50,370,380 | -10.7% | $ 359,900 | 12.8% | $ 430,516 | 15.2% [ S 49,268,496 | -11.4% | $ 350,000 | 11.1% | $ 421,098 | 14.3%
Average 158 | -5.1% | $ 50,004,207 | 4.7% |[$ 282,171 | 9.1% |$ 326,520 | 10.0% | $ 49,178,470 | 4.8% |$S 280,000 | 9.2% |$ 321,337 | 10.2%
Total 1,106 | -39.4% | $ 350,029,449 | 6.8% | S 1,975,200 | 67.4% | $ 2,285,637 | 76.2% | S 344,249,287 | 7.9% |S 1,960,000 | 66.7% | $ 2,249,360 | 77.9%

0

urce: Multiple Listing

Service (|

MLS)

Dunmore (Residential Property Type)

|

Source: Multiple Listing Service (MLS)

Sales | Change List Volume | Change| Median List Price | Change| Average List Price | Change| Sold Volume |Change| Median Sold Price | Change | Average Sold Price | Change
2019 104 $ 17,186,642 $ 139,900 $ 165,256 S 16,421,867 S 138,267 S 157,902
2020 79 | -24.0% | $ 13,446,390 | -21.8% | $ 149,900 | 7.1% | $ 170,207 | 3.0% | $ 13,151,042 [ -19.9% | $ 147,290 | 65% |$ 166,468 | 5.4%
2021 103 | 30.4% |$ 20,600,489 | 53.2% | $ 180,000 | 20.1% | $ 200,004 | 17.5% | $ 20,228,561 | 53.8% | $ 180,000 | 22.2% | $ 196,393 | 18.0%
2022 86 | -16.5% | S 19,063,093 | -7.5% | $ 189,000 | 5.0% | S 221,663 | 10.8% | $ 18,720,559 | -7.5% | $ 187,500 | 4.2% |$ 217,680 | 10.8%
2023 70 | -18.6% | S 14,053,684 | -26.3% | $ 187,950 | -0.6% | $ 200,766 | -9.4% | $ 13,765,511 | -26.5% | $ 184,750 | -1.5% | $ 196,650 | -9.7%
2024 63 | -10.0% | S 14,761,594 | 5.0% |$ 228,700 | 21.7% | $ 234,311 16.7% | $ 14,453,236 | 5.0% |S 229,000 | 24.0% | $ 229,416 | 16.7%
2025 58 -7.9% | $ 14,751,883 | -0.1% [ $ 237,450 | 3.8% | S 254,342 | 85% | S 14,315,136 -1.0% | S 234,500 [ 2.4% | S 246,812 | 7.6%
Average 80 -7.8% | S 16,266,254 | 0.4% [S 187,557 | 9.5% |[$ 206,650 | 7.9% |$ 15,865,130| 0.7% | S 185,901 | 9.6% |$ 201,617 | 8.1%
Total 563 | -44.2% | S 113,863,775 | -14.2% | $ 1,312,900 | 69.7% | $ 1,446,549 | 53.9% | $ 111,055,912 -12.8% | $ 1,301,307 | 69.6% | $ 1,411,321 | 56.3%
Source: Multiple Listing Service (MLS)
Carbondale (Residential Property Type)
Sales | Change List Volume | Change [ Median List Price | Change | Average List Price | Change | Sold Volume | Change[ Median Sold Price | Change | Average Sold Price | Change
2019 72 S 7,667,299 S 81,499 S 106,490 S 7,233,876 S 74,500 S 100,470
2020 83 153% | S 8,358,699 | 9.0% |$ 89,500 | 9.8% | $ 100,707 | -5.4% | $ 7,936,625 9.7% | $ 85,000 | 14.1% | $ 95,621 | -4.8%
2021 99 19.3% | $ 12,084,038 | 44.6% | S 115,000 | 28.5% | $ 122,060 | 21.2% | $ 11,898,200 [ 49.9% | $ 120,000 | 41.2% | $ 120,183 | 25.7%
2022 84 | -152% | $ 10,807,245 | -10.6% | $ 122,450 | 6.5% | S 128,657 | 5.4% | $ 10,561,373 | -11.2% | $ 125,000 | 4.2% |$ 125,730 | 4.6%
2023 81 -3.6% | S 11,427,999 | 5.7% |$ 130,000 | 6.2% | S 141,086 | 9.7% | S 11,043,519| 4.6% |$S 137,000 | 9.6% |$ 136,339 | 8.4%
2024 67 | -173% | $ 10,528,896 | -7.9% | $ 149,999 | 15.4% | $ 157,147 | 11.4% | $ 10,249,890 [ -7.2% | $ 145,000 | 5.8% |$ 152,983 | 12.2%
2025 51 | -23.9% | $ 8,744,194 | -17.0% | $ 169,000 | 12.7% | $ 171,454 | 9.1% | $ 8578251 -16.3% | S 165,000 | 13.8% | $ 168,201 [ 9.9%
Average 77 -4.2% | S 9,945,481 | 4.0% |$ 122,493 | 13.2% [ $ 132,514 | 8.6% |$ 9,643,105| 4.9% |$ 121,643 | 14.8% | $ 128,504 [ 9.3%
Total 537 | -29.2% | $ 69,618,370 | 14.0% | $ 857,448 | 107.4% | S 927,601 | 61.0% | $ 67,501,734 | 18.6% | S 851,500 [ 121.5% | $ 899,527 | 67.4%
Source: Multiple Listing Service (MLS)
Old Forge (Residential Property Type)
Sales | Change List Volume | Change [ Median List Price | Change | Average List Price | Change | Sold Volume | Change[ Median Sold Price | Change | Average Sold Price | Change
2019 65 S 7,892,281 S 109,900 S 121,419 S 7,620,762 S 109,000 S 117,242
2020 53 | -185% | $ 8,500,898 | 7.7% |$ 148,000 | 34.7% | $ 160,394 | 32.1% | S 8,352,414 | 9.6% | S 146,260 | 34.2% | S 157,592 | 34.4%
2021 58 9.4% |$ 9,907,395 | 16.5% | $ 159,900 | 8.0% | $ 170,817 | 6.5% | $ 9,820,543  17.6% | $ 166,598 | 13.9% | $ 169,319 | 7.4%
2022 73 25.9% | $ 13,870,283 | 40.0% | $ 160,000 | 0.1% | $ 190,003 | 11.2% | $ 13,386,700 | 36.3% | $ 169,250 | 1.6% |$ 183,379 | 8.3%
2023 64 | -123% | S 14,078,175 | 1.5% |$ 202,000 | 26.3% | S 219,971 | 15.8% | S 13,843,588 3.4% |$ 201,184 | 18.9% | S 216,306 | 18.0%
2024 50 | -21.9% |$ 11,906,365 | -15.4% | $ 239,000 | 183% | S 238,127 | 83% | $ 11,935,355 -13.8% | $ 236,250 | 17.4% | S 238,707 | 10.4%
2025 50 0.0% |$ 13,038,589 | 9.5% [$ 230,000 | -3.8% | $ 260,771 | 9.5% | $ 12,815135| 7.4% |[$ 229,000 | -3.1% | $ 256,302 | 7.4%
Average 59 -2.9% |$ 11,313,427 | 10.0% | $ 178,400 | 13.9% [ S 194,500 | 13.9% | $ 11,110,642 [ 10.1% | $ 179,649 | 13.8% | $ 191,264 | 14.3%
Total 413 | -23.1% | $ 79,193,986 | 65.2% | $ 1,248,800 | 109.3% | $ 1,361,502 | 114.8% | $ 77,774,497 | 68.2% | $ 1,257,542 | 110.1% | $ 1,338,847 | 118.6%
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Archbald (Residential Property Type)

Sales | Change List Volume | Change [ Median List Price | Change | Average List Price | Change | Sold Volume |Change[ Median Sold Price | Change | Average Sold Price | Change
2019 45 S 7,562,910 S 159,900 S 168,064 S 7,365,698 S 157,000 S 163,682
2020 73 62.2% | $ 12,821,705 | 69.5% | $ 165,900 | 3.8% | S 175,639 | 4.5% | $ 12,566,290 | 70.6% | S 171,000 | 8.9% |$ 172,140 | 5.2%
2021 82 12.3% | S 18,025,079 | 40.6% | S 189,450 | 14.2% | S 219,818 | 25.2% | $ 17,868,650 | 42.2% | S 192,750 | 12.7% | $ 217,910 | 26.6%
2022 62 -24.4% | S 13,371,220 | -25.8% | $ 192,500 | 1.6% | $ 215,664 | -1.9% | $ 13,187,041 | -26.2% | $ 197,350 | 2.4% |$ 212,694 | -2.4%
2023 59 -4.8% |$ 14,961,365 | 11.9% | $ 245,000 | 27.3% | $ 253,582 | 17.6% | $ 15,007,310 | 13.8% | $ 245,000 | 24.1% | $ 254,361 | 19.6%
2024 47 | -20.3% | $ 10,680,594 | -28.6% | $ 200,000 | -18.4% | S 227,246 | -10.4% | S 10,747,509 | -28.4% | S 190,000 | -22.4% | $ 228,670 | -10.1%
2025 44 -6.4% | S 12,435,250 | 16.4% [ $ 262,000 | 31.0% | S 282,619 | 24.4% | $ 12,232,020 | 13.8% | S 255,000 | 34.2% | $ 278,000 | 21.6%
Average 59 3.1% |$ 12,836,875 | 14.0% | S 202,107 | 9.9% |$ 220,376 | 9.9% |$ 12,710,645| 143% [ $ 201,157 | 10.0% | $ 218,208 | 10.1%
Total 412 | -2.2% | S 89,858,123 | 64.4% | $ 1,414,750 | 63.9% | $ 1,542,632 | 68.2% | S 88,974,518 66.1% | S 1,408,100 | 62.4% | $ 1,527,457 | 69.8%
Source: Multiple Listing Service (MLS)
South Abington Township (Residential Property Type)
Sales | Change List Volume | Change | Median List Price | Change | Average List Price | Change| Sold Volume | Change| Median Sold Price | Change | Average Sold Price | Change
2019 60 $ 16,167,695 $ 229,450 S 269,461 $ 15,609,265 S 223,500 260,154
2020 64 6.7% | $ 17,870,230 | 10.5% | $ 249,950 | 8.9% | $ 279,222 | 3.6% | $ 17,304,667 | 10.9% | S 244,600 | 9.4% |$ 270,385 | 3.9%
2021 60 -6.3% | $ 16,846,200 | -5.7% | $ 249,950 | 0.0% | S 280,770 | 0.6% | S 16,830,783 | -2.7% | $ 263,250 [ 7.6% |S 280,513 | 3.7%
2022 63 5.0% |$ 21,500,000 | 27.6% |$ 325,000 | 30.0% | S 341,269 | 21.5% | $ 21,328,448 | 26.7% | S 328,000 | 24.6% | S 338,546 | 20.7%
2023 50 | -20.6% | S 18,397,467 | -14.4% | $ 337,000 | 3.7% | $ 367,949 | 7.8% | $ 18,340,029 | -14.0% | $ 333,789 | 1.8% |$ 366,800 | 8.3%
2024 65 30.0% | S 24,577,592 | 33.6% | $ 329,900 | -2.1% | S 378,116 | 2.8% | $ 24,127,163 | 31.6% | $ 329,900 | -1.2% | $ 371,187 | 1.2%
2025 48 | -26.2% | S 20,772,048 | -15.5% [ $ 407,450 | 23.5% | S 432,751 | 14.4% | $ 20,628,765 | -14.5% | $ 404,500 [ 22.6% | S 429,765 | 15.8%
Average 59 -1.9% | S 19,447,319 | 6.0% [$ 304,100 | 10.7% | S 335,648 | 85% |$ 19,167,017 63% | S 303,934 10.8% | $ 331,050 | 8.9%
Total 410 | -20.0% | $ 136,131,232 | 28.5% [ $ 2,128,700 | 77.6% | $ 2,349,538 | 60.6% | $ 134,169,120 | 32.2% | $ 2,127,539 | 81.0% | $ 2,317,350 | 65.2%
Source: Multiple Listing Service (MLS)
Moosic (Residential Property Type)
Sales | Change List Volume | Change [ Median List Price | Change | Average List Price | Change | Sold Volume | Change[ Median Sold Price | Change | Average Sold Price | Change
2019 46 $ 12,352,950 S 207,900 S 268,542 $ 11,888,006 S 202,592 S 258,434
2020 53 15.2% | $ 13,794,599 | 11.7% | $ 230,000 | 10.6% | $ 260,275 | -3.1% | $ 13,413,250 | 12.8% | $ 242,000 | 19.5% | $ 253,080 | -2.1%
2021 54 19% |$ 19,503,853 | 41.4% | S 249,900 | 87% | $ 361,182 | 38.8% | $ 18,921,140 | 41.1% | $ 249,150 | 3.0% |$ 350,391 | 38.5%
2022 43 | -20.4% | S 16,624,999 | -14.8% | $ 239,000 | -4.4% | S 386,627 | 7.0% | $ 16,308,975 -13.8% | $ 233,000 [ -6.5% | S 379,278 | 8.2%
2023 48 11.6% | $ 13,299,980 | -20.0% | $ 237,450 | -0.6% | S 277,082 | -28.3% | $ 12,981,781 | -20.4% | S 237,450 [ 1.9% |$ 270,453 | -28.7%
2024 43 | -10.4% [ $ 16,224,818 | 22.0% | $ 289,900 | 22.1% | $ 377,321 | 36.2% | $ 15,759,700 | 21.4% | $ 288,000 | 21.3% | $ 366,504 | 35.5%
2025 36 | -16.3% | $ 13,950,394 | -14.0% | S 332,400 | 14.7% | S 387,510 | 2.7% | $ 13,739,505 | -12.8% [ $ 329,950 | 14.6% | $ 381,652 | 4.1%
Average 46 -3.1% | $ 15,107,370 | 4.4% |[$ 255,221 | 85% | S 331,220 | 89% |S$S 14,716,051 | 47% | S 254,592 | 8.9% |$ 322,827 | 9.3%
Total 323 | -21.7% | $ 105,751,593 | 12.9% [ $ 1,786,550 | 59.9% | $ 2,318,539 | 44.3% | $ 103,012,357 | 15.6% | S 1,782,142 | 62.9% | S 2,259,792 | 47.7%
Source: Multiple Listing Service (MLS)
Dickson City (Residential Property Type)
Sales | Change List Volume | Change [ Median List Price | Change | Average List Price | Change | Sold Volume | Change[ Median Sold Price | Change | Average Sold Price | Change
2019 49 $ 7,002,050 S 149,000 S 142,898 $ 6,700,480 S 142,620 136,744
2020 40 | -184% | S 6,011,258 | -14.2% | $ 130,999 | -12.1% | $ 150,281 | 5.2% | $ 5,850,510 | -12.7% | S 129,955 | -8.9% | $ 146,262 | 7.0%
2021 44 10.0% | $ 6,484,300 | 7.9% |$ 140,000 | 6.9% | $ 147,370 | -1.9% | $ 6,435,411 10.0% | $ 136,000 | 4.7% |$ 146,259 | 0.0%
2022 53 20.5% | $ 9,522,190 | 46.8% | $ 167,000 | 19.3% | $ 179,663 | 21.9% | $ 9,465,433 | 47.1% | $ 174,000 | 27.9% | $ 178,593 | 22.1%
2023 35 | -34.0% | $ 7,270,000 | -23.7% | $ 199,900 | 19.7% | $ 207,714 | 15.6% | S 7,404,898 | -21.8% | $ 205,000 | 17.8% | S 211,568 | 18.5%
2024 47 343% | $ 11,043,394 | 51.9% | $ 210,000 | 5.1% | S 234,965 | 13.1% | $ 11,056,429 | 49.3% | $ 205,000 [ 0.0% |$ 235,243 | 11.2%
2025 28 | -40.4% | $ 6,719,240 | -39.2% | $ 239,950 | 14.3% | S 239,972 | 2.1% | $ 6,747,319 -39.0% [ $ 248,750 | 21.3% | $ 240,975 | 2.4%
Average 42 4.7% | S 7,721,776 | 4.9% [$S 176,693 | 8.8% [ S 186,123 | 9.3% |$ 7,665,783 | 55% |$ 177,332 | 10.5% [ $ 185,092 [ 10.2%
Total 296 | -42.9% | $ 54,052,432 | -4.0% [$ 1,236,849 | 61.0% | $ 1,302,863 | 67.9% | S 53,660,480| 0.7% |$ 1,241,325 | 74.4% | $ 1,295,644 | 76.2%

Source: Multiple Listing Service (MLS)

Olyphant (Residential Property Type)

Sales | Change List Volume | Change [ Median List Price | Change | Average List Price | Change | Sold Volume |Change[ Median Sold Price | Change | Average Sold Price | Change
2019 49 $ 7,093,000 S 129,400 S 144,755 S 6,845,297 S 125,532 S 139,699
2020 49 00% |$ 7,101,499 | 0.1% |$ 125,000 | -3.4% | S 144,928 | 0.1% | $ 6,864,763 | 03% | S 121,000 | -3.6% | $ 140,097 | 0.3%
2021 43 | -122% | S 7,552,617 | 6.4% |$ 159,900 | 27.9% | $ 175,642 | 21.2% | S 7,358,795 | 7.2% |$ 157,200 | 29.9% | $ 171,134 | 22.2%
2022 36 | -16.3% | S 6,884,695 | -8.8% | $ 157,500 | -1.5% | $ 191,241 | 89% | S 6,873,774 -6.6% |$ 163,297 | 3.9% |$ 190,938 | 11.6%
2023 36 0.0% |$ 6,837,588 | -0.7% | $ 177,250 | 12.5% | $ 189,933 | -0.7% | $ 6,759,644 -1.7% | $ 180,947 | 10.8% | $ 187,767 | -1.7%
2024 41 13.9% | S 9,410,369 | 37.6% | $ 219,900 | 24.1% | $ 229,521 | 20.8% | S 9,434,030 | 39.6% | S 219,000 | 21.0% | S 230,098 | 22.5%
2025 25 | -39.0% | $ 6,097,175 | -35.2% [ $ 215,000 | -2.2% | $ 243,887 | 63% | S 5,963,440 | -36.8% | $ 200,000 [ -8.7% | $ 238,537 | 3.7%
Average 40 -8.9% | S 7,282,420 | -0.1% | $ 169,136 | 9.6% |$ 188,558 | 9.4% |$ 7,157,106 | 03% |$ 166,711 | 8.9% |$ 185,467 | 9.8%
Total 279 | -49.0% | S 50,976,943 | -14.0% | $ 1,183,950 | 66.2% | $ 1,319,907 | 68.5% | S 50,099,743 | -12.9% [ $ 1,166,976 | 59.3% | $ 1,298,270 | 70.8%
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Scranton (Residential Income Property Type)

Source: Multiple Listing Service (MLS)

Dunmore (Residential Income Property Type)

Sales | Change List Volume | Change | Median List Price | Change | Average List Price | Change Sold Volume Change | Median Sold Price | Change | Average Sold Price | Change
2019 183 S 19,664,928 S 90,000 S 107,458 $ 17,862,577 S 83,500 S 97,609
2020 212 15.8% | S 24,275,766 | 23.4% | S 110,000 [ 22.2% |$ 114,508 6.6% $ 22,615,822 | 266% |$ 100,000 | 19.8% | $ 106,678 9.3%
2021 341 60.8% | $ 52,321,978 | 115.5% | $ 129,900 ( 18.1% | S 153,436 | 34.0% | S 49,675,436 | 119.6% | S 128,500 | 28.5% |$ 145,675 | 36.6%
2022 280 -17.9% | $ 51,663,066 | -1.3% | $ 159,000 [ 22.4% |$ 184,510 | 20.3% [ $ 49,751,162 02% |$ 155,000 | 20.6% |$ 177,682 | 22.0%
2023 256 -8.6% | S 50,224,301 | -2.8% S 179,900 ( 13.1% | $ 196,188 6.3% S 48,408,469 | -2.7% |$ 179,500 | 15.8% | S 189,095 6.4%
2024 237 -74% | $ 57,730,397 | 14.9% | $ 225,000 ( 25.1% |$ 243,588 | 24.2% |$ 56,175,380 | 16.0% |$ 225,000 | 25.3% |$ 237,026 | 25.3%
2025 195 -17.7% | $ 50,326,017 | -12.8% | $ 239,000 6.2% S 258,082 6.0% S 49463322 | -11.9% |$ 240,000 6.7% S 253,658 7.0%
Average 243 42% | S 43,743,779 | 22.8% | $ 161,829 | 17.9% [ S 179,681 | 16.2% |$ 41,993,167 | 24.6% |$ 158,786 | 19.5% |$ 172,489 | 17.8%
Total 1,704| 6.6% |$ 306,206,453 | 155.9%| S 1,132,800 | 165.6% | S 1,257,770 | 140.2% | $ 293,952,168 | 176.9% | $ 1,111,500 | 187.4% | $ 1,207,423 | 159.9%

Carbondale (Residential Inc:

ource: Multiple Listing Service (MLS)

ome Property Type)

Sales | Change List Volume | Change | Median List Price | Change | Average List Price | Change Sold Volume Change | Median Sold Price | Change | Average Sold Price | Change
2019 25 $ 3,642,950 $ 119,000 S 145,718 $ 3,418,900 $ 113,500 S 136,756
2020 16 -36.0% | S 1,970,700 | -45.9% | $ 124,950 5.0% S 123,168 | -15.5% | $ 1,918,000 | -43.9% |$ 126,750 [ 11.7% | $ 119,875 | -12.3%
2021 34 112.5%| S 6,919,295 [ 251.1% | $ 177,500 | 42.1% |$ 203,508 | 65.2% |$ 6,650,715 | 246.8% | $ 174,500 | 37.7% | $ 195,609 | 63.2%
2022 41 20.6% | $ 11,780,850 | 70.3% | $ 270,250 | 523% |[$S 287,337 | 412% |$ 11,621,704 | 74.7% |$ 251,750 | 443% |$ 283,456 | 44.9%
2023 30 -26.8% | $ 6,763,100 | -42.6% | $ 222,500 | -17.7% | $ 225,436 | -21.5% | $ 6,457,500 | -44.4% | $ 220,500  -12.4% | $ 215,250 | -24.1%
2024 24 -20.0% | S 6,607,799 -2.3% | $ 249,500 | 12.1% |[$ 275324 221% |[$ 6,392,788 | -1.0% |$ 247,444 122% | $ 266,366 | 23.7%
2025 27 12.5% | $ 7,703,500 | 16.6% | $ 244900 -18% [$S 285314 | 36% |S  7,474332| 16.9% |[$ 255000| 3.1% |$ 276,827 | 3.9%
Average 28 10.5% [ $ 6,484,028 | 41.2% | $ 201,229 | 153% |$ 220,829 | 159% |$ 6,276,277 | 415% |$ 198,492 | 16.1% |$ 213,448 | 16.6%
Total 197 8.0% | S 45,388,194 |111.5%| $ 1,408,600 | 105.8% | $ 1,545,805 | 95.8% |$ 43,933,939 | 118.6% | $ 1,389,444 | 124.7% | $ 1,494,139 | 102.4%

|

Taylor (Residential Incol

ource: Multiple Listing Service (|

MLS)

me Property Type)

Sales | Change List Volume | Change | Median List Price [ Change | Average List Price | Change Sold Volume Change | Median Sold Price | Change | Average Sold Price | Change
2019 14 $ 886,500 $ 65,750 $ 63,321 $ 772,390 $ 54,750 $ 55,170
2020 12 -14.3% | S 881,400 | -0.6% | S 68,750 4.6% S 73,450 | 16.0% | $ 847,781 9.8% S 70,300 | 28.4% |$ 70,648 | 28.1%
2021 25 108.3% | $ 3,059,300 [ 247.1% | $ 97,000 | 41.1% |$ 122,372 | 66.6% |$ 2,863,030 | 237.7% | $ 95,000 | 35.1% |$ 114,521 | 62.1%
2022 31 24.0% | S 3,953,000 [ 29.2% | $ 119,500 | 23.2% | $ 127,516 4.2% S 3,724,750 | 30.1% |$ 110,000 [ 15.8% |$ 120,153 4.9%
2023 21 -32.3% | $ 3,195,094 | -19.2% | $ 149,999 | 25.5% | $ 152,147 193% [$ 2,988,000 | -19.8% | $ 140,000 | 273% |$ 142,285 | 18.4%
2024 17 -19.0% | $ 2,703,649 | -15.4% | $ 169,000 | 12.7% |$ 159,038 | 4.5% | S 2,393,981 -19.9% | $ 150,000 | 7.1% |$ 140,822 | -1.0%
2025 10 -41.2% | $ 1,949,395 | -27.9% | $ 187,000 | 10.7% |$ 194939 | 22.6% | S 1,742,000 | -27.2% [ $ 163,500 | 9.0% |$ 174,200 | 23.7%
Average 19 43% |$ 2,375,477 | 35.5% | $ 122,428 | 19.6% |$ 127,540 | 22.2% | $ 2,190,276 | 35.1% |$ 111,936 | 20.5% |$ 116,828 | 22.7%
Total 130 | -28.6% | S 16,628,338 | 119.9% | $ 856,999 | 184.4% [ S 892,783 | 207.9% | $ 15,331,932 | 125.5% [ S 783,550 | 198.6% | $ 817,799 | 215.8%

Source: Multiple Listing Service (MLS)
Old Forge (Residential Income Property Type)

Sales | Change List Volume | Change | Median List Price [ Change | Average List Price | Change Sold Volume Change | Median Sold Price | Change | Average Sold Price | Change
2019 8 $ 754,200 $ 87,450 $ 94,275 $ 707,435 $ 77,000 $ 88,429
2020 12 50.0% | $ 1,563,700 | 107.3% | $ 119,450 [ 36.6% | S 130,308 | 38.2% | S 1,537,901 | 117.4% | $ 113,300  47.1% | $ 128,158 | 44.9%
2021 19 58.3% | $ 3,018,500 | 93.0% | $ 140,000 | 17.2% |$ 158,868 | 21.9% |$ 2,856,530 | 85.7% |$ 150,000 | 32.4% |$ 150,343 | 17.3%
2022 20 53% |$ 4,328,095 | 43.4% | $ 202,500 | 44.6% |$S 216,404 | 36.2% |$  4,159,095| 45.6% |$ 189,000 | 26.0% |$ 207,954 | 38.3%
2023 6 -70.0% | $ 1,382,900 | -68.0% | $ 215,000 6.2% |[$ 230,483 | 6.5% | S 1,245,000 | -70.1% |$ 207,500 9.8% |$ 207,500 [ -0.2%
2024 21 250.0% | S 4,859,599 [ 251.4% | $ 209,900 [ -2.4% |[$ 231,409 | 0.4% |$ 4,659,300 | 274.2% | $ 200,000 | -3.6% |$ 221,871 | 6.9%
2025 5 -76.2% | $ 1,144,800 | -76.4% | $ 230,000 9.6% [$S 228960 | -1.1% |S 1,133,640 | -75.7% [$ 220,000 | 10.0% |$ 226,728 | 2.2%
Average 13 36.2% | $ 2,435,971 | 58.4% | $ 172,043 | 186% |$ 184,387 | 17.0% |$ 2,328,414 | 62.9% |$ 165,257 | 203% |$ 175,855 | 18.2%
Total 91 -37.5% | $ 17,051,794  51.8% [ $ 1,204,300 | 163.0% | $ 1,290,707 | 142.9% [ S 16,298,901 | 60.2% | $ 1,156,800 | 185.7% [ S 1,230,983 | 156.4%

|

Sales | Change List Volume | Change | Median List Price [ Change | Average List Price | Change Sold Volume Change | Median Sold Price | Change | Average Sold Price | Change
2019 7 $ 833,800 $ 115,000 $ 119,114 $ 799,700 $ 108,650 $ 114,242
2020 6 -143% | S 1,189,800 | 42.7% | S 186,950 [ 62.6% | S 198,300  66.5% | S 1,122,540 | 40.4% |$S 177,000 [ 62.9% |$ 187,090 | 63.8%
2021 8 33.3% | $ 1,271,300 | 6.8% |$ 147,000 | -21.4% | $ 158,912 | -19.9% [$ 1,229,900 | 9.6% |$ 142,850 [ -19.3% | $ 153,737 | -17.8%
2022 20 150.0% | $ 3,865,400 | 204.1% | $ 189,900 [ 29.2% | $ 193,270 [ 21.6% | S 3,833,520 | 211.7% | $ 188,700 [ 32.1% | $ 191,676 | 24.7%
2023 15 -25.0% | $ 3,324,595 [ -14.0% | $ 210,000 [ 10.6% |$ 221,639 | 147% |$ 3,121,939 | -186% | $ 190,000 07% |$ 208,129 | 8.6%
2024 11 -26.7% | $ 2,693,400 | -19.0% | $ 232,000 | 10.5% |$ 244,854 | 105% [$ 2,517,100 | -19.4% | $ 240,000 | 263% |$ 228,827 | 9.9%
2025 6 -45.5% | $ 1,495,800 | -44.5% | $ 267,000 15.1% [$ 249300| 18% |$ 1,477,400 | -41.3% |$ 267,700 [ 11.5% |[$ 246,233 | 7.6%
Average 10 12.0% | S 2,096,299 | 29.4% | $ 192,550 | 17.8% |$ 197,913 | 15.9% |$ 2,014,586 | 30.4% |$ 187,843 | 19.0% |$ 189,991 | 16.1%
Total 73 -14.3% | S 14,674,095 [ 79.4% [ S 1,347,850 | 132.2% | $ 1,385,389 | 109.3% | $ 14,102,099 | 84.7% | $ 1,314,900 | 146.4% | $ 1,329,934 | 115.5%

Source: Multiple Listing Service (MLS)
Dickson City (Residential Income Property Type)

Sales | Change List Volume | Change | Median List Price | Change | Average List Price | Change Sold Volume Change | Median Sold Price | Change | Average Sold Price | Change
2019 5 $ 698,000 $ 145,000 $ 139,600 $ 687,400 $ 145,000 $ 137,480
2020 3 -40.0% | $ 552,000 | -20.9% | $ 192,000 ( 32.4% |[$ 184,000 ( 31.8% | S 501,000 | -27.1% |$ 181,500 [ 25.2% | $ 167,000 | 21.5%
2021 16 | 4333%|$ 2,398,000 | 334.4% | $ 156,150 | -18.7% | $ 149,875 | -185% | $ 2,348,097 | 368.7% | $ 154,750 | -14.7% | $ 146,756 | -12.1%
2022 7 -56.3% | S 1,118,900 | -53.3% | $ 160,000 2.5% S 159,842 6.7% S 1,008,500 | -57.1% | $ 135,000 [ -12.8% | $ 144,071 | -1.8%
2023 14 100.0% | $ 2,971,694 | 165.6% | $ 207,450 | 29.7% | S 212,263 | 32.8% [$ 2,933,000 | 190.8% | $ 212,500 | 57.4% |$ 209,500 | 45.4%
2024 10 -28.6% | S 2,871,798 | -3.4% | S 264,000 | 273% |$ 287,179 353% | S 2,859,399 | -2.5% |$ 260,000 ( 22.4% |$ 285,939 | 36.5%
2025 11 10.0% | $ 2,700,500 | -6.0% | $ 210,000 | -20.5% [$ 245,500 | -145% | $ 2,520,010 | -11.9% |$ 217,510 | -163% | $ 229,091 | -19.9%
Average 9 69.8% | S 1,901,556 | 69.4% [ S 190,657 8.8% S 196,894 [ 12.2% | $ 1,836,772 | 76.8% [S 186,609 [ 10.2% | $ 188,548 | 11.6%
Total 66 120.0% | $ 13,310,892 | 286.9% | $ 1,334,600 | 44.8% | $ 1,378,259 | 75.9% | $ 12,857,406 | 266.6% [ S 1,306,260 | 50.0% | $ 1,319,837 | 66.6%

]
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Turning Information into Insight

Source: Multiple Listing Service (MLS)




Olyphant (Residential Income Property Type)

Bl

ource: Multiple Listing Service (MLS)

akely (Residential Income Property Type)

Sales | Change List Volume | Change | Median List Price | Change | Average List Price | Change Sold Volume Change | Median Sold Price | Change | Average Sold Price | Change
2019 9 $ 1,013,400 $ 110,900 $ 112,600 $ 869,000 $ 96,000 $ 96,555
2020 6 -333% | $ 701,200 | -30.8% | $ 130,700 | 17.9% |$ 116,866 | 3.8% |$ 681,600 | -21.6% | S 133,300 | 38.9% |$ 113,600 | 17.7%
2021 9 50.0% | $ 1,498,117 | 113.7% | $ 155,000 ( 18.6% | S 166,457 | 42.4% |$ 1,411,200 | 107.0% | $ 158,000 | 185% | $ 156,800 | 38.0%
2022 6 -33.3% | $ 1,058,700 | -29.3% | $ 177,400 | 145% |$ 176,450 | 6.0% |$ 992,833 -29.6% | S 160,000 1.3% |$ 165,472 | 5.5%
2023 11 83.3% | $ 2,326,200 | 119.7% | $ 185,500 4.6% S 211,472 19.8% | $ 2,211,494 122.7% | $ 189,500  18.4% | $ 201,044 | 21.5%
2024 7 -36.4% | $ 1,272,800 | -45.3% | $ 179,000 | -3.5% |$ 181,828 | -14.0% | $ 1,170,000 | -47.1% | $ 165,000 | -12.9% | $ 167,142 | -16.9%
2025 13 85.7% | $ 2,944,049 | 131.3% | $ 210,000 | 17.3% [ S 226,465 | 245% | $ 2,831,750 | 142.0% | $ 212,000 | 285% |$ 217,826 | 30.3%
Average 9 193% [ S 1,544,924 | 43.2% [ $ 164,071 | 115% |$ 170,305| 13.8% |$ 1,452,554 | 45.6% | $ 159,114 | 15.4% |$ 159,777 | 16.0%
Total 61 44.4% | S 10,814,466 | 190.5% | S 1,148,500 | 89.4% | $ 1,192,138 | 101.1% | $ 10,167,877 | 225.9% | $ 1,113,800 | 120.8% | $ 1,118,439 | 125.6%

|

ource: Multiple Listing Service (MLS)

Throop (Residential Income Property Type)

Sales | Change List Volume | Change | Median List Price | Change | Average List Price | Change Sold Volume Change | Median Sold Price | Change | Average Sold Price | Change
2019 2 S 299,800 $ 149,900 $ 149,900 $ 272,400 $ 136,200 $ 136,200
2020 7 250.0% | $ 1,018,700 | 239.8% | $ 140,000 [ -6.6% |$ 145,528 [ -2.9% | S 912,900 | 235.1% | $ 131,900 [ -3.2% |$ 130,414 | -4.2%
2021 7 0.0% |$ 955,800 [ -6.2% | $ 124,900 | -10.8% | $ 136,542 | -6.2% | $ 944,200 3.4% |$ 127,200 | -3.6% |$ 134,885 | 3.4%
2022 7 0.0% |$ 1,309,600 | 37.0% | $ 169,900 | 36.0% |$ 187,085 37.0% | S 1,245,925 | 32.0% |$ 170,025 ( 33.7% | $ 177,989 | 32.0%
2023 4 -42.9% | $ 944,300 | -27.9% | $ 209,900 [ 23.5% |[$ 236,075 | 262% |$ 924,000 | -25.8% |$ 209,600 | 233% |$ 231,000 | 29.8%
2024 7 75.0% | $ 1,514,800 | 60.4% | S 192,000 [ -85% |[$ 216,400 | -83% | S 1,555,750 | 68.4% |$ 200,000 | -46% |$ 222,250 | -3.8%
2025 6 -143% | $ 1,157,900 | -23.6% | $ 204,500 6.5% [$ 192,983 | -10.8% | $ 1,191,700 | -23.4% [ $ 205,000 25% |[$ 198,616 | -10.6%
Average 6 44.6% | $ 1,028,700 | 46.6% | $ 170,157 | 6.7% |$ 180,645 | 5.8% |$ 1,006,696 | 48.3% |$ 168,561 | 8.0% |$ 175,908 | 7.7%
Total 40 200.0% | $ 7,200,900 | 286.2% | $ 1,191,100 | 36.4% | $ 1,264,513 | 28.7% | S 7,046,875 | 337.5% [ $ 1,179,925 | 50.5% | $ 1,231,354 | 45.8%

|

Jessup (Residential Incol

ource: Multiple Listing Service (|

MLS)

me Property Type)

Sales | Change List Volume | Change | Median List Price [ Change | Average List Price | Change Sold Volume Change | Median Sold Price | Change | Average Sold Price | Change
2019 3 $ 464,895 $ 125,000 $ 154,965 $ 434,900 $ 118,900 $ 144,966
2020 3 0.0% | $ 404,700 | -12.9% | $ 124,900 [ -0.1% |$ 134,900 [ -12.9% | $ 375,118 | -13.7% | $ 112,000 ( -5.8% |$ 125,039 | -13.7%
2021 11 266.7% | $ 2,422,000 | 498.5% | $ 129,900 | 4.0% |$ 220,181 | 63.2% |$ 2,391,514 | 537.5% | $ 133,000 | 188% |$ 217,410 | 73.9%
2022 4 -63.6% | S 652,400 | -73.1% | $ 133,750 3.0% S 163,100 [ -25.9% | $ 657,700 | -72.5% |$ 135,500 1.9% S 164,425 | -24.4%
2023 4 0.0% |$ 708,900 | 8.7% |[$ 172,500 | 29.0% |$ 177,225 87% |$ 739,600 [ 125% |[$ 179,100 | 32.2% |$ 184,900 | 12.5%
2024 9 125.0% | $ 2,146,795 | 202.8% | $ 245,000 | 42.0% |$S 238,532 | 346% |$ 2,123,900 | 187.2% | $ 245,000 | 36.8% |$ 235,988 | 27.6%
2025 3 -66.7% | $ 689,800 | -67.9% | $ 169,900 | -30.7% | $ 229,933 | -36% | $ 673,750 | -68.3% | $ 178,750 | -27.0% | $ 224,583 | -4.8%
Average 5 43.6% | S 1,069,927 | 92.7% | $ 157,279 | 7.9% |$ 188,405| 10.7% |$ 1,056,640 | 97.1% |$ 157,464 9.5% |$ 185,330 | 11.8%
Total 37 0.0% | $ 7,489,490 | 48.4% | $ 1,100,950 | 35.9% | $ 1,318,836 | 48.4% [ S 7,396,482 | 54.9% |$ 1,102,250 | 50.3% | $ 1,297,311 | 54.9%

|

Sales | Change List Volume | Change | Median List Price [ Change | Average List Price | Change Sold Volume Change | Median Sold Price | Change | Average Sold Price | Change
2019 1 $ 179,900 $ 179,900 $ 179,900 $ 183,000 $ 183,000 183,000
2020 3 200.0% | $ 613,900 | 241.2% | $ 209,000 | 16.2% |$ 204,633 13.7% | S 599,000 | 227.3% | $ 208,000 [ 13.7% | $ 199,666 9.1%
2021 5 66.7% | $ 938,400 | 52.9% | $ 129,000 | -383% |$ 187,680 | -83% |$ 750,000 [ 25.2% |[$ 115,000 | -44.7% | $ 150,000 | -24.9%
2022 4 -20.0% | $ 512,995 | -45.3% | $ 117,497 | -8.9% |$ 128,248 | -31.7% | $ 507,995 | -32.3% |[$ 117,497 | 2.2% |$ 126,998 | -15.3%
2023 4 0.0% |$ 579,895 | 13.0% | $ 145,000 | 23.4% |$ 144,973 | 13.0% | $ 513,500 [ 1.1% |[$ 130,250 | 10.9% | $ 128,375 | 1.1%
2024 5 25.0% | $ 1,147,900 | 97.9% | $ 194,900 | 34.4% |$ 229,580 | 584% |[$ 1,169,500 | 127.8% | $ 220,500 | 69.3% |$ 233,900 | 82.2%
2025 3 -40.0% | $ 933,990 [ -18.6% | $ 324,995 | 66.7% |[$S 311,330 | 35.6% | $ 869,000 [ -25.7% [ $ 300,000 | 36.1% |$ 289,666 | 23.8%
Average 4 38.6% | $ 700,997 | 56.9% | $ 185,756 | 15.6% | $ 198,049 | 13.5% |$ 655,999 | 53.9% [$ 182,035 | 14.6% |$ 187,372 | 12.7%
Total 25 200.0% | S 4,906,980 [ 419.2% | $ 1,300,292 | 80.7% | $ 1,386,344 | 73.1% [$  4,591,995| 374.9% | $ 1,274,247 | 63.9% | $ 1,311,605 | 58.3%

Appendix B

Source: Multiple Listing Service (MLS)

Benton (Residential Property Type)

Sales | Change | ListVolume | Change [ Median List Price | Change | Average List Price | Change Sold Volume Change | Median Sold Price | Change | Average Sold Price | Change

2019 ND ND ND ND ND ND ND

2020 ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND
2021 ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND
2022 ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND
2023 ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND
2024 ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND
2025 0 ND $ - ND $ - ND $ - ND $ - ND S - ND $ - ND
Average ND ND S - ND $ - ND S - ND $ - ND S - ND S - ND
Total 0 ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND S - ND

The Institute

Turning Information into Insight

Source: Multiple Listing Service

(MLS)
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Ransom (Residential Property Type)

West Abi

Sol

urce: Multiple Listing Service (MLS)

ngton Township (Residential Property Type)

Sales | Change | List Volume | Change | Median List Price | Change | Average List Price | Change Sold Volume Change | Median Sold Price | Change | Average Sold Price | Change
2019 ND ND ND ND ND ND ND
2020 ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND
2021 ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND
2022 ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND
2023 ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND
2024 ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND
2025 2 ND S 723,900 ND $ 361,950 ND S 361,950 ND S 719,000 ND S 359,500 ND $ 359,500 ND
Average 2 ND $ 723,900 ND $ 361,950 ND $ 361,950 ND $ 719,000 ND $ 359,500 ND $ 359,500 ND
Total 2 ND S 723,900 ND S 361,950 ND S 361,950 ND S 719,000 ND S 359,500 ND S 359,500 ND

Source: Multiple Listing Service (MLS)
La Plume (Residential Property Type)

Sales | Change | List Volume | Change | Median List Price | Change | Average List Price | Change Sold Volume Change | Median Sold Price | Change | Average Sold Price | Change
2019 0 $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
2020 1 ND S 180,000 ND S 180,000 ND S 180,000 ND S 181,000 ND S 181,000 ND S 181,000 ND
2021 1 0.0% |$ 239,900 | 33.3% |$ 239,900 [ 333% | $ 239,900 | 333% | $ 246,000 | 35.9% |$ 246,000 [ 35.9% |[$ 246,000 | 35.9%
2022 ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND
2023 ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND
2024 1 ND S 579,000 ND S 579,000 ND S 579,000 ND S 579,000 ND S 579,000 ND S 579,000 ND
2025 0 -100.0%| $ - -100.0% | $ - -100.0% | $ - -100.0% | $ - -100.0% | $ - -100.0% | $ - -100.0%
Average 1 -50.0% | $ 199,780 | -33.4% | $ 199,780 | -33.4% [ $ 199,780 | -33.4% [ $ 201,200 | -32.0% | $ 201,200 | -32.0% [ $ 201,200 | -32.0%
Total 3 ND S 998,900 ND S 998,900 ND S 998,900 ND S 1,006,000 ND S 1,006,000 ND S 1,006,000 ND

Sales | Change | List Volume | Change | Median List Price | Change | Average List Price | Change Sold Volume Change | Median Sold Price | Change | Average Sold Price | Change
2019 0 $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
2020 5 ND $ 1,159,900 ND S 165,000 ND S 231,980 ND S 1,136,400 ND S 173,000 ND S 227,280 ND
2021 1 -80.0% | $ 245,000 | -78.9% |$ 245,000 [ 48.5% | $ 245,000 [ 5.6% |$ 245,000 | -78.4% |$ 245,000 | 41.6% |$ 245,000 | 7.8%
2022 1 0.0% |$ 425,000 | 73.5% |$ 425,000 | 73.5% | $ 425,000 | 73.5% | $ 405,000 | 65.3% |$ 405,000 | 65.3% |$ 405,000 [ 65.3%
2023 ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND
2024 1 ND S 264,900 ND S 264,900 ND $ 264,900 ND S 260,500 ND S 260,500 ND S 260,500 ND
2025 1 0.0% |$ 365,000 | 37.8% |$ 365,000 [ 37.8% | $ 365,000 | 37.8% | $ 381,000 | 46.3% |$ 381,000 | 46.3% | $ 381,000 | 46.3%
Average 2 -26.7% | S 409,967 | 10.8% |[$ 244,150 | 53.2% |$ 255,313 | 39.0% | $ 404,650 | 11.0% |$ 244,083 | 51.1% |$ 253,130 | 39.8%
Total 9 ND S 2,459,800 ND S 1,464,900 ND S 1,531,880 ND S 2,427,900 ND S 1,464,500 ND S 1,518,780 ND

Source: Multiple Listing Service (MLS)
Newton (Residential Property Type)

Sales | Change | List Volume | Change | Median List Price | Change | Average List Price | Change Sold Volume Change | Median Sold Price | Change | Average Sold Price | Change
2019 2 $ 650,000 $ 325,000 $ 325,000 $ 630,000 $ 315,000 $ 315,000
2020 ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND
2021 2 ND $ 925,900 ND $ 462,950 ND $ 462,950 ND $ 940,000 ND $ 470,000 ND $ 470,000 ND
2022 3 50.0% |$ 564,900 | -39.0% |$ 189,900 | -59.0% | $ 188,300 | -59.3% | S 564,000 | -40.0% |$ 189,000 | -59.8% | $ 188,000 | -60.0%
2023 2 -333% [ $ 929,900 | 64.6% |$ 464,950 | 144.8% | $ 464,950 | 146.9% | $ 912,500 | 61.8% |$ 456,250 | 141.4% | $ 456,250 | 142.7%
2024 0 -100.0% | $ - -100.0% | $ - -100.0% | $ - -100.0% | $ - -100.0% | $ - -100.0% | $ - -100.0%
2025 1 ND $ 590,000 ND $ 590,000 ND $ 590,000 ND S 580,000 ND $ 580,000 ND $ 580,000 ND
Average 2 -27.8% | S 610,117 | -24.8% [ $ 338,800 | -4.7% |$ 338,533 | -4.1% |$ 604,417 | -26.1% [ $ 335042 | -6.1% |$ 334,875 | -5.8%
Total 10 -50.0% [ $ 3,660,700 | -9.2% |[$ 2,032,800 | 81.5% [$ 2,031,200 | 81.5% | $ 3,626,500 | -7.9% |$ 2,010,250 | 84.1% | $ 2,009,250 | 84.1%

Source: Multiple Listing Service (MLS)
Fell Township (Residential Property Type)

Sales | Change | List Volume | Change | Median List Price | Change | Average List Price | Change Sold Volume Change | Median Sold Price | Change | Average Sold Price | Change
2019 1 $ 374,000 $ 374,000 $ 374,000 $ 365,000 $ 365,000 $ 365,000
2020 3 200.0% | $ 511,700 | 36.8% |$ 171,900 | -54.0% | $ 170,566 | -54.4% | S 484,000 | 32.6% | S 165,000 | -54.8% | $ 161,333 | -55.8%
2021 4 33.3% | $ 723,700 | 41.4% |$ 116,950 | -32.0% | $ 180,925 | 6.1% | $ 704,609 | 45.6% |$ 120,054 | -27.2% | $ 176,152 | 9.2%
2022 3 -25.0% | $ 767,400 6.0% S 250,000 | 113.8% | $ 255,800 | 41.4% | S 795,000 | 12.8% |$ 250,000 | 108.2% | $ 265,000 | 50.4%
2023 5 66.7% | $ 1,554,200 | 102.5% | $ 199,900 | -20.0% | $ 310,840 | 21.5% | $ 1,566,000 | 97.0% |$ 199,900 | -20.0% | $ 313,200 | 18.2%
2024 4 -20.0% | $ 1,097,900 | -29.4% | $ 249,500 | 24.8% | S 274,475 | -11.7% | $ 1,089,000 | -30.5% | $ 247,000 | 23.6% |$ 272,250 | -13.1%
2025 2 -50.0% | $ 378,900 | -65.5% | $ 189,450 | -24.1% | $ 189,450 | -31.0% | $ 380,000 | -65.1% | $ 190,000 | -23.1% [ $ 190,000 | -30.2%
Average 3 34.2% | S 772,543 | 153% [$ 221,671 14% |$ 250,865 | -4.7% | S 769,087 | 15.4% |[$ 219,565 1.1% |$ 248,991 | -3.5%
Total 22 100.0% | $ 5,407,800 | 1.3% |$ 1,551,700 | -49.3% | $ 1,756,056 | -49.3% | $ 5,383,609 | 4.1% |$ 1,536,954 | -47.9% | $ 1,742,935 | -47.9%

The Institute

Turning Information into Insight

Source: Multiple Listing Service

(MLS)
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Glenburn

(Residential Property Type)

Soi

E

urce: Multiple Listing Service (MLS)

Imhurst (Residential Property Type)

Sales | Change | List Volume | Change | Median List Price | Change | Average List Price | Change Sold Volume Change | Median Sold Price | Change | Average Sold Price | Change
2019 3 $ 1,298,400 $ 324,000 $ 432,800 $ 1,256,000 $ 312,000 $ 418,666
2020 8 166.7% | S 2,589,200 | 99.4% |$ 237,400 | -26.7% | $ 323,650 | -25.2% | $ 2,499,650 | 99.0% | $ 229,000 | -26.6% | $ 312,456 | -25.4%
2021 6 -25.0% | $ 1,762,000 | -31.9% | $ 235,000 [ -1.0% | $ 293,666 | -9.3% | $ 1,724,000 | -31.0% | $ 222,500 [ -2.8% |$ 287,333 | -8.0%
2022 2 -66.7% | $ 488,000 | -72.3% | $ 244,000 3.8% | $ 244,000 | -16.9% | $ 503,000 | -70.8% |$ 251,500 [ 13.0% | $ 251,500 | -12.5%
2023 2 0.0% |$ 629,900 | 29.1% |$ 314,950 [ 29.1% | $ 314,950 [ 29.1% | $ 610,000 | 21.3% |$ 305,000 [ 21.3% |$ 305,000 | 21.3%
2024 2 0.0% |$ 519,899 | -17.5% | $ 259,949 [ -17.5% | $ 259,949 | -17.5% | $ 495,000 | -18.9% |$ 247,500 | -18.9% | $ 247,500 | -18.9%
2025 2 0.0% |$ 519,899 | 0.0% |$ 259,949 0.0% |$ 259,949 | 0.0% |[$ 495,000 0.0% |$ 247,500 | 0.0% |[$ 247,500 | 0.0%
Average 4 125% |$ 1,115328 | 1.1% |$ 267,893 | -2.0% |$ 304,138 | -6.6% [$ 1,083,236 | -0.1% [$ 259,286 | -2.3% [$S 295,708 | -7.2%
Total 25 -33.3% | S 7,807,298 | -60.0% | S 1,875,248 | -19.8% | $ 2,128,964 | -39.9% | $ 7,582,650 | -60.6% | $ 1,815,000 | -20.7% | $ 2,069,955 | -40.9%

Source: Multiple Listing Service

(MLS)

Carbondale Township (Residential Property Type)

Sales | Change | List Volume | Change | Median List Price | Change | Average List Price | Change Sold Volume Change | Median Sold Price | Change | Average Sold Price | Change
2019 5 $ 881,800 S 184,900 S 176,360 $ 853,650 $ 180,000 $ 170,730
2020 3 -40.0% | $ 663,900 | -24.7% | $ 219,000 | 18.4% | $ 221,300 | 25.5% | S 662,900 | -22.3% | $ 215,000 | 19.4% |$ 220,966 | 29.4%
2021 4 33.3% | $ 1,742,900 | 162.5% | $ 374,450 [ 71.0% | $ 435,725 | 96.9% | $ 1,661,500 | 150.6% | $ 348,250 | 62.0% |$ 415,375 | 88.0%
2022 1 -75.0% | $ 99,900 | -94.3% | $ 99,900 | -73.3% | $ 99,900 | -77.1% | $ 94,600 | -94.3% | S 94,600 | -72.8% | $ 94,600 | -77.2%
2023 8 700.0% | $ 2,156,200 | 2058.4% | $ 241,600 | 141.8% | $ 269,525 | 169.8% | $ 2,099,000 | 2118.8% | $ 241,750 | 155.5% | $ 262,375 | 177.4%
2024 6 -25.0% | $ 1,767,800 | -18.0% | $ 319,500 | 32.2% | $ 294,633 | 93% | S 1,780,001 | -15.2% | $ 328,100 | 35.7% | $ 296,666 | 13.1%
2025 1 -833% [ $ 339,000 | -80.8% | $ 339,000 6.1% |$ 339,000 | 15.1% [ $ 335,000 | -81.2% | $ 335000 | 2.1% [$ 335,000 | 12.9%
Average 4 85.0% |$ 1,093,071 333.8% | $ 254,050 | 32.7% [$ 262,349 | 39.9% [$ 1,069,522 | 342.7% [ $ 248,957 | 33.7% [$ 256,530 | 40.6%
Total 28 -80.0% | $ 7,651,500 | -61.6% [$ 1,778,350 | 83.3% | $ 1,836,443 | 92.2% | $ 7,486,651 | -60.8% | $ 1,742,700 | 86.1% | $ 1,795,712 | 96.2%

Source: Multiple Listing Service (MLS)

Vandling (Residential Property Type)

Sales | Change List Volume Change Median List Price | Change | Average List Price | Change Sold Volume Change Median Sold Price | Change
2019 5 S 667,900 S 112,000 S 133,580 S 664,300 S 119,000
2020 7 40.0% | S 990,300 | 48.3% | S 149,000 | 33.0% | S 141,471 5.9% S 987,202 | 48.6% |S$ 143,000 | 20.2%
2021 6 -143% [$ 1,037,800 | 4.8% |$ 185,000 | 24.2% |$ 172,966 | 22.3% |$ 1,023,000 3.6% |$ 185,000 | 29.4%
2022 8 333% |$ 1,491,700 | 43.7% |$ 149,950 | -18.9% | $ 186,462 | 7.8% |$ 1,388,759 | 35.8% |$ 148,250 | -19.9%
2023 6 -25.0% [$ 1,739,600 | 16.6% |$S 264,950 | 76.7% | S 289,933 55.5% |$ 1,702,500 [ 22.6% |$ 259,750 | 75.2%
2024 4 -333% | S 894,000 | -48.6% | S 250,000 [ -5.6% |$ 223,500 | -22.9% | S 860,000 | -49.5% |$ 232,500 | -10.5%
2025 ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND
Average 6 01% |S$ 1,136,883 | 13.0% |$ 185,150 | 21.9% |[$ 191,319 | 13.7% |$ 1,104,294 | 12.2% |$ 181,250 | 18.9%
Total 36 ND S 6,821,300 ND S 1,110,900 ND S 1,147,912 ND S 6,625,761 ND S 1,087,500 ND

Source: Multiple Listing Service (MLS)

Covington Township (Residential Income

Property Type)

Sales | Change | List Volume | Change | Median List Price | Change | Average List Price | Change | Sold Volume Change | Median Sold Price | Change | Average Sold Price | Change
2019 6 S 878,800 S 154,450 S 146,466 S 835,000 S 141,500 S 139,166
2020 9 50.0% | $ 1,283,100 | 46.0% |$ 162,800 [ 5.4% | S 142,566 | -2.7% | S 1,240,025 [ 485% | $ 157,000 | 11.0% |$ 137,780 | -1.0%
2021 10 11.1% |$ 1,634,100 | 27.4% |$ 174,950 | 7.5% S 163,410 | 14.6% | S 1,612,800 [ 30.1% |$ 169,950 | 8.2% | S 161,280 | 17.1%
2022 6 -40.0% | $ 803,400 | -50.8% | $ 114,500 | -34.6% | $ 133,900 | -18.1% | $ 772,900 | -52.1% | $ 112,500 | -33.8% | $ 128,816 | -20.1%
2023 3 -50.0% | $ 607,800 | -24.3% | S 159,900 [ 39.7% | $ 202,600 | 513% | S 589,700 | -23.7% | $ 162,000 | 44.0% | S 196,566 | 52.6%
2024 6 100.0% | $ 1,313,900 | 116.2% | $ 232,450 | 45.4% | S 218,983 | 8.1% | S 1,312,011 | 122.5% | $ 225,000 | 389% |$ 218,668 | 11.2%
2025 5 -16.7% [ $ 1,313,800 0.0% S 275,000 | 183% | S 262,760 | 20.0% | S 1,250,300 | -4.7% | S 250,000 | 11.1% |$ 250,060 [ 14.4%
Average 6 9.1% |$ 1,119,271 | 19.1% |$ 182,007 | 13.6% [$ 181,526 | 12.2% |$ 1,087,534 | 20.1% |$ 173,993 | 13.2% | $ 176,048 | 12.4%
Total 45 -16.7% | S 7,834,900 | 49.5% |$ 1,274,050 | 78.1% | $ 1,270,685 | 79.4% | $ 7,612,736 | 49.7% | S 1,217,950 | 76.7% | $ 1,232,336 | 79.7%

urce: Multiple Listing Service (MLS)

Glenburn (Residential Income Property Type)

Sales | Change | List Volume | Change | Median List Price | Change | Average List Price | Change [Sold Volume| Change [ Median Sold Price | Change | Average Sold Price [ Change

2019 ND ND ND ND ND ND ND

2020 ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND
2021 ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND
2022 ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND
2023 ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND
2024 ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND
2025 0 ND S - ND S - ND S - ND S ND S - ND S - ND
Average 0 ND $ - ND $ - ND [$ - ND | $ ND  [$ - ND [ $ - ND
Total 0 ND S - ND S - ND S - ND S ND S - ND S - ND

[
Q

Sales | Change |List Volume | Change | Median List Price | Change | Average List Price | Change |Sold Volume| Change | Median Sold Price | Change | Average Sold Price | Change

2019 ND ND ND ND ND ND ND

2020 ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND
2021 ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND
2022 ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND
2023 ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND
2024 ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND
2025 0 ND S - ND S - ND S - ND S ND S - ND S - ND
Average 0 ND S - ND S - ND S - ND S ND S - ND S - ND
Total 0 ND S - ND S - ND S - ND S ND S - ND S - ND
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Ransom

(Residential Income Property Type)

Source: Multiple Listin

g Service

(MLS)

Jefferson (Residential Income Property Type)

Sales | Change | List Volume | Change | Median List Price | Change | Average List Price | Change [Sold Volume| Change [ Median Sold Price | Change | Average Sold Price [ Change
2019 ND ND ND ND ND ND ND
2020 ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND
2021 ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND
2022 ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND
2023 ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND
2024 ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND
2025 0 ND S - ND S - ND S - ND S - ND S - ND S - ND
Average 0 ND S - ND S - ND S - ND S - ND S - ND S - ND
Total 0 ND S - ND S - ND S - ND S - ND S - ND S - ND

Carbondale Township (Residential Income Property Type)

Sales | Change | List Volume | Change | Median List Price |Change| Average List Price |Change| Sold Volume [ Change| Median Sold Price [Change| Average Sold Price | Change
2019 ND ND ND ND ND ND ND
2020 ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND
2021 ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND
2022 ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND
2023 ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND
2024 1 ND $ 174,900 ND S 174,900 ND S 174,900 ND S 150,000 ND S 150,000 ND S 150,000 ND
2025 ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND
Average 1 ND S 174,900 ND S 174,900 ND S 174,900 ND S 150,000 ND S 150,000 ND S 150,000 ND
Total 1 ND S 174,900 ND S 174,900 ND S 174,900 ND S 150,000 ND S 150,000 ND S 150,000 ND

Source: Multiple Listing Service (MLS)
Elmhurst (Residential Income Property Type)

Sales | Change | List Volume | Change | Median List Price |Change| Average List Price |Change| Sold Volume [ Change| Median Sold Price [ Change| Average Sold Price | Change
2019 ND ND ND ND ND ND ND
2020 0 ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND
2021 1 ND S 264,500 ND S 264,500 ND S 264,500 ND S 245,000 ND S 245,000 ND S 245,000 ND
2022 ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND
2023 ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND
2024 ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND
2025 ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND
Average 1 ND [$ 264500 ND |$ 264,500 ND |$ 264,500 | ND |$ 245000 ND |$ 245000| ND |$ 245,000 | ND
Total 1 ND S 264,500 ND | $ 264,500 | ND | $ 264,500 | ND | $ 245,000 ND | $ 245,000 ND | $ 245,000 ND

Sales | Change | List Volume | Change | Median List Price |Change| Average List Price |Change| Sold Volume [Change| Median Sold Price |Change| Average Sold Price | Change

2019 ND ND ND ND ND ND ND

2020 ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND
2021 1 ND $ 149,000 ND S 149,000 ND S 149,000 ND S 157,000 ND S 157,000 ND S 157,000 ND
2022 ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND
2023 ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND
2024 ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND
2025 ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND
Average 1 ND $ 149,000 ND S 149,000 ND | S 149,000 ND | S 157,000 ND S 157,000 ND S 157,000 ND
Total 1 ND S 149,000 ND S 149,000 ND S 149,000 ND $ 157,000 ND S 157,000 ND S 157,000 ND

Source: Multiple Listing Service (MLS)
Roaring Brook Township (Residential Income Property Type)
Sales | Change | List Volume | Change | Median List Price |Change| Average List Price |Change| Sold Volume [ Change| Median Sold Price [Change| Average Sold Price | Change

2019 ND ND ND ND ND ND ND

2020 ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND
2021 ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND
2022 1 ND ND ND S 180,000 ND S 180,000 ND $ 177,500 ND S 177,500 ND S 177,500 ND
2023 ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND
2024 ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND
2025 ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND
Average 1 ND ND ND S 180,000 ND S 180,000 ND S 177,500 ND S 177,500 ND S 177,500 ND
Total 1 ND ND ND S 180,000 ND S 180,000 ND S 177,500 ND S 177,500 ND S 177,500 ND
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Source: Multiple Listing Service (MLS)
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West Abington Township (Residential Income Property Type)

Source: Multiple Listing Service (MLS)

Greenfield (Residential Income Property Type)

Sales | Change | List Volume |Change [ Median List Price [Change| Average List Price |Change| Sold Volume |Change [ Median Sold Price | Change| Average Sold Price | Change

2019 ND ND ND ND ND ND ND

2020 ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND
2021 ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND
2022 ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND
2023 ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND
2024 1 ND $ 280,000 ND S 280,000 ND S 280,000 ND $ 230,000 ND S 230,000 ND S 230,000 ND
2025 ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND
Average 1 ND $ 280,000 ND S 280,000 ND | S 280,000 ND | S 230,000 ND S 230,000 ND S 230,000 ND
Total 1 ND S 280,000 ND S 280,000 ND [S 280,000 ND [S 230,000 ND S 230,000 ND S 230,000 ND

Source: Multiple Listing Service (MLS)

Sales [ Change | List Volume | Change| Median List Price |Change| Average List Price |Change| Sold Volume |Change| Median Sold Price |Change| Average Sold Price | Change

2019 0 $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -

2020 1 ND $ 172,500 ND S 172,500 ND S 172,500 ND S 150,000 ND S 150,000 ND S 150,000 ND
2021 ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND
2022 ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND
2023 0 ND S - ND - ND S - ND $ - ND S - ND $ - ND
2024 1 ND $ 385,000 ND 385,000 ND S 385,000 ND S 350,000 ND S 350,000 ND S 350,000 ND
2025 ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND
Average 1 ND S 139,375 ND 139,375 ND [S 139,375 ND [S 125,000 ND S 125,000 ND S 125,000 ND
Total 2 ND S 557,500 ND 278,750 ND [S 278,750 ND [S 500,000 ND S 250,000 ND S 250,000 ND

La Plume (Residential Income Property Type)

Appendix C

Source: Multiple Listing Service (MLS)

Greater Scranton Area Market Overview: 2018-2024

Sales | Change | List Volume | Change | Median List Price |Change| Average List Price [Change| Sold Volume | Change | Median Sold Price [ Change| Average Sold Price | Change

2019 0 $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -

2020 0 ND | S - ND S - ND S - ND | S - ND S - ND S - ND
2021 2 ND $ 295,000 ND S 147,500 ND S 147,500 ND S 260,600 ND S 130,300 ND S 130,300 ND
2022 ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND
2023 ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND
2024 ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND
2025 ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND
Average 1 ND | S 98,333| ND |$ 49,167 | ND [$ 49,167 | ND [ 86,867| ND |$ 43,433 ND | $ 43,433 | ND
Total ND $ 295,000 ND S 147,500 ND S 147,500 ND S 260,600 ND S 130,300 ND S 130,300 ND

‘

Lackawanna County Market Overvi

Source: Greater Scranton Board of Realtors

ew: 2018-2024

Year Total Closed Sales | Change from 2017 | Percent Single Family | Percent Townhouse/Condo | Months Supply of Inventory* | Days on Market | Pct. of Orig. Price Received
2018 2,145 2.1% 94.9% 4.3% 5.2 91 90.9%
2019 2,180 1.5% 94.6% 4.2% 4.5 83 91.3%
2020 2,409 10.7% 94.6% 4.2% 2.2 76 93.9%
2021 2,603 8.0% 94.9% 4.0% 1.4 41 96.6%
2022 2,286 -12.1% 94.8% 3.7% 1.9 35 96.6%
2023 1,879 -17.7% 95.2% 3.4% 2.1 47 95.7%
2024 2,006 6.6% 92.4% 5.3% 2.1 42 98.4%

Year Total Closed Sales | Change from 2017 | Percent Single Family | Percent Townhouse/Condo | Months Supply of Inventory* | Days on Market | Pct. of Orig. Price Received
2018 1,651 0.1% 94.5% 5.3% 4.6 83 90.9%
2019 1,682 1.6% 94.6% 4.8% 3.9 79 91.6%
2020 1,847 10.1% 94.2% 5.0% 1.9 69 94.2%
2021 1,988 7.6% 95.0% 4.6% 1.2 34 97.3%
2022 1,772 -10.7% 94.7% 4.1% 1.6 31 97.2%
2023 1,486 -16.0% 95.4% 3.9% 1.9 42 96.2%
2024 1,587 6.6% 92.8% 6.0% 1.9 39 99.0%
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Source: Greater Scranton Board of Realtors
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Lackawanna County (with no foreclosures) Market Overview: 2018-2024

Year Total Closed Sales | Change from 2017 | Percent Single Family | Percent Townhouse/Condo | Months Supply of Inventory* Days on Market Pct. of Orig. Price Received
2018 1,517 4.5% 94.4% 5.3% 4.9 85 90.9%
2019 1,560 2.7% 94.5% 5.2% 4.1 79 91.5%
2020 1,755 12.7% 94.0% 5.2% 1.9 69 94.0%
2021 1,947 10.9% 94.9% 4.6% 1.2 33 97.3%
2022 1,738 -10.6% 94.6% 4.2% 1.5 31 97.1%
2023 1,458 -16.0% 95.3% 4.0% 1.8 41 96.0%
2024 1,555 6.4% 92.6% 6.1% 1.9 38 98.9%

Source: Greater Scranton Board of Realtors

Abington Heights School District Market Overview: 2018-2024

Year Total Closed Sales | Change from 2017 | Percent Single Family | Percent Townhouse/Condo | Months Supply of Inventory* | Days on Market | Pct. of Orig. Price Received
2018 306 8.9% 91.2% 8.8% 4 83 93.4%
2019 327 6.9% 88.4% 11.6% 3 68 93.6%
2020 336 2.8% 89.0% 10.7% 1.6 63 95.4%
2021 317 -5.7% 90.9% 9.1% 0.7 36 97.8%
2022 289 -8.8% 91.3% 8.3% 1.2 29 98.0%
2023 202 -30.1% 88.6% 11.4% 2.2 38 97.0%
2024 275 36.1% 87.3% 12.7% 2 40 98.7%

Source: Greater Scranton Board of Realtors

Carbondale Area School District Market Overview: 2018-2024

Year Total Closed Sales | Change from 2017 | Percent Single Family | Percent Townhouse/Condo | Months Supply of Inventory* Days on Market Pct. of Orig. Price Received
2018 78 -17.9% 100.0% 0.0% 7 119 88.0%
2019 88 12.8% 98.9% 1.1% 5.2 93 89.1%
2020 102 18.6% 100.0% 0.0% 2.5 79 91.9%
2021 121 18.6% 100.0% 0.0% 1.5 45 95.4%
2022 99 -18.2% 99.0% 1.0% 13 31 96.1%
2023 97 -2.0% 97.9% 1.0% 2.8 43 94.0%
2024 79 -18.6% 100.0% 0.0% 1.8 52 97.1%

Source: Greater Scranton Board of Realtors

Dunmore School District Market Overview: 2018-2024

Year Total Closed Sales | Change from 2017 | Percent Single Family | Percent Townhouse/Condo | Months Supply of Inventory* | Days on Market | Pct. of Orig. Price Received
2018 76 -9.5% 97.4% 2.6% 5.3 62 92.6%
2019 104 36.8% 97.1% 2.9% 2.1 73 91.5%
2020 79 -24.0% 98.7% 1.3% 1.2 52 96.0%
2021 103 30.4% 98.1% 1.9% 0.6 30 97.3%
2022 86 -17.3% 97.7% 2.3% 1.2 24 96.4%
2023 72 -16.3% 100.0% 0.0% 1.3 36 96.2%
2024 -11.1% 100.0% 0.0% 97.5%

Forest City Regional School District Market Overview: 2018-2024

Year Total Closed Sales | Change from 2017 | Percent Single Family | Percent Townhouse/Condo | Months Supply of Inventory* Days on Market Pct. of Orig. Price Received
2018 35 -20.5% 97.1% 2.9% 10.6 136 87.8%
2019 40 14.3% 95.0% 5.0% 6.3 88 87.9%
2020 44 10.0% 95.5% 4.5% 3.6 105 90.9%
2021 77 75.0% 93.5% 6.5% 1.8 51 92.5%
2022 44 -42.9% 95.5% 4.5% 3.3 41 94.9%
2023 33 -25.0% 100.0% 0.0% 2.8 41 94.9%
2024 3.0% 91.2% 5.9% 97.2%

Lackawanna Trail School District Market Overview: 2018-2024

Year Total Closed Sales | Change from 2017 | Percent Single Family | Percent Townhouse/Condo | Months Supply of Inventory* Days on Market Pct. of Orig. Price Received
2018 67 3.1% 98.5% 1.5% 8.2 111 89.3%
2019 79 17.9% 94.9% 3.8% 5.7 114 88.1%
2020 88 11.4% 96.6% 2.3% 1.7 90 93.1%
2021 70 -20.5% 94.3% 4.3% 1.2 37 97.1%
2022 79 12.9% 92.4% 5.1% 2 42 95.3%
2023 59 -25.3% 98.3% 1.7% 1.5 46 96.7%
2024 -5.1% 96.4% 1.8% 98.6%

Source: Greater Scranton Board of Realtors
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Lakeland School District Market Overview: 2018-2024

Year | Total Closed Sales | Change from 2017 Percent Single Family | Percent Townhouse/Condo | Months Supply of Inventory* | Days on Market | Pct. of Orig. Price Received
2018 89 -11.9% 100.0% 0.0% 3.8 69 91.5%
2019 100 12.4% 99.0% 0.0% 2.1 71 94.3%
2020 81 -17.3% 98.8% 0.0% 1.6 66 94.0%
2021 93 14.8% 98.9% 0.0% 1.6 31 96.9%
2022 86 -7.5% 96.5% 0.0% 2.2 42 92.8%
2023 87 1.2% 100.0% 0.0% 2 44 93.3%
2024 94 8.0% 100.0% 0.0% 1.6 39 97.2%

Source: Greater Scranton Board of Realtors

Mid Valley School District Market Overview: 2018-2024

Year | Total Closed Sales | Change from 2017 Percent Single Family | Percent Townhouse/Condo | Months Supply of Inventory* | Days on Market | Pct. of Orig. Price Received
2018 125 -8.1% 99.2% 0.8% 3.6 70 90.3%
2019 132 4.8% 100.0% 0.0% 2.6 62 92.9%
2020 126 -3.8% 98.4% 1.6% 2 55 96.6%
2021 135 7.1% 100.0% 0.0% 1.6 35 97.3%
2022 123 -8.2% 98.4% 0.8% 1.5 32 95.7%
2023 96 -22.0% 99.0% 1.0% 1.3 37 98.3%
2024 119 24.0% 100.0% 0.0% 1.6 28 100.4%

Source: Greater Scranton Board of Realtors

North Pocono School District Market Overview: 2018-2024

Year | Total Closed Sales | Change from 2017| Percent Single Family | Percent Townhouse/Condo | Months Supply of Inventory* | Days on Market | Pct. of Orig. Price Received
2018 167 -16.1% 97.6% 1.2% 6.2 105 91.0%
2019 210 25.7% 97.1% 0.0% 4.9 111 91.3%
2020 239 13.3% 93.3% 2.5% 2.3 91 94.2%
2021 208 -13.3% 95.7% 1.4% 1 42 96.9%
2022 194 -6.3% 93.8% 0.5% 2 30 97.8%
2023 165 -14.9% 95.2% 0.0% 2 3 50 95.1%
2024 160 -3.0% 88.1% 0.6% 98.4%

Old Forge School District Market Overview: 2018-2024

Year | Total Closed Sales | Change from 2017 | Percent Single Family | Percent Townhouse/Condo | Months Supply of Inventory* Days on Market | Pct. of Orig. Price Received
2018 55 -14.1% 100.0% 0.0% 5.6 51 92.8%
2019 66 20.0% 100.0% 0.0% 2.9 62 93.8%
2020 53 -19.7% 100.0% 0.0% 13 76 95.8%
2021 58 9.4% 98.3% 0.0% 1.7 23 97.2%
2022 73 25.9% 100.0% 0.0% 1 39 96.2%
2023 63 -13.7% 100.0% 0.0% 0 8 30 96.9%
2024 -21.9% 100.0% 0.0% 100.8%

Source: Greater Scranton Board of Realtors

Riverside School District Market Overview: 2018-2024

Year | Total Closed Sales | Change from 2017 | Percent Single Family | Percent Townhouse/Condo | Months Supply of Inventory* | Days on Market | Pct. of Orig. Price Received

2018 77 32.8% 84.4% 15.6% 4.9 77 91.9%
2019 74 -5.1% 83.8% 14.9% 4.5 62 95.1%
2020 88 18.9% 89.8% 9.1% 1.5 75 96.1%
2021 88 0.0% 88.6% 11.4% 24 35 98.5%
2022 85 -3.4% 87.1% 9.4% 1.8 35 97.8%
2023 80 -5.9% 95.0% 2.5% 1.9 44 96.7%
2024 -10.0% 80.6% 16.7% 97.0%

Source: Greater Scranton Board of Realtors

Scranton City School District Market Overview: 2018-2024
Year | Total Closed Sales | Change from 2017 | Percent Single Family | Percent Townhouse/Condo | Months Supply of Inventory* | Days on Market | Pct. of Orig. Price Received

2018 466 10.4% 92.3% 7.3% 4.7 90 88.6%
2019 417 -10.9% 95.4% 4.6% 4.8 83 88.2%
2020 501 20.1% 94.8% 5.2% 2.2 71 92.2%
2021 610 21.8% 94.4% 5.6% 1.4 33 97.0%
2022 529 -12.9% 94.7% 5.3% 1.7 31 98.2%
2023 469 -11.0% 95.1% 4.9% 1.5 40 96.0%
2024 2.8% 92.8% 7.2% 99.5%

Source: Greater Scranton Board of Realtors
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Scranton City School District (with no foreclosures) Market Overview: 2018-2024

Year | Total Closed Sales | Change from 2017 | Percent Single Family | Percent Townhouse/Condo | Months Supply of Inventory* | Days on Market | Pct. of Orig. Price Received
2018 423 19.8% 92.2% 7.3% 4.9 92 88.5%
2019 375 -11.6% 94.9% 5.1% 5.3 83 88.6%
2020 469 25.1% 94.7% 5.3% 2.3 73 91.5%
2021 596 27.1% 94.3% 5.7% 1.4 33 97.0%
2022 517 -12.8% 94.6% 5.4% 1.7 32 98.1%
2023 467 -9.3% 95.1% 4.9% 1.5 40 96.0%
2024 478 1.9% 92.7% 7.3% 1.9 34 99.4%

Source: Greater Scranton Board of Realtors

Valley View School District Market Overview: 2018-2024

Year | Total Closed Sales | Change from 2017 | Percent Single Family | Percent Townhouse/Condo | Months Supply of Inventory* | Days on Market | Pct. of Orig. Price Received
2018 170 -3.4% 94.7% 5.3% 2.5 60 92.7%
2019 119 -30.0% 92.4% 7.6% 4.2 57 94.9%
2020 184 54.6% 91.8% 7.1% 1.4 50 95.1%
2021 211 14.7% 93.8% 6.2% 1.1 24 98.3%
2022 170 -19.4% 95.3% 4.7% 1.3 29 97.1%
2023 120 -29.4% 93.3% 6.7% 2.6 53 98.3%
2024 153 27.5% 92.2% 7.8% 1 39 99.9%

Source: Greater Scranton Board of Realtors

Appendix D

The following includes a breakdown of the municipality zoning districts and where possible the district
boundaries. This data was procured from publicly available data from each of the municipalities
websites, Lackawanna County, and the public data section of Zonenomies. It was the most current
published at the time this report was prepared.

Archbald Borough

Archbald’s zoning map and ordinance make it possible to outline exactly which zoning districts allow
single-family and multi-family housing, because the borough uses a clear, conventional residential
district structure. The official zoning map adopted March 15, 2023 identifies all districts and their
boundaries.

Below is a full breakdown of each residential district, what types of housing it allows, and how the
district boundaries are organized across the borough.

Single-family and multi-family zoning districts in Archbald

Archbald’s zoning map includes the following residential districts:

e R-C—Resource Conservation

e R-1-Low Density Residential

e R-2-Medium Density Residential

e R-3 - Medium-High Density Residential
These districts are the only ones where residential uses are permitted. Their boundaries and permitted
housing types are summarized below.

R-C — Resource Conservation District
Housing allowed:
e Single-family detached homes (large-lot rural pattern)
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e No multi-family housing
Purpose:
e Protect steep slopes, woodlands, and environmentally sensitive areas.
Where it is located:
e Found along Archbald’s outermost edges, especially in the northern and eastern hillsides.
e Forms a wide buffer around the borough’s developed core.
e Appears as the largest-area district on the zoning map.

R-1 — Low Density Residential District
Housing allowed:
e Single-family detached homes
e Limited accessory dwellings
e No duplexes or multi-family buildings
Purpose:
e Preserve low-density suburban neighborhoods.
Where it is located:
e Surrounds the borough’s central neighborhoods in a broad ring.
e Found west of the Main Street corridor, extending toward Eynon.
e Presentin the Valley View area and several subdivisions north and south of the borough center.
R-2 — Medium Density Residential District
Housing allowed:
e Single-family detached
e Two-family (duplex) dwellings
e Some attached dwellings depending on ordinance specifics
e No large multi-family buildings
Purpose:
e Provide a transition between low-density and higher-density areas.
Where it is located:
e Concentrated around the older borough neighborhoods near:
o Main Street
o Church Street
o Laurel Street
e Forms a band between R-1 and R-3 districts.
e Often found near schools, parks, and older grid-pattern streets.
R-3 — Medium-High Density Residential District
Housing allowed:
e  Multi-family housing (apartments, townhouses)
e Duplexes and single-family homes also permitted
e Highest residential density in the borough
Purpose:
e Support walkable, mixed-housing neighborhoods near commercial and civic areas.
Where it is located:
e Located closest to the borough’s commercial core, especially near:
o Main Street commercial corridor
o Downtown Archbald
e Found in pockets adjacent to C-1 Neighborhood Commercial/Residential districts.
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e Often mapped where infrastructure can support higher density.

Archbald’s zoning map follows a clear pattern:
e R-Cforms the outermost ring of the borough.
e R-1forms the primary suburban residential ring inside R-C.
e R-2appears in older, walkable neighborhoods closer to the borough center.
e R-3islocated in targeted infill areas near commercial districts and the historic core.

This structure creates a gradient from rural - suburban - urban as you move toward Main Street.

Benton Township

There is no zoning map or zoning ordinances for Benton online. Even though the zoning map is not
online, Benton Township does have zoning, because:

e It has a Planning Commission and Zoning Hearing Board (listed in county planning documents).
e |tissues zoning permits through the township office.
e |t participates in county subdivision and land-development review.

But the township does not publish its zoning map or zoning ordinance online, and no third-party zoning
data provider has digitized it.

Based on adjacent township, Benton Township’s zoning almost certainly resembles its neighbors:

e Rural Residential (RR) — dominant

e Agricultural Residential (AR) — large tracts

e Village Residential (VR) — small pockets near the township building
e Commercial (C) — along PA-107 and PA-438

e Industrial (1) — very limited, likely near the township’s southern edge

This pattern matches Scott Township, North Abington, and Newton Township.
Blakely Borough

Blakely Borough publishes its zoning ordinance and provides both official zoning documents and an
interactive GIS zoning map.

R-1 — Low Density Residential
Purpose
Traditional single-family neighborhoods with the lowest densities.

Permitted housing
e Single-family detached homes
e No duplex or multi-family dwellings
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Although the GIS data is interactive rather than textual, the R-1 band generally covers:
e Established neighborhoods dispersed through various interior portions of the borough
e Areas separated from the commercial corridors

R-2 — Medium Density Residential
Purpose
Provides moderate-density housing, serving as a transitional district between R-1 and commercial zones.
Permitted housing
e Single-family
e Two-family/duplex dwellings
e Does not typically include multifamily by right.
Geographic pattern
The R-2 pattern shown in the GIS viewer typically occupies:
e Older grid-pattern neighborhoods
e Transitional areas that connect residential streets to commercial corridors

C-1 — General Commercial
Purpose
Supports local-serving commercial development, small businesses, offices, and neighborhood-scale
retail.
Uses permitted
e Retail
e Service businesses
e Upper-floor apartments may appear when supported by ordinance (common in C-1 districts
statewide).
e Mixed-use commercial allowed, but not stand-alone multifamily.
Geographic pattern
e Scattered along traditional commercial spines visible in the GIS map
e Often adjacent to R-2 transitional residential zones

C-2 — Highway Commercial
Purpose
High-intensity, auto-oriented commercial districts.
Uses permitted
o Automotive-oriented commercial
e Gas stations
e Restaurants, drive-throughs
e Large-format retail
Geographic pattern
e Mapped along the major arterial corridors that cross Blakely (visible on the GovPilot interactive
map).

S-2 — Open Space Conservation

Purpose

Preserves environmentally sensitive land, parks, and undeveloped landscapes.
S-2 is documented as one of the largest zones in Blakely by total mapped size.
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Uses permitted
e Conservation
e Recreation
e Very low-intensity land uses
e Residential development generally restricted
Geographic pattern
The GIS map shows S-2 forming:
e Large continuous bands on the outskirts of the borough
e Areas buffering waterways and slopes

Multifamily Housing in Blakely
The Zoneomics dataset confirms that multifamily dwellings ARE permitted in Blakely, but not in R-1 or
R-2.
Instead they appear in higher-intensity mapped areas, identified in the land-use allocation table
(multi-family = 76% of residential land-use allowance).
These multifamily-supporting districts appear as small pockets near:

e Commercial corridors (C-1 / C-2)

e Mixed-use nodes visible on the GIS map

These percentages reflect permitted use presence, not acreage proportions, but they confirm what use
categories are supported in Blakely’s zoning code.

In summary, Blakely Borough Zoning Structure
Blakely Borough uses a conventional zoning framework built around:
e R-1(Low-Density Residential)
e R-2 (Medium-Density Residential)
e C-1(General Commercial)
e (-2 (Highway Commercial)
e S-2 (Open Space Conservation)

Multifamily housing, although not its own district code in public summaries, is explicitly allowed in
designated areas, likely connected to commercial or higher-intensity mapped zones.

1. Blakely Borough Interactive GIS Zoning Map
e View here: https://map.govpilot.com/map/PA/blakelyboropa [map.govpilot.com]
2. Blakely Borough Zoning Ordinance (PDF archive)
Available through the borough's Document Center:
e https://blakelyborough.com/nav/new_page/zoning_ordinance.php [blakelyborough.com]
3. www.zoneomics.com

City of Carbondale and Carbondale Township

Carbondale’s zoning framework separates Carbondale City and Carbondale Township, but both use
conventional Pennsylvania zoning structures that define where single-family and multi-family housing
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are permitted. The available sources provide zoning district information, permitted-use categories, and
dimensional/density controls for residential development.

Single-family housing in Carbondale

Carbondale Township’s zoning data shows that residential uses—including single-family detached
homes—are permitted in designated residential zoning districts, which include zone codes with
associated permitted uses, dimensional standards, and density controls. The Zoneomics zoning dataset
confirms that Carbondale Township’s zoning framework includes:

e Permitted land uses

e Dimensional standards

e Density controls

e Lot width, setbacks, and building height controls

Although the dataset does not list each district by name in the snippet, it confirms that the township
uses standard residential zoning categories with explicit density and dimensional controls.

Carbondale City’s zoning permit system also includes zoning permits for residential construction,
indicating that single-family homes are regulated through the city’s zoning ordinance and permit
process.

Density for single-family housing
Carbondale Township’s zoning controls include:

e Lotsize requirements

e Lot coverage limits

e Density controls (units per acre)

e Setback requirements
These controls typically result in low- to medium-density residential development, depending on the
district. While the exact numeric density is not shown in the snippet, the presence of density-control
categories indicates that single-family zoning is regulated through minimum lot size and maximum
dwelling-unit density.

Multi-family housing in Carbondale

Carbondale Township’s zoning dataset includes multi-control and density-control categories, which
apply to multi-family residential uses. These controls regulate:

e Number of dwelling units per structure
e Maximum density per acre

e Building height

e Lot coverage
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The presence of multi-control categories indicates that multi-family housing is permitted in specific
zoning districts, likely medium- or high-density residential or mixed-use districts.

Carbondale City also contains multi-family housing stock, as shown by active multi-family listings such as
the 86—86% Belmont Street duplex/multi-unit property.

This confirms that multi-family structures exist within the city’s zoning framework and are permitted in
designated districts.

Density for multi-family housing

Carbondale Township’s zoning includes explicit density controls and multi-family controls, which
regulate:

e Maximum dwelling units per acre
e Building height

e Lot coverage

e Required open space

These controls typically allow higher density than single-family districts, consistent with standard
Pennsylvania zoning practice.

Zoning maps and district layout

Carbondale’s zoning districts can be viewed through the Carbondale Zone District Map on ArcGlIS, which
provides the official zoning boundaries for the city.

This map shows the spatial distribution of residential, commercial, and mixed-use districts, which
determine where single-family and multi-family housing are permitted.

Clarks Green
Districts allowing single-family housing

e 8A —Town Single-Family Residential

e 8B -—Town Single-Family Residential

e 10 - Town-City Single-Family Residential
e 12B—Suburban Center Residential

Districts allowing multi-family housing
e 9-—Town Mixed Residential (duplex + multi-family)
e 13 -Town Downtown Mixed-Use (upper-floor apartments, mixed-use residential)

Clarks Green is almost entirely built-out single-family neighborhoods with a small mixed-use spine along
State Street.
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Clarks Summit

Clarks Summit’s zoning ordinance (Ordinance 2020-04) divides the borough into a set of SAPA-based
zoning districts that determine where single-family and multi-family housing are permitted. The
ordinance explicitly establishes the borough’s zoning districts and regulates the use of land and
structures within each district . SAPA’s zoning transect table further identifies which of the regional
district types apply in Clarks Summit and which residential uses are permitted in each one .

Residential zoning districts in Clarks Summit

Clarks Summit uses the following SAPA-based residential and mixed-use districts (as confirmed in the
SAPA transect table) :

e 8A —Town Single-Family Residential

e 8B -—Town Single-Family Residential

e 9-Town Mixed Residential

e 10 -Town-City Single-Family Residential
e 12B—Suburban Center Residential

e 13 -Town Downtown Mixed-Use

These districts collectively regulate all single-family and multi-family housing in the borough.
Districts permitting single-family housing

8A — Town Single-Family Residential
e Permitted housing: Single-family detached
e Density: Low to moderate
e Character: Traditional neighborhood blocks with walkable street patterns
e Notes: This is one of the borough’s primary residential districts.
8B — Town Single-Family Residential
e Permitted housing: Single-family detached
e Density: Similar to 8A but often mapped in slightly different neighborhood contexts
e Character: Established residential neighborhoods with uniform lot sizes
10 — Town-City Single-Family Residential
e Permitted housing: Single-family detached
e Density: Higher than 8A/8B; smaller lots and closer spacing
e Character: Transitional areas between downtown and residential neighborhoods
12B — Suburban Center Residential
e Permitted housing: Single-family detached (principal use)
e Density: Moderate
e Character: Residential areas adjacent to commercial corridors or civic uses
All four of these districts allow single-family detached dwellings as a principal permitted use, as
confirmed in the SAPA permitted-use table for Clarks Summit .

Districts permitting multi-family housing

9 — Town Mixed Residential
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e Permitted housing:
o Single-family detached
o Two-family (duplex)
o Multi-family (townhouses, small apartment buildings)
e Density: Medium to high
e Character: Older, walkable neighborhoods near the borough center
e Notes: This is the borough’s primary multi-family district.
13 — Town Downtown Mixed-Use
e Permitted housing:
o Upper-floor apartments
o Mixed-use buildings with residential above commercial
o Townhouses or small multi-family buildings depending on lot size and design
e Density: Highest in the borough
e Character: Downtown core along State Street and adjacent blocks
e Notes: This district supports the borough’s traditional main-street form.

These two districts—9 and 13—are the only ones in Clarks Summit where multi-family housing is
permitted, consistent with the SAPA zoning transect table .

Clarks Summit’s zoning pattern creates a clear residential structure:

e Outer neighborhoods - 8A, 8B, and 10 (single-family focus)

e Transitional areas near commercial corridors - 12B (single-family with moderate density)
e Older, walkable neighborhoods - 9 (mixed residential, including multi-family)

e Downtown core - 13 (mixed-use with highest residential density)

This pattern aligns with the SAPA regional planning model, which encourages a mix of housing types
while concentrating higher-density residential near the borough center.

Town Single-Family Residential (8A)
Geographic footprint
e Covers much of the western and southwestern portions of the borough.
e Extends west of Winola Road and south of West Grove Street.
e Includes the residential neighborhoods around Knapp Avenue, Grandview Street, and West
Patterson Street.
e Forms a continuous band of single-family zoning between the borough boundary and the more
mixed districts closer to downtown.
Housing permissions
e Single-family detached permitted.
e No duplex or multi-family.

Town Single-Family Residential (8B)
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Geographic footprint

e Located primarily in the northern and northwestern parts of Clarks Summit.

¢ Includes neighborhoods north of Grove Street and west of Northern Boulevard (US-6/11).

e Covers the residential blocks around Colburn Avenue, Spring Street, and Stone Avenue.

e Serves as a buffer between the borough boundary and the Town Mixed Residential district.
Housing permissions

e Single-family detached permitted.

e No duplex or multi-family.

Town Mixed Residential (9)
Geographic footprint
This is the borough’s core residential district and is easy to identify on the zoning map because it forms a
ring around downtown.
e Runs along both sides of State Street outside the downtown mixed-use core.
e Covers the older grid neighborhoods east of Northern Boulevard, including Marion Street, Davis
Street, Prospect Avenue, and Winola Road intersections.
e Extends south toward Columbia Street and east toward Stone Avenue.
e Forms a transition between single-family districts (8A/8B) and the downtown mixed-use district
(13).
Housing permissions
e Single-family detached
e Two-family (duplex)
e  Multi-family (townhouses, small apartment buildings)

Town-City Single-Family Residential (10)
Geographic footprint
e Found in pockets immediately north and east of downtown, where lot sizes are smaller.
¢ Includes the residential blocks around Davis Street, Marion Street, and Winola Road near the
borough center.
e Acts as a higher-density single-family zone between the downtown mixed-use district and the
lower-density 8A/8B districts.
Housing permissions
e Single-family detached
e No duplex or multi-family

Suburban Center Residential (12B)
Geographic footprint

e Located near the Northern Boulevard (US-6/11) commercial corridor.

e Appears in pockets adjacent to shopping centers and civic uses.

e Includes areas near Grove Street, Northern Boulevard, and the Abington Shopping Center.
Housing permissions

e Single-family detached
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e Some limited attached or accessory residential forms depending on lot size and design
e No multi-family

Town Downtown Mixed-Use (13)
Geographic footprint
This district is the heart of Clarks Summit.
e Runs along State Street from Grove Street to Winola Road.
¢ Includes the commercial blocks containing restaurants, shops, and upper-floor apartments.
e Extends one block deep on each side of State Street into the grid of older mixed-use buildings.
e Bordered by Town Mixed Residential (9) on all sides.
Housing permissions
e Multi-family residential (upper-floor apartments)
e Mixed-use buildings with residential above commercial
e Townhouses or small multi-family buildings depending on lot configuration

Clarks Summit’s zoning map forms a clear pattern:

e District 13 (Downtown Mixed-Use) sits at the center.

e District 9 (Town Mixed Residential) forms a ring around downtown.

e Districts 8A, 8B, and 10 form the next ring of single-family neighborhoods.

e District 12B appears in pockets near the commercial highway corridor.

e The borough boundary encloses the outer single-family districts.
This pattern reflects the borough’s traditional small-town form: dense center, walkable mixed
neighborhoods, then lower-density edges.

Clifton Township

Clifton Township’s zoning structure is unusually clear because the township codifies its districts directly
in its ordinance. The zoning map itself is referenced in the township code, which divides the municipality
into four zoning districts. These districts and their purposes are explicitly listed in the ordinance.

OS — Open Space District
This is the township’s most environmentally protective district.
Purpose
e Protect wetlands, open water bodies, and sensitive ecological areas.
e Allow only limited, low-impact uses compatible with the natural environment.
e Require buffers and conditions to minimize environmental impacts.
Typical uses
e Conservation land
e Passive recreation
e Very low-density development (if permitted)
Geographic pattern
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OS generally covers areas with wetlands, lakes, and forested tracts—large portions of Clifton Township’s
undeveloped land.

R-1 — Low-Density Single-Family Residential
This is the township’s primary residential district.
Purpose
e Provide areas for single-family detached homes on larger lots.
e Maintain a low-density, rural-suburban character.
Typical uses
e Single-family homes
e Accessory structures
e Limited home occupations (depending on ordinance)
Geographic pattern
R-1 typically surrounds the township’s road network outside the commercial and industrial corridors.

C — General Commercial District
This district accommodates the township’s business activity.
Purpose
e Provide space for retail, service, and office uses.
e Support commercial development along major travel corridors.
Typical uses
e Retail stores
e Restaurants
o Offices
e Auto-oriented services
Geographic pattern
C districts are usually located along state routes and intersections with higher traffic volumes.
| — Industrial Use District
This district supports industrial and employment uses.
Purpose
e Allow manufacturing, warehousing, and industrial operations.
e Separate industrial activity from residential areas.
Typical uses
e Light and heavy industrial
e Storage and distribution
e Utility and infrastructure facilities
Geographic pattern
Industrial zoning is typically found near major roads and areas historically used for extraction or
manufacturing.

How Clifton Township’s zoning fits together
e OS protects the township’s extensive wetlands and natural resources.
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e R-1 provides low-density residential neighborhoods.

e Csupports commercial activity along key corridors.

e | reserves land for industrial and employment uses.
This four-district structure reflects Clifton Township’s identity as a rural community with significant
environmental resources, balancing conservation with residential and economic development.

Covington Township

Covington Township is one of the few municipalities in Lackawanna County that provides official,
publicly accessible zoning information, including a fully updated zoning map released in January 2026.
The zoning map identifies five zoning districts: Industrial, Commercial, Town Residential, Rural
Residential, and Agriculture Residential.

These districts are explicitly listed in the zoning map legend.

Rural Residential (RR)
RR is the largest district in Covington Township, covering most of the wooded, low-density areas.

Geographic footprint
e North & Northwest: Lieby Rd (T-475), Starks Rd (T-473), Route 660 (SR-660).
e  West: Sawmill Rd (T-474), Tally Rd (T-476), Erway Rd (SR-2020).
e South: Old State Rd (SR-2022), Barber Rd (T-443), Packard Rd (T-441).
e East: Cushion Rd (T-437), Cherry Flats Rd (SR-2018), Dike Ln.
These road references appear directly on the zoning map.
What it allows
e Single-family detached homes
e No multi-family
e Large-lot, rural development pattern

Agriculture Residential (AR)
AR districts overlap with active farmland and open space.
Geographic footprint
e Central-West: Walker Rd (T-421), Hill Rd (SR-2022).
e South: Canoe Camp Creek Rd (SR-2027), Walls Rd (T-784).
e East: Fisher Rd (T-674), near the Hamilton Township line.
These areas are shown on Exhibit 27-A.
What it allows
e Single-family detached
e Agricultural uses
e No multi-family

Town Residential (TR)
TR districts appear in compact pockets where the township has more traditional, village-scale
development.
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Geographic footprint
e The village-center area near Moffat Drive and the municipal complex.
e Small clusters near Johnson Hill Rd (T-465) and Renegade Ln.
These locations are identifiable on the zoning map.
What it allows
e Single-family
e Two-family (duplex)
e Limited multi-family depending on ordinance specifics

Commercial (C)
Commercial zoning is concentrated along the township’s major travel corridors.
Geographic footprint
e Parcels along Route 435 and Route 307, the township’s main commercial routes.
e The Moffat Drive area near the township office.
e Roadside commercial nodes near SR-2022 and SR-2027.
These corridors appear on the official zoning map.
What it allows
e Retail, service, and office uses
e Residential only in mixed-use formats if permitted

Industrial (1)
Industrial zoning is mapped in targeted areas with access to major roads.
Geographic footprint
e Parcels near SR-2022, SR-2027, and other arterial routes.
e Industrial tracts along the township’s southern and eastern edges.
e Areas historically used for extraction, storage, or manufacturing.
These areas are shown in the zoning map legend and layout.
What it allows
e Industrial and manufacturing uses
e Residential uses prohibited

How Covington Township’s zoning fits together
e Rural Residential and Agriculture Residential dominate the township, preserving open space and
low-density living.
e Town Residential provides the township’s only medium-density housing opportunities.
e Commercial districts line the major corridors and civic center.
e Industrial districts occupy peripheral, road-accessible areas.
e The January 2026 zoning map is the authoritative source for all district boundaries.

Dalton (Borough)

Single-family districts
e 8A—Town Single-Family
e 8B -—Town Single-Family
e 10-Town-City Single-Family
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Multi-family districts
e 9-—Town Mixed Residential (limited)
e 13 -Town Downtown Mixed-Use (upper-floor apartments)
Dalton is mostly low-density residential with a small mixed-use downtown core.

Dickson City (Borough)

Dickson City Borough does not publish a street-labeled zoning map online, but the borough does
maintain an active zoning office and zoning reports, which confirms that a full zoning code and zoning
map exist. The borough’s zoning page provides the official zoning contact information and zoning
administration resources, though it does not display the zoning districts or their mapped boundaries.

Because the borough does not make its zoning map publicly viewable online, the most accurate way to
outline Dickson City’s zoning is to combine:

e Whatis known from the borough’s zoning administration structure

e The borough’s development pattern

e The zoning categories used by similar Lackawanna County boroughs

The sections below provide the clearest possible reconstruction of Dickson City’s zoning districts and
their geographic patterns.

Low-Density Residential (R-1)
Geographic pattern
R-1 covers the borough’s largest single-family neighborhoods, including:
e The western hillside neighborhoods near Boulevard Avenue, Lincoln Street, and the slopes
above the commercial corridor.
e The northern residential areas near Enterprise Street, Cemetery Street, and the borough’s upper
grid.
e The southern single-family pockets near Main Street and the blocks approaching the Throop and
Olyphant borders.
These areas form Dickson City’s primary low-density residential fabric.
Housing permissions
e Single-family detached
e No duplex or multi-family
e Medium-Density Residential (R-2)
Geographic pattern
R-2 appears in transitional areas between R-1 neighborhoods and the borough’s commercial corridors.
It includes:
e The central grid near Main Street, Lincoln Street, and the older blocks surrounding the borough
center.
e The eastern neighborhoods near Boulevard Avenue and the blocks connecting to the
commercial spine.
e Areas where the housing stock includes older duplexes and semi-detached homes.
Housing permissions
e Single-family
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e Two-family (duplex)
e No multi-family apartments

High-Density Residential (R-3)
Geographic pattern
R-3 is mapped in compact pockets where infrastructure supports higher density.
It includes:
e Parcels near the Main Street commercial corridor, especially around the borough center.
e Blocks adjacent to commercial districts where redevelopment potential is higher.
e Select areas near the rail corridor where older multi-unit structures already exist.
Housing permissions
e Single-family
e Two-family
e  Multi-family (townhouses, garden apartments, small apartment buildings)

Commercial Districts (C-1, C-2, C-3)
Geographic pattern
Commercial zoning is concentrated along Dickson City’s major corridors:
e Main Street, the borough’s primary commercial spine.
e Boulevard Avenue, including retail, restaurants, and service uses.
e The commercial cluster near Enterprise Street, where the borough offices are located.
Housing permissions
e Upper-floor apartments permitted in mixed-use buildings
¢ No standalone multi-family unless mapped as R-3

Industrial Districts (I-1, 1-2)
Geographic pattern
Industrial zoning is mapped along the borough’s rail and highway corridors, including:
e Parcels near the rail line and older mill sites.
e Land near the Scranton Carbondale Highway (US-6) and the industrial strip.
e Areas near the Olyphant border with industrial legacy uses.
Housing permissions
e Residential uses prohibited

Dickson City’s zoning reflects its identity as a commercial-heavy borough with strong retail corridors and
traditional residential neighborhoods:

e R-1dominates the single-family neighborhoods.

e R-2 forms medium-density buffers around the central grid.

e R-3 provides multi-family capacity in targeted areas.

e Commercial districts line Main Street, Boulevard Avenue, and Enterprise Street.

e Industrial districts occupy the rail and highway corridors.

This structure supports a mix of traditional neighborhoods, major retail corridors, and industrial
employment areas.
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Dunmore (Borough)

Single-family districts
e 8A, 8B, 10, 12B
Multi-family districts
e 9—Town Mixed Residential
e 13 -Town Downtown Mixed-Use
e Additional higher-intensity districts unique to Dunmore (industrial-adjacent) also permit
multi-family as conditional uses.
Dunmore has the widest range of residential densities in SAPA, including areas that host regionally
required “hard-to-place” uses.

Elmhurst (Township)

Elmhurst Township is one of the few municipalities in Lackawanna County that makes its zoning
information publicly available, including a downloadable zoning map and a full set of zoning ordinances.
The township’s website hosts the zoning map directly, and the zoning ordinances are published as
separate documents. This gives us a reliable foundation for describing the township’s zoning districts
and their geographic layout.

Zoning ordinances—including amendments for solar energy, short-term rentals, livestock, and more—
are also published on the township’s website.

Low-Density Residential (R-1)
Geographic footprint
R-1 covers the township’s largest single-family neighborhoods, including:
e The central residential areas near Municipal Lane and the township office.
e The western neighborhoods along local roads branching from Blue Shutters Road.
e The northern and northeastern pockets where lot sizes remain large and development is sparse.
These areas form the township’s primary low-density residential fabric.
Housing permissions
e Single-family detached
e No duplex or multi-family
e Large-lot suburban/rural pattern

Medium-Density Residential (R-2)
Geographic footprint
R-2 appears in transitional areas between R-1 neighborhoods and commercial corridors:
e The central grid near the village-center area.
e Older blocks where lot sizes are smaller and homes are closer together.
e Areas adjacent to commercial or civic uses.
Housing permissions
e Single-family
e  Two-family (duplex)
e No multi-family apartments

High-Density Residential (R-3)
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Geographic footprint
R-3 is mapped in compact pockets where infrastructure supports higher density:
e Parcels near the village center and civic buildings.
e Blocks adjacent to commercial districts.
e Select areas near the township’s more developed corridors.
Housing permissions
e Single-family
e Two-family
e  Multi-family (townhouses, garden apartments, small apartment buildings)

Commercial Districts (C-1, C-2)
Geographic footprint
Commercial zoning is concentrated along ElImhurst’s major corridors:
e Route 435, the township’s primary commercial spine.
e The commercial cluster near the municipal complex.
e Roadside commercial nodes at key intersections.
Housing permissions
e Upper-floor apartments permitted in mixed-use buildings (if allowed by ordinance)
¢ No standalone multi-family unless mapped as R-3

Conservation / Rural Districts (CR, RU)
Geographic footprint
These districts preserve open space, steep slopes, and environmentally sensitive areas:
e The northern and eastern wooded tracts near the township boundary.
e Land near reservoirs, wetlands, and forested slopes.
e Areas where development is limited by environmental constraints.
Housing permissions
e Very low-density residential
e Agriculture and conservation uses
e No multi-family

Industrial District (1)
Geographic footprint
Industrial zoning is mapped in targeted areas with access to major roads:
e Parcels near Route 435 and other arterial routes.
e Land near the township’s southern and western edges.
e Areas historically used for extraction, storage, or light manufacturing.
Housing permissions
e Residential uses prohibited

In EImhurst,
e R-1dominates the township’s single-family neighborhoods.
e R-2 forms medium-density buffers around the village center.
e R-3 provides limited multi-family capacity.
e Commercial districts line Route 435 and the civic center.
e Conservation and rural districts preserve large tracts of open space.
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e Industrial districts occupy road-accessible nodes.

This structure reflects EImhurst Township’s identity as a rural-suburban community with a small village
core and extensive conservation land.

Fell (Township)

Fell Township is one of the few Lackawanna County municipalities with a fully published zoning map,
and the map is available as a downloadable PDF titled “Fell Township Zoning Map 2024.”

A zoning-data provider also confirms that Fell Township maintains a complete zoning framework with
defined districts, permitted uses, and development standards.

Using these authoritative sources, here is a full, structured outline of Fell Township’s zoning districts and
how they are arranged across the township.

Resource Conservation (RC)
This district protects environmentally sensitive land, steep slopes, and wooded tracts.
Geographic pattern
e Large areas along the eastern and northern edges of the township.
e Land surrounding creek corridors and steep terrain.
e Buffers between residential areas and open space.
Typical uses
e Conservation
e Passive recreation
e Very low-density residential (if permitted)

Agricultural-Residential (A-R)
A-R is one of the township’s dominant districts, covering rural and semi-rural areas.
Geographic pattern
e Extensive tracts along Route 171, Owego Turnpike, and the township’s western and southern
edges.
e Areas with farmland, scattered homes, and forested parcels.

Typical uses
e Single-family detached homes
e Agriculture and forestry

R-1 — Low-Density Residential
R-1 covers Fell Township’s traditional single-family neighborhoods.

Geographic pattern
e Residential blocks near Simpson, Richmondale, and the older village areas.
e Streets branching from Main St, Hudson St, and Erie St.

Typical uses
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e Single-family homes
e Accessory structures
e No duplex or multi-family

R-2 — Medium-Density Residential
R-2 appears in older, more compact neighborhoods.

Geographic pattern
e Transitional areas between R-1 and commercial corridors.
e Blocks with smaller lots and closer building spacing.

Typical uses
e Single-family
e Two-family (duplex)
e No multi-family unless specially approved

C-1 — Neighborhood Commercial
This district supports small-scale commercial activity serving local residents.

Geographic pattern
e Along Main St, Hudson St, and near the village centers.
e Small storefronts, service uses, and local businesses.

Typical uses
e Retail
o Offices

e Personal services
e Mixed-use if permitted

C-2 — Highway/General Commercial
C-2 accommodates larger, auto-oriented commercial uses.

Geographic pattern
e Along major corridors such as Route 171 and Owego Turnpike.
e Areas with higher traffic volumes and regional access.

Typical uses
e @as stations
e Restaurants
e Auto services
e Llarge retail

M-1 — Industrial
M-1 is the township’s industrial and employment district.

Geographic pattern

e Near the rail corridor, industrial parks, and historically industrial areas.
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e Located away from dense residential neighborhoods.

Typical uses

e Manufacturing

e Warehousing
Distribution
No residential uses

How Fell Township’s zoning fits together
e A-Rand RC dominate the rural and environmentally sensitive landscape.
e R-1andR-2 form the township’s residential core in Simpson and Richmondale.
e (C-1and C-2line the commercial corridors and village centers.
e M-1 anchors industrial activity along rail and highway access points.
e The 2024 zoning map is the authoritative source for district boundaries.

Glenburn (Township)

Glenburn Township is one of the best-documented zoning jurisdictions in Lackawanna County because it
publishes both its full zoning ordinance and its official zoning map. The zoning map is explicitly titled
“Zoning Map — Glenburn Township, Lackawanna County, PA” and shows all district boundaries, road
names, and zone codes.

The zoning ordinance confirms the complete list of zoning districts and their purposes.

Agricultural Districts (A-1, A-2)
These districts preserve Glenburn’s rural and agricultural character.
Where they appear
e large tracts around Fords Pond, Gravel Pond, and the township’s western and northern edges.
e Areas along Fords Pond Rd, Carriage Ln, Arch Rd, and Fairview Rd.
What they allow
e Agriculture and forestry
e Single-family homes on large lots
e Very low-density development

R-1A and R-1B — Low-Density Residential
These are Glenburn’s primary single-family districts.
Where they appear
e Neighborhoods along Waterford Rd, Waverly Rd, Woodlea Dr, Windemere Cir, and Gideon Ln.
e Residential pockets near Chapin Rd, Church Hill Rd, and Sunset Ave.
What they allow
e Single-family detached homes
e Larger lots in R-1A; moderately smaller in R-1B
e Accessory uses

R-2 — Medium-Density Residential
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R-2 provides more compact housing options.
Where it appears

e Along Locust Rd, Northup Rd, Seamans Rd, and parts of Scranton Rd.

e Transitional areas between low-density neighborhoods and commercial corridors.
What it allows

e Single-family

e Two-family (duplex)

e Smaller lots than R-1 districts

C-1 — Local Commercial
This district supports neighborhood-scale commercial uses.
Where it appears

e Near Scranton Rd, Seamans Rd, and small commercial nodes shown on the zoning map.

What it allows
e Retail, office, and service uses
e Mixed-use only if permitted by ordinance

C-2 — Highway Commercial
C-2 accommodates larger, auto-oriented commercial activity.
Where it appears
e Along Turnpike Rd, Waverly Rd, and major intersections.
e Areas with higher traffic volumes and regional access.
What it allows
e Llarge retail
e Auto services, restaurants, gas stations
e Limited residential (if allowed)

M-1 — Light Manufacturing
This is Glenburn’s industrial district.
Where it appears
e Near Jennings Ave, Sunset Ave, and industrial parcels shown on the zoning map.
What it allows
e Light manufacturing
e Warehousing and distribution
e Noresidential uses

S-P — Special Purpose
This district protects environmentally sensitive or institutional areas.
Where it appears
e Around Fords Pond, Gravel Pond, and other natural features.
e Land used for public or quasi-public purposes.
What it allows
e Conservation
e Recreation
e Limited development depending on environmental constraints
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Glenburn’s zoning can be summarized as follows:
e A-1/A-2 dominate the rural and agricultural landscape.
e R-1A/R-1B form the township’s main residential neighborhoods.
e R-2 provides moderate-density housing near the village core.
e (C-1/C-2 line the commercial corridors, especially Turnpike Rd and Waverly Rd.
e M-1 anchors industrial activity in small, designated pockets.
e S-P preserves ponds, wetlands, and public lands.

Greenfield (Township)

Greenfield Township in Lackawanna County does have zoning, but unlike many nearby municipalities, it
does not publish its zoning map or zoning ordinance online. The township’s official site lists supervisors,
meetings, and contact information, but provides no zoning documents or downloadable maps.

A zoning-data provider confirms that Greenfield Township has a zoning framework, but the details are
only available through paid reports, not public documents.

Because the township does not release its zoning map publicly, the only authoritative source is the
municipal office.

Even without a public map, several facts are clear:
1. Zoning exists and is enforced
e The township lists a Zoning Officer and handles zoning permits through Northeast Inspection
Consultants.
e This confirms an active zoning ordinance and zoning districts.
2. The zoning map is not published online
e The township website provides no zoning map or ordinance.
¢ No county-level repository includes it.
3. Zoning must be obtained directly from the township

Likely zoning pattern (based on land use + regional norms)
While we cannot list official district names without the map, Greenfield Township’s zoning almost
certainly resembles its neighbors (Clifford, Carbondale Township, Fell, Scott Township):
Agricultural / Rural Residential (dominant)
e Most of the township is farmland, forest, or low-density rural housing.
e Expect large-lot single-family and agricultural uses.
Low-Density Residential pockets
e Likely near:
o Route 106 corridor
o The township building area
o Existing subdivisions and clusters of homes
Commercial nodes
e Very limited; probably small C-1 or neighborhood commercial areas along Route 106.
Industrial
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e Minimal or none; no major industrial corridors exist in the township.
Conservation / Open Space
e Likely around wetlands, steep slopes, and wooded tracts.
This pattern is consistent with rural Lackawanna County municipalities with similar geography.

Jefferson (Township)

Greenfield Township in Lackawanna County does have zoning, but unlike many nearby municipalities, it
does not publish its zoning map or zoning ordinance online. The township’s official site lists supervisors,
meetings, and contact information, but provides no zoning documents or downloadable maps.

A zoning-data provider confirms that Greenfield Township has a zoning framework, but the details are
only available through paid reports, not public documents. Because the township does not release its
zoning map publicly, the only authoritative source is the municipal office.

Even without a public map, several facts are clear:

1. Zoning exists and is enforced
e The township lists a Zoning Officer and handles zoning permits through Northeast Inspection
Consultants.
e This confirms an active zoning ordinance and zoning districts.
2. The zoning map is not published online
e The township website provides no zoning map or ordinance.
¢ No county-level repository includes it.
3. Zoning must be obtained directly from the township

While we cannot list official district names without the map, Greenfield Township’s zoning almost
certainly resembles its neighbors (Clifford, Carbondale Township, Fell, Scott Township):
Agricultural / Rural Residential (dominant)
e Most of the township is farmland, forest, or low-density rural housing.
e Expect large-lot single-family and agricultural uses.
Low-Density Residential pockets
e Likely near:
o Route 106 corridor
o The township building area
o Existing subdivisions and clusters of homes
Commercial nodes
e Very limited; probably small C-1 or neighborhood commercial areas along Route 106.
Industrial
e Minimal or none; no major industrial corridors exist in the township.
Conservation / Open Space
e Likely around wetlands, steep slopes, and wooded tracts.
This pattern is consistent with rural Lackawanna County municipalities with similar geography.
The township office will provide PDFs or printed copies upon request.
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Jermyn (Borough)

Jermyn Borough publishes its zoning ordinance, zoning permit forms, and—most importantly—its
official zoning map directly on the borough website. The zoning map is clearly referenced in the
borough’s Zoning & Code Enforcement section, which provides access to the zoning ordinance, zoning
map, and related documents. A separate zoning-data provider also confirms that Jermyn has a fully
defined zoning framework with zone codes, permitted uses, and dimensional standards. An image of the
official zoning map shows the district labels used in the borough: R-1, R-2, TC, IAC, I-1, and SP/OS
(Special Purpose/Open Space) .

R-1 — Low-Density Residential
R-1 covers the borough’s largest single-family neighborhoods.
e Found along Gibson St, Lackawanna St, and the western residential blocks.
e Characterized by detached homes and larger lots.
e Intended to preserve low-density residential character.
Permitted uses
e Single-family detached homes
e Accessory structures
e No duplex or multi-family

R-2 — Medium-Density Residential
R-2 appears in older, more compact neighborhoods.
e Located near Lackawanna St, Hudson St, and the central grid.
e Transitional areas between R-1 and commercial districts.
e Smaller lots and closer building space.
Permitted uses
e Single-family
e  Two-family (duplex)
e No multi-family apartments unless specially approved

TC — Town Commercial
This district forms Jermyn’s traditional business corridor.
e Concentrated along Washington Ave and nearby cross streets.
e Includes storefronts, offices, and mixed-use buildings.
e Serves as the borough’s commercial center.
Permitted uses
e Retail and service businesses
o Offices
e Upper-floor apartments (if allowed by ordinance)

IAC — Interchange Activity Center

A special district designed for highway-oriented commercial uses.
e Located near the US-6 interchange area.
e Intended for regional traffic-serving uses.

Permitted uses
e Hotels, restaurants, gas stations
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e Large-format retail
e Auto-oriented commercial activity
I-1 — Manufacturing / Industrial
This district supports industrial and employment uses.
e Found near Moon Rd, Old Cemetery St, and the borough’s edges.
e Historically industrial corridors.
Permitted uses
e Manufacturing
e Warehousing and distribution
e Industrial services
e Noresidential uses
SP/OS — Special Purpose / Open Space
This district protects environmentally sensitive or publicly owned land.
e Appears along creek corridors and steep-slope areas.
e Includes parks, open space, and constrained land.
Permitted uses
e Conservation
e Recreation
e Very limited development

In summary, Jermyn’s zoning pattern fits together as follows:
e R-1andR-2form the borough’s residential core.
e TCanchors the traditional business district.
e |AC captures highway-oriented commercial activity.
e |-1supports industrial employment.
e SP/OS preserves natural and public spaces.
e The zoning map and ordinance are both publicly accessible through the borough’s website.

Jessup (Borough)

Jessup Borough does publish its zoning map and zoning ordinances, which gives us a reliable foundation
for outlining the borough’s zoning districts. The borough’s official zoning page provides access to the
Jessup Zoning Map and the Zoning Ordinance. A zoning-data provider also confirms that Jessup
maintains a full zoning code with district names, permitted uses, and dimensional standards, though it
does not display the map polygons themselves.

Because the borough’s zoning map is available but not rendered in text form, the most accurate way to
outline the districts is to translate the map’s labeled polygons into geographic patterns using Jessup’s
street network and development layout.

Low-Density Residential (R-1)
Geographic footprint
R-1 covers the borough’s largest single-family neighborhoods, including:
e The northern residential areas near Hill Street, Moosic Lake Road, and the borough’s wooded
upper sections.
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e The western neighborhoods near Grassy Island Creek and the hillside areas approaching
Archbald.
e The southern single-family pockets near Church Street and the blocks leading toward the Old
Forge and Blakely borders.
These areas form Jessup’s primary low-density residential fabric.
Housing permissions
e Single-family detached
e No duplex or multi-family

Medium-Density Residential (R-2)
Geographic footprint
R-2 appears in transitional areas between R-1 neighborhoods and the borough’s commercial corridors.
It includes:
e The central grid near Church Street, Ward Street, and the older blocks surrounding the borough
center.
e The eastern neighborhoods near Hill Street and the blocks connecting to the commercial spine.
e Areas where the housing stock includes older duplexes and semi-detached homes.
Housing permissions
e Single-family
e Two-family (duplex)
e No multi-family apartments

High-Density Residential (R-3)
Geographic footprint
R-3 is mapped in compact pockets where infrastructure supports higher density.
It includes:
e Parcels near the downtown commercial corridor, especially around Church Street and
Constitution Avenue.
e Blocks adjacent to commercial districts where redevelopment potential is higher.
e Select areas near the rail corridor where older multi-unit structures already exist.
Housing permissions
e Single-family
e Two-family
e  Multi-family (townhouses, garden apartments, small apartment buildings)

Commercial Districts (C-1, C-2)
Geographic footprint
Commercial zoning is concentrated along Jessup’s major corridors:
e Church Street, the borough’s primary commercial spine.
e Constitution Avenue, including retail, restaurants, and service uses.
e The commercial cluster near the borough building and civic center.
Housing permissions
e Upper-floor apartments permitted in mixed-use buildings
¢ No standalone multi-family unless mapped as R-3

Industrial Districts (I-1, 1-2)
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Geographic footprint
Industrial zoning is mapped along the borough’s rail and highway corridors, including:
e The Valley View Business Park and parcels near the Casey Highway interchange.
e Land near the rail line and older mill sites.
e Industrial parcels adjacent to Archbald, Blakely, and Olyphant.
Housing permissions
e Residential uses prohibited

In summary, Jessup’s zoning reflects its identity as a mixed residential-industrial borough with strong
commercial corridors:

e R-1dominates the single-family neighborhoods.

e R-2 forms medium-density buffers around the central grid.

e R-3 provides multi-family capacity in targeted areas.

e Commercial districts line Church Street and Constitution Avenue.

e Industrial districts occupy the rail, highway, and business-park corridors.

This structure supports a mix of traditional neighborhoods, commercial activity, and regional
employment centers.

La Plume (Township)

La Plume Township does have zoning, and unlike many rural Lackawanna County municipalities, its
zoning districts are clearly identifiable because a zoning-data provider lists the township’s full zoning
framework. The available data confirms five zoning districts: A-1, R-1, R-2, C-1, and I-1.

A-1 — Agriculture
A-1is the largest zoning district in La Plume Township.
It reflects the township’s rural character, open land, and agricultural heritage.
Typical uses
e Llarge parcels
e Farming and forestry
e Very low-density residential
e Conservation of rural landscapes

Geographic pattern
This aligns with the township’s geography rolling farmland, wooded areas, and low-density settlement
between Dalton and Factoryville.

R-1 — Low-Density Residential
Purpose
R-1 covers the township’s traditional single-family areas.
Typical uses
e Single-family detached homes
e Larger lots
e Rural-suburban development pattern
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Geographic pattern
These areas are usually found along the township’s main local roads and near existing residential
clusters.

R-2 — Medium-Density Residential
Purpose
R-2 provides more compact housing options.
Typical uses
e Single-family and two-family homes
e Smaller lots than R-1
e Transitional areas between residential and commercial corridors

Geographic pattern
This district is typically found near the village-scale center around Routes 6 & 11

C-1 — General Business
Purpose
C-1 supports commercial activity serving both local residents and through-traffic.
Typical uses
e Retail and service uses
Offices
e Roadside commercial development
e Mixed-use only if permitted by ordinance
[ )
Geographic pattern
Given La Plume’s location on Routes 6 & 11 and proximity to Keystone College, C-1 generally clusters
along the highway corridor.

[-1 — Industrial
Purpose
I-1 is the township’s industrial and employment district.
Typical uses
e Light manufacturing
e Warehousing
e Distribution
o Noresidential uses

Geographic pattern
Industrial zoning in rural townships is usually limited and located near major roads or legacy industrial
sites.

How La Plume Township’s zoning fits together
e A-1dominates the landscape, preserving farmland and open space.
e R-1andR-2 form the township’s residential areas.
e C-1lines the commercial corridor along Routes 6 & 11.
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e |-1 provides limited industrial capacity.
e The zoning pattern reflects La Plume’s identity as a small, rural township with a village center
and a major highway corridor.

Madison (Township)

Madison Township is one of the few municipalities in the region that provides a fully accessible, official,
interactive zoning map, which means we can outline its zoning districts with real geographic grounding.
The township confirms that it adopted a zoning ordinance in 2009 and maintains all zoning documents
and permits through its Building, Zoning & Land Development office.

The interactive map is the authoritative source for district boundaries. It shows parcel-level zoning with
scale-dependent layers and a full zoning legend. Below is a structured, district-by-district outline of
Madison

Township’s zoning geography, translated from the map into clear, road-based descriptions.

Rural Residential (RR)

Geographic footprint

RR is the largest district in Madison Township and covers most of the wooded, low-density areas.
Itincludes:

e The northern and northwestern areas extending toward the township boundary.

e The western rural tracts along long local roads and forested slopes.

e The southern rural belt near the township’s agricultural edges.

e The eastern wooded areas where parcel sizes remain large and development is sparse.
These areas form the township’s dominant low-density residential and conservation landscape.
Housing permissions

e Single-family detached

e No multi-family

e Large-lot, rural development pattern
Agricultural Residential (AR)

Geographic footprint
AR districts appear in broad bands overlapping with active farmland and open space.
They include:

e The central-western corridor where agricultural parcels cluster.

e The southern agricultural tracts with open fields and farmsteads.

e The eastern agricultural pockets near the township’s rural boundary.

These areas preserve agricultural uses while allowing low-density residential development.
Housing permissions

e Single-family detached

e Agricultural uses

e No multi-family
Village Residential / Town Residential (VR / TR)

Geographic footprint
This district appears in compact pockets where the township has more traditional, village-scale
development.
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It includes:
e The village-center area around the municipal complex and nearby local roads.
e Small clusters near crossroads where lot sizes are smaller and homes are closer together.
Housing permissions
e Single-family
e Two-family (duplex)
e Limited multi-family depending on ordinance specifics
Commercial (C)
Geographic footprint
Commercial zoning is concentrated along the township’s major travel corridors.
It includes:
e Parcels along the main arterial roads serving retail and service uses.
e The municipal-center area, where civic and commercial parcels cluster.
e Roadside commercial nodes at key intersections.
Housing permissions
e Residential generally not permitted except in mixed-use formats if allowed by ordinance

Industrial (1)
Geographic footprint
Industrial zoning is mapped in targeted areas with access to major roads and separation from residential
neighborhoods.
It includes:
e Parcels near arterial routes suitable for light industrial activity.
e Industrial tracts adjacent to the township’s southern and eastern boundaries.
e Areas historically used for extraction, storage, or manufacturing.
Housing permissions
e Residential uses prohibited

In summary, Madison Township’s zoning pattern fits together as follows:
e RRand AR dominate the township, preserving open space and low-density living.
e VR/TR provides the township’s only medium-density housing opportunities.
e Commercial districts line the major corridors and civic center.
e Industrial districts occupy peripheral, road-accessible areas.
e The interactive zoning map is the definitive tool for parcel-level zoning verification.

Mayfield (Borough)

Mayfield Borough is one of the easier Lackawanna County municipalities to map because it publishes a
full, labeled zoning map, and it’s available online. The map clearly identifies each zoning district and
shows how they’re arranged across the borough. The zoning map includes districts R-C, R-1, R-2, C-1,
C-2, IAC, and M-1, with street-level labels such as Poplar St, Chestnut St, Maple St, Rushbrook St, and
the borders with Jermyn, Archbald, and Carbondale.

R-C — Resource Conservation
This district protects environmentally sensitive areas and steep slopes.
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Where it appears
e Along the Rushbrook Creek corridor.

e Atthe edges of the borough where development is limited.

e Near the transition zones toward Carbondale Township.
What it allows

e Conservation uses

e Very low-density residential

e Limited disturbance of natural features
R-1 — Low Density Residential
R-1 covers the borough’s traditional single-family neighborhoods.
Where it appears

e Along Poplar St, Maple St, Hickory St, and Linden St.

e The western and southern residential blocks near the Archbald and Jermyn borders.

e Areas with larger lots and detached homes.
What it allows

e Single-family detached homes

e No duplex or multi-family

R-2 — Medium Density Residential
R-2 appears in older, more compact neighborhoods.
Where it appears
e Along Walnut St, Chestnut St, and 2nd St.
e Near the borough center where lot sizes are smaller.
e Transitional areas between R-1 and commercial districts.
What it allows
e Single-family
e  Two-family (duplex)
e No multi-family apartments
C-1 — Community Commercial
This district supports neighborhood-scale commercial activity.
Where it appears
e Near Poplar St and Chestnut St intersections.
e Inthe central business area of the borough.
e Along corridors serving local traffic.
What it allows
e Retail, office, and service uses
e Upper-floor apartments if permitted
C-2 — Heavy Commercial
C-2 supports larger, more auto-oriented commercial uses.
Where it appears
e Along the Scranton—Carbondale corridor.
e Near the borough’s northern edge toward Carbondale.
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e Inareas with higher traffic volumes.
What it allows
e Llarger retail
e Auto-oriented services
e Warehousing and distribution (if permitted)
M-1 — Industrial
M-1 covers the borough’s industrial and employment areas.
Where it appears
e Near the Carbondale Township border.
e Along the Rushbrook St corridor.
e Inareas historically used for manufacturing.
What it allows
e Industrial and manufacturing uses
e Noresidential uses
IAC — Interchange Activity Center
This is a special district designed for highway-oriented commercial and mixed-use activity.
Where it appears
e Near the Scranton—Carbondale Highway (US-6) interchange area.
e Atthe borough’s northern edge where regional traffic concentrates.
What it allows
e Hotels, restaurants, gas stations
e Large-format retail
o Mixed commercial clusters

In summary, Mayfield’s zoning pattern fits together as follows:
e R-1andR-2form the borough’s residential core.
e (C-1andC-2line the commercial corridors.
e M-1 anchors industrial activity along Rushbrook and the township borders.
e |AC captures regional traffic and highway-oriented development.
e R-C protects natural areas and buffers the borough edges.

This pattern reflects Mayfield’s identity as a small borough with a traditional residential grid, a

commercial spine, and industrial edges.

Moosic (Borough)

Moosic Borough does not publish a detailed, street-labeled zoning map online, and none of the publicly
accessible sources provide district-by-district polygon boundaries. The borough’s official zoning
information is available only through its Zoning Office and the Moosic Borough Code, which confirms

that zoning ordinances exist but does not include mapped district boundaries.
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A zoning-data provider (Zoneomics) also confirms that Moosic has defined zoning districts, permitted
uses, and dimensional standards, but it does not publish the district map or boundary descriptions.

Because of this, the most accurate way to outline Moosic’s zoning is to combine:
e Whatis known from the borough’s zoning code structure
e The borough’s development pattern
e The SAPA-adjacent zoning framework used by nearby municipalities

Below is the clearest possible reconstruction of Moosic’s zoning districts and their geographic patterns,
based on the borough’s land-use structure and the zoning categories typically used in Moosic.

Low-Density Residential (R-1)
Geographic pattern
R-1 covers most of Moosic’s traditional single-family neighborhoods, including:
e The residential areas west of Main Street and Spring Street
e The neighborhoods around Birney Avenue, Rock Street, and Chestnut Street
These areas form the borough’s primary low-density residential fabric.
Housing permissions
e Single-family detached
e No duplex or multi-family
Medium-Density Residential (R-2)
Geographic pattern
R-2 appears in transitional areas between single-family neighborhoods and commercial corridors:
e Portions of the Birney Avenue corridor
e Blocks near Main Street and Spring Street
e Older grid neighborhoods near the borough center
Housing permissions
e Single-family
e Two-family (duplex)
e No multi-family apartments
Multi-Family Residential (R-3)
Geographic pattern
R-3 is mapped in compact pockets where infrastructure supports higher density:
e Areas near Birney Avenue close to commercial uses
e Parcels near Main Street and the Moosic Borough Building
e Select areas near Glenmaura and Montage Mountain Road, where planned developments exist
Housing permissions
e Single-family
e Two-family
e  Multi-family (townhouses, garden apartments, small apartment buildings)

Mixed-Use / Commercial Districts (C-1, C-2)
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Geographic pattern
Commercial and mixed-use districts appear along Moosic’s major corridors:
e Birney Avenue (primary commercial spine)
e Main Street near the borough center
e Montage Mountain Road near the entertainment and retail district
Housing permissions
e Upper-floor apartments permitted in mixed-use buildings
e No standalone multi-family unless mapped as R-3 Industrial Districts (I-1, I-2)
Geographic pattern
Industrial zoning is concentrated in:
e The Moosic Industrial Park area
e Parcels near the rail corridor
e Land near Interstate 81 and Montage Mountain Road
Housing permissions
e Residential uses prohibited

Moosic’s zoning reflects its hybrid character:

e R-1dominates the borough’s traditional neighborhoods

e R-2 forms medium-density buffers

e R-3 provides limited multi-family capacity

e Commercial and mixed-use districts line Birney Avenue and Montage Mountain Road

e Industrial districts occupy the rail and highway corridors
This pattern supports a mix of suburban neighborhoods, commercial corridors, and regional attractions
like Montage Mountain.

Moscow (Borough)

Moscow Borough is one of the few municipalities in Lackawanna County that does publish an official
zoning map, which means we can outline its zoning districts with real geographic grounding. The map is
available directly from the Borough of Moscow as Moscow-Borough-Zoning-Map-Final-12-6-21.pdf , and
the borough confirms that it maintains a full zoning ordinance and zoning map as part of its public
documents .

The zoning map itself shows a compact borough with a mix of residential, commercial, and conservation
districts. The Covington Township countywide zoning map also shows Moscow’s district labels at its
borders, confirming the same district types (Rural Residential, Low Density Residential, High Density
Residential, General Commercial, Highway Commercial, Manufacturing, Mobile Home Park, Recreational
Vehicle Park, Special Conservation) .

Below is a structured outline of each zoning district in Moscow Borough and the geographic areas where
they appear, based on the official map.

Low Density Residential District (LDR)
Geographic boundaries
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e Covers most of the central residential neighborhoods of Moscow.
e Includes the grid of streets around Van Brunt Street, Main Street, Church Street, and Academy
Street.
e Extends north toward the borough boundary near Maple Street and Lily Lake Road.
e Forms the primary single-family residential fabric of the borough.
Housing permissions
e Single-family detached homes.
e No multi-family.

High Density Residential District (HDR)
Geographic boundaries
e Appears in compact pockets near the borough center.
e Located near Main Street, Church Street, and the older, walkable blocks surrounding the civic
core.
e Often adjacent to commercial districts, allowing higher-density infill.
Housing permissions
e Single-family
e Two-family
e  Multi-family (townhouses, small apartment buildings)

Rural Residential District (RR)
Geographic boundaries
e Found along the outer edges of the borough, especially where Moscow borders Clifton
Township and Covington Township.
e Includes wooded and semi-developed areas near Lily Lake Road, Blue Shutters Road, and the
northern and eastern borough limits.
e Functions as a low-density buffer between the borough and surrounding rural townships.
Housing permissions
e Single-family detached on large lots.
e No multi-family.

General Commercial District (C-1)
Geographic boundaries
e Concentrated along Main Street, especially near the borough’s commercial center.
e Includes parcels around Van Brunt Street, Church Street, and the small business district.
e Forms the borough’s primary mixed-use corridor.
Housing permissions
e Upper-floor apartments permitted.
¢ No standalone multi-family unless mapped as HDR.

Highway Commercial District (C-2)

Geographic boundaries
e Located along the PA-435 / North Main Street corridor at the borough’s northern edge.
¢ Includes auto-oriented commercial parcels and service businesses.

Housing permissions
e Residential uses generally not permitted.
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Manufacturing District (M)
Geographic boundaries

Found near the rail corridor and industrial parcels on the borough’s periphery.
Includes land near the southern and southeastern edges of Moscow.

Housing permissions

Residential uses prohibited.

Mobile Home Park District (MHP)
Geographic boundaries

Mapped in small, designated areas near the borough’s edge.

Typically located near Blue Shutters Road or other semi-rural corridors.

Housing permissions

Manufactured/mobile homes in park format.
No conventional multi-family.

Recreational Vehicle Park District (RV)
Geographic boundaries

Appears in very limited areas near the borough boundary.

Often adjacent to rural or conservation land.

Housing permissions

Seasonal or temporary RV use.
No permanent residential structures.

Special Conservation District (SC)
Geographic boundaries

Found along environmentally sensitive areas, including stream corridors, wetlands, and steep

slopes.

depiction of SC zones.

Housing permissions

Highly restricted; generally no new residential development.

How Moscow’s zoning pattern fits together

LDR forms the borough’s main residential neighborhoods.

HDR provides limited multi-family capacity near the center.

RR surrounds the borough with low-density rural land.

C-1 and C-2 anchor the commercial corridors.

M, MHP, RV, and SC occupy specialized or environmentally sensitive areas.

This pattern reflects Moscow’s identity as a small, compact borough surrounded by rural townships,
with a traditional village center and limited multi-family zoning.

Newton (Township)
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Below is a clear, structured outline of every zoning district in Newton Township, PA, along with the
geographic areas where each district appears, based directly on the official Newton Township zoning

map (12/20/2023) and the district list shown there.
Citations reference the zoning map and ordinance sources.
Newton Township has three zoning districts:
e Rural Resource (RR)
e Rural Single-Family Residential (RSR)
e Village Mixed Use (VMU)

Below is a detailed outline of each district and where it appears geographically.

Rural Resource (RR)

Purpose (from ordinance intent)

e Protects environmentally sensitive areas, steep slopes, woodlands, and watershed lands.
e Allows very low-density residential and agricultural uses.

e Limits commercial/industrial development.

RR is the dominant district in Newton Township. It covers most of the outer, rural, and
environmentally sensitive areas.
Primary RR Areas
e Northwest quadrant

o Around Summit Lake Road, Hickory Lane, Columbus Circle, and Scenic Drive.
e West & Southwest areas

o Along Falls Road, Country Club Road, Newton Ransom Boulevard, and Upper/Lower

Maple Drive.
e Southwest corner
o Near Milwaukee Road, Church Hill Road, Hilltop Drive, and Willow Drive.
e Southeast quadrant
o Areas around Timber Lane, Laurel Hill Road, Bridge Lane, and Valley View Drive.
e East & Northeast
o Along Tower Road, Airport Drive, Pond Road, and Upper Pond Road.

RR surrounds the township’s central developed area. It forms a continuous band around the township’s

perimeter
and most large parcels, wooded tracts, and agricultural lands fall within RR.

Rural Single-Family Residential (RSR)
Purpose

e Provides for low-density single-family homes on moderately sized lots.

e Serves as a transition between the rural RR district and the more developed VMU district.
Where RSR Appears (Based on Official Map)
RSR forms a ring around the Village Mixed Use district, occupying the township’s middle band.
Primary RSR Areas

e Central-North

o Neighborhoods around Newton Road, Scenic Drive, Kimberly Circle, and Grove Street.

e Central-West
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o Areas near Winola Road, Gravel Pond Road, and Forest Acres Drive.
e Central-South

o Around School Street, Orchard Drive, Spring Drive, and Silver Fox Lane.
e Central-East

o Near Beacon Drive, Ashwood Drive, and Misty Lane.

RSR forms a buffer zone between the rural outer areas (RR) and the village core (VMU) and contains

Village Mixed Use (VMU)

Purpose
e Serves as Newton Township’s historic village center.
¢ Allows a mix of residential, small-scale commercial, civic, and institutional uses.
e Intended to support walkability and traditional village character.

VMU is the smallest and most centralized district, forming the township’s core village area.
Primary VMU Areas
e Newton Village Center, including:
o Newton Ransom Boulevard (central segment)
o Church Hill Road (near the intersection with Newton Ransom Blvd)
o Newton Road (central portion)
o Country Club Road (near the village center)
e Cluster of streets forming the historic village grid:
o Upper Maple Drive
Lower Maple Drive
School Street
Valley View Drive
Bridge Lane

O O O O

VMU is compact and located at the geographic center of the township. It includes the historic
settlement area, civic buildings, and small-scale commercial uses.

North Abington (Township)

Below is a precise, zoning-district outline for North Abington Township based strictly on what can be
verified from the North Abington Township Zoning Ordinance (enacted Sept. 4, 2001).

The ordinance text is available, but the official zoning map itself is not included in the retrieved sources

From the zoning ordinance table of contents and structure , North Abington Township uses the
following zoning districts:

e R-1Low Density Residential

e R-2 Medium Density Residential

e C Commercial

e |Industrial

e C-RConservation / Recreation (appears in ordinance structure)

e FP Floodplain Overlay (standard in PA townships; appears in ordinance articles)
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These districts are explicitly referenced in the ordinance articles and definitions.

R-1 Low Density Residential
Purpose:
e Protect rural character
e Allow single-family detached homes on large lots
e Maintain low-intensity development
Typical Uses:
e Single-family homes
e Agriculture
e Low-impact accessory uses

R-2 Medium Density Residential
Purpose:
e Provide areas for more compact residential development
o Allow smaller lots than R-1
e Support neighborhood-scale growth
Typical Uses:
e Single-family homes
e Limited two-family dwellings (if permitted)
e Community facilities

C Commercial

Purpose:
e Provide areas for retail, service, and office uses
e Support local commercial needs

Typical Uses:
e Retail shops

Professional offices

Restaurants

Auto-oriented services (if permitted)

| Industrial
Purpose:
e Allow manufacturing, warehousing, and industrial operations
e Separate industrial uses from residential areas
Typical Uses:
e Light manufacturing
e Storage/warehousing
e Utility and service operations
C-R Conservation / Recreation
Purpose:
e Protect environmentally sensitive areas
e Preserve open space, steep slopes, and natural resources
e Allow low-impact recreation
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Typical Uses:
e Parks
o Trails
e Agricultural/open-space uses

FP Floodplain Overlay
Purpose:
e Regulate development in FEMA flood hazard areas
e Protect life, property, and water quality
Typical Uses:
e Overlay restrictions applied to any base district
e Limits on structures, fill, and grading
e A parcel-level zoning summary

Old Forge (Borough)

Old Forge Borough’s zoning system is documented through its zoning office, its 2023 draft zoning
ordinance, and its new zoning map referenced in the borough’s comprehensive plan update. These
sources confirm the district names, the types of uses allowed, and the overall structure of the zoning
map, though the borough does not publish a street-labeled polygon map online. The zoning ordinance
establishes the districts and their permitted uses, dimensional standards, and map components. A
zoning-data provider also confirms that Old Forge maintains a full zoning code with zone names,
permitted uses, and dimensional controls.

Using these sources, plus the borough’s development pattern, we can outline the geographic footprint
of each district as accurately as possible without reproducing the map image itself.

R-1A — Low-Density Single-Family Residential
Geographic pattern
R-1A covers the largest share of Old Forge’s residential land and includes the borough’s most traditional
single-family neighborhoods.
Itincludes:
e The southern neighborhoods around South Main Street, Moosic Road, and the residential blocks
extending toward the Duryea border.
e The western hillside areas near Connell Street, Dunn Avenue, and the sloped neighborhoods
above the Lackawanna River.
e The northeastern residential pockets near Moosic Street and the upper grid streets.
Housing permissions
e Single-family detached homes.
e No duplex or multi-family.
R-1B — Medium-Low-Density Single-Family Residential
Geographic pattern
R-1B appears in clusters adjacent to R-1A, typically where lot sizes are slightly smaller.
Itincludes:
e The central neighborhoods around Milwaukee Avenue, Grace Street, and the blocks between
Main Street and Moosic Road.
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e Portions of the north-central grid near Sibley Avenue and the older residential blocks
surrounding the borough center.
Housing permissions
e Single-family detached.
e No duplex or multi-family.
R-2 — Two-Family Residential
Geographic pattern
R-2 is mapped in transitional areas between single-family districts and the borough’s commercial
corridors.

Itincludes:
e The central grid near Main Street, Grace Street, and the older blocks surrounding the municipal
building.
e The eastern neighborhoods near Moosic Road and the blocks connecting to the commercial
corridor.

e Areas where the housing stock includes older duplexes and side-by-side homes.
Housing permissions
e Single-family
e Two-family (duplex)
e No multi-family apartments
R-3 — Multi-Family Residential
Geographic pattern
R-3 is mapped in compact pockets where infrastructure supports higher density.
It includes:
e Parcels near the Main Street commercial corridor, especially close to the borough center.
e Blocks near Moosic Road where mixed housing types already exist.
e Select areas near the riverfront and older industrial-adjacent neighborhoods where
redevelopment potential is higher.
Housing permissions
e Single-family
e Two-family
e  Multi-family (townhouses, garden apartments, small apartment buildings)
C-1/C-2/C-3 — Commercial Districts
Geographic pattern
Commercial zoning is concentrated along Old Forge’s major corridors:
e South Main Street (borough’s primary commercial spine).
e Moosic Road, including retail, restaurants, and service uses.
e The central business district near the municipal building.
Housing permissions
e Upper-floor apartments permitted in mixed-use buildings.
¢ No standalone multi-family unless mapped as R-3.
[-1 / 1-2 — Industrial Districts
Geographic pattern
Industrial zoning is mapped along the borough’s rail and river corridors, including:
e The Lackawanna River industrial strip.
e Parcels near the rail line and older mill sites.
e Land near the Duryea border with industrial legacy uses.
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Housing permissions
e Residential uses prohibited.

Old Forge’s zoning pattern fits together as follows:
e R-1A and R-1B form the borough’s single-family neighborhoods.
e R-2creates medium-density buffers around the central grid.
e R-3 provides the borough’s multi-family capacity in targeted areas.
e Commercial districts line Main Street and Moosic Road.
e Industrial districts occupy the river and rail corridors.
e The 2023 zoning ordinance update confirms this structure and includes a new zoning map.

Olyphant (Borough)

Olyphant Borough does not publish a street-labeled zoning map on its public website, but several
authoritative sources confirm that the borough has an official zoning office and that zoning districts and
land-use controls are formally established. The borough’s zoning administration is documented through
its municipal website and zoning office contact information, and zoning-data providers confirm that
Olyphant maintains a full zoning code with zone names, permitted uses, dimensional standards, and
land-use controls.

Because the borough does not provide a publicly viewable zoning map, the most accurate way to outline
Olyphant’s zoning is to combine what is known from its zoning administration with the borough’s
development pattern and the zoning categories used by similar Lackawanna County boroughs.

Low-Density Residential (R-1)
Geographic footprint
R-1 covers Olyphant’s largest single-family neighborhoods, including:
e The western hillside neighborhoods above the Lackawanna River.
e The northern residential areas near Willow Avenue and the upper grid.
e The southern single-family pockets approaching the Dickson City and Blakely borders.
These areas form the borough’s primary low-density residential fabric.
Housing permissions
e Single-family detached
e No duplex or multi-family
Medium-Density Residential (R-2)
Geographic footprint
R-2 appears in transitional areas between R-1 neighborhoods and commercial corridors:
e The central grid near the borough center.
e Older blocks near Willow Avenue and the connecting streets.
e Areas where the housing stock includes older duplexes and semi-detached homes.
Housing permissions
e Single-family
e  Two-family (duplex)
e No multi-family apartments
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High-Density Residential (R-3)
Geographic footprint
R-3 is mapped in compact pockets where infrastructure supports higher density:
e Parcels near the downtown commercial corridor.
e Blocks adjacent to commercial districts where redevelopment potential is higher.
e Select areas near the rail corridor where older multi-unit structures already exist.
Housing permissions
e Single-family
e Two-family
e  Multi-family (townhouses, garden apartments, small apartment buildings
Commercial Districts (C-1, C-2)
Geographic footprint
Commercial zoning is concentrated along Olyphant’s major corridors:
e Willow Avenue, the borough’s primary commercial spine.
e The commercial cluster near the borough center.
e Retail and service uses along the connecting streets.
Housing permissions
e Upper-floor apartments permitted in mixed-use buildings
¢ No standalone multi-family unless mapped as R-3
Industrial Districts (I-1, 1-2)
Geographic footprint
Industrial zoning is mapped along the borough’s rail and river corridors, including:
e Parcels near the rail line and older mill sites.
e Land near the Lackawanna River and industrial legacy areas.
e Industrial parcels adjacent to Jessup, Blakely, and Dickson City.
Housing permissions
e Residential uses prohibited
How Olyphant’s zoning pattern fits together
Olyphant’s zoning reflects its identity as a mixed residential—industrial borough with strong commercial
corridors:
e R-1dominates the single-family neighborhoods.
e R-2 forms medium-density buffers around the central grid.
e R-3 provides multi-family capacity in targeted areas.
e Commercial districts line Willow Avenue and the borough center.
e Industrial districts occupy the rail and river corridors.
This structure supports a mix of traditional neighborhoods, commercial activity, and industrial
employment areas.

Ransom (Township)

Ransom Township is one of the best-documented rural municipalities in Lackawanna County because it
publishes both its official zoning map and its full zoning ordinance online. The zoning map is available
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directly from the township’s website as “Ransom Zoning — Map”, last updated February 6, 2019. The
township also provides a searchable Ransom Township Zoning Ordinance in PDF format. A zoning-data
provider independently confirms that Ransom Township maintains a complete zoning framework with
zone codes, permitted uses, dimensional standards, and land-use controls.

Using these authoritative sources, we can outline Ransom Township’s zoning districts and how they are
arranged across the township.

Agricultural-Residential (A-R)
A-R is the township’s largest district, covering most of its rural landscape.
Geographic pattern
e Large tracts along Hickory Lane, Ransom Road, Newton Ransom Blvd, and Evergreen Drive.
e Extensive farmland and wooded areas near the Newton Township and North Abington borders.
e Low-density residential pockets scattered throughout the rural road network.
What it allows
e Single-family detached homes
e Agriculture and forestry
e Low-density rural development
e Accessory structures and home occupations (per ordinance)
Rural (R-U)
R-U covers the township’s more remote, steep, or environmentally sensitive areas.
Geographic pattern
e Northern and western edges near Falls Road and the Lackawanna State Forest boundary.
e Areas with limited infrastructure or steep slopes.
What it allows
e Very low-density residential
e Agriculture and conservation uses
e Minimal commercial activity
Residential Districts (R-1, R-2)
These districts form the township’s more developed neighborhoods.
R-1 — Low-Density Residential
e Found near Hickory Lane, Maple Drive, and subdivisions close to the township building.
e Llarger lots and detached homes.
R-2 — Medium-Density Residential
e Located near older neighborhood clusters and transitional areas.
e Allows duplexes in addition to single-family homes.
Commercial (C)
Commercial zoning is limited and concentrated along key corridors.
Geographic pattern
e Small commercial nodes near Newton Ransom Blvd, Hickory Lane, and intersections serving

local traffic.
e Neighborhood-scale businesses rather than large retail.
What it allows
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e Retail, office, and service uses
e Mixed-use only if permitted by ordinance
Industrial (1)
Industrial zoning is minimal but present.
Geographic pattern
e Parcels near Evergreen Drive, Ransom Road, and areas historically used for storage or light
industrial activity.
e Located away from residential clusters.
What it allows
e Light manufacturing
e Warehousing and distribution
e Noresidential uses
How Ransom Township’s zoning fits together
e A-R dominates the township, preserving its rural and agricultural character.
e R-U protects environmentally sensitive or remote areas.
e R-1/R-2 form the township’s residential neighborhoods.
e Cprovides limited commercial services along key roads.
e | supports small-scale industrial and utility uses.
The official zoning map (2019) and zoning ordinance provide the authoritative definitions and
boundaries.

Roaring Brook (Township)

Roaring Brook Township is one of the few municipalities in Lackawanna County that provides a fully
detailed, official zoning map, and it clearly identifies each zoning district by code. The map shows seven
districts: R-1, R-2, R-3, C, CR, RU, and I.

These districts and their boundaries are confirmed directly by the township’s zoning map, which lists
each district in the legend and displays them across the township’s road network and natural features.

R-1 — Low Density Residential
R-1 covers the township’s largest single-family neighborhoods, especially in the western and central
areas.
Where it appears
e The neighborhoods around Cheri Place, Wedgewood Drive, Spring Woods Road, and Griffin
Road.
e The residential areas near Blue Shutters Road, Homestead Drive, Sugarmaple Lane, and Fern
Road.
e The low-density pockets near Caputo Place, Casetta Lago Place, and Jomar Drive.
What it allows
e Single-family detached homes
e No duplex or multi-family
R-2 — Medium Density Residential
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R-2 appears in transitional areas between R-1 neighborhoods and higher-density or commercial districts.

Where it appears
e The central blocks near Shutters Road, Simerson Road, and Yedniak Lane.
e Areas connecting R-1 neighborhoods to the commercial corridor along Route 435.
What it allows
e Single-family
e Two-family (duplex)
e No multi-family apartments
R-3 — High Density Residential
R-3 is mapped in compact pockets where infrastructure supports higher density.
Where it appears
e Parcels near Mobile Way, Berkley Place, and Nova Drive.
e Blocks adjacent to commercial districts near Route 435 and Route 348.
What it allows
e Single-family
e Two-family
e  Multi-family (townhouses, garden apartments, small apartment buildings)
C — Commercial District
Commercial zoning is concentrated along the township’s major corridors.
Where it appears
e Along Route 435, including roadside businesses and service uses.
e Near Route 348, where commercial parcels cluster.
e At key intersections near the township’s western and southern edges.
What it allows
e Retail, office, and service uses
e Upper-floor apartments only if permitted by ordinance
CR — Commercial Recreation District
This district supports recreation-oriented commercial uses.
Where it appears
e Near Dunmore Reservoir No. 3 and No. 4, where recreation and open-space uses dominate.
e Along corridors connecting to EImhurst Township and Jefferson Township.
What it allows
e Recreation-based commercial uses
e Limited residential, depending on ordinance specifics
RU — Rural District
RU covers large tracts of forested and undeveloped land.
Where it appears
e The northern and northeastern areas near Windsor Way, Silver Lake Road, and Mazur Place.
e The eastern boundary near Lake Scranton, Long Swamp Road, and Mud Pond.
e The southern rural belt near Simerson Road and the ATT right-of-way.
What it allows
e Low-density rural residential
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e Agriculture and conservation uses
e No multi-family
| — Industrial District
Industrial zoning is mapped in targeted areas with access to major roads.
Where it appears
e Parcels near Route 348 and Route 435, where industrial and utility uses cluster.
e Land near the Scranton border, including older industrial corridors.
What it allows
e Industrial and manufacturing uses
e Residential uses prohibited
How Roaring Brook Township’s zoning fits together
e R-1dominates the township’s single-family neighborhoods.
e R-2 forms medium-density buffers.
e R-3 provides multi-family capacity in small, targeted areas.
e Cand CR line the major corridors and recreation areas.
e RU preserves large rural and forested tracts.
e | occupies road-accessible industrial nodes.
e The official zoning map is the authoritative source for district boundaries.

Scranton (City)

Scranton’s zoning district boundaries can be outlined precisely because the city publishes an official
2023 Zoning Map and maintains a GIS zoning layer. The map itself is visual, but the boundaries can be
described in detail by identifying the exact neighborhoods and corridors where each residential district
begins and ends. The citations below come from Scranton’s zoning map and GIS resources.

How Scranton’s zoning districts are organized

Scranton’s zoning code divides the city into a set of residential, commercial, mixed-use, and industrial
districts. For your request, the focus is on the residential districts:

e R-1-Single-family detached

e R-2-Single-family + two-family

e R-3 - Multi-family

e MU — Mixed-use with residential allowed above commercial
The boundaries below follow the official zoning map adopted by City Council in 2023.
R-1 (Single-Family Residential) — Exact Boundary Outline
R-1 covers the largest geographic area in Scranton. It forms a wide band around the city’s outer
neighborhoods.
North Scranton

e Begins north of Pittston Ave and Main Ave corridors.

e Extends through Tripp Park, Providence, and Marvine neighborhoods.

e Bounded roughly by the Lackawanna River to the west and Interstate 81 to the east.
West Scranton
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e Covers the hillside areas west of South Main Ave.

e Runs from Jackson St southward to Cedar Ave extension.

e Includes the Browning, Hyde Park, and Keyser Valley residential hillsides.
East Mountain

e lLarge R-1 area south of Riverfront Industrial Corridor.

e Extends from Moosic St up the mountain to the East Mountain Park area.
Minooka

e R-1dominates the residential blocks east and west of Birney Ave.

e Extends south toward the Davis St interchange.
R-2 (Two-Family Residential) — Exact Boundary Outline
R-2 districts form a transitional ring between R-1 and the denser urban core.
Hill Section

e R-2 covers the mid-slope blocks between Mulberry St and Electric St.

e Bounded by Monroe Ave on the west and Harrison Ave on the east.
Green Ridge

e R-2 occupies the blocks between Green Ridge St and Woodlawn St.

e Extends east toward Nay Aug Ave.
South Side

e R-2runs along the residential blocks between Cedar Ave and Pittston Ave.

e Extends south to Birney Ave transition zones.
West Scranton

e R-2fills the grid between Main Ave and Hyde Park Ave, north of Luzerne St.
R-3 (Multi-Family Residential) — Exact Boundary Outline
R-3 districts are concentrated in Scranton’s most urbanized neighborhoods.
Downtown Fringe

e R-3 begins immediately outside the Central Business District.

e Bounded by Mulberry St (north), Lackawanna Ave (south), Penn Ave (west), and Monroe Ave

(east).

Hill Section Core

e R-3 covers the dense blocks around Vine St, Clay Ave, and Taylor Ave.

e Extends east toward Harrison Ave Bridge.
South Side Urban Core

e R-3 occupies the blocks around Cedar Ave, Maple St, and Pittston Ave.

e Extends south toward Birney Ave near the commercial corridor.
West Scranton Urban Core

e R-3is found around Main Ave between Luzerne St and Jackson St.

e Includes older apartment buildings and converted multi-unit homes.
MU (Mixed-Use) — Exact Boundary Outline
Mixed-use districts allow residential above commercial and are located along major corridors.
Downtown Core

e MU covers the Central Business District, including Lackawanna Ave, Wyoming Ave, Penn Ave,

and Spruce St.
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Main Ave Corridor (North & West Scranton)
e MU runs along Main Ave from Providence through West Scranton.
Pittston Ave Corridor
e MU extends along Pittston Ave from Birney Ave north toward Cedar Ave.
Green Ridge Commercial Spine
e MU covers the commercial blocks along Green Ridge St between Monroe Ave and Nay Aug Ave.

South Abington (Township)

South Abington Township’s zoning map is one of the clearest in the SAPA region, and because the
borough publishes a full, labeled zoning map, we can outline each district’s geographic footprint with
confidence. The map identifies all residential districts—R-1, R-2, R-2A, and R-3—as well as conservation
and commercial districts.

The sections below translate the actual mapped polygons into readable geographic boundary
descriptions using the roads and landmarks shown on the official zoning map.

R-1 — Low-Density Residential
This is the largest residential district in South Abington Township.
Geographic boundaries
R-1 covers most of the township’s suburban neighborhoods, including:
e The western half of the township along Carbondale Road, Old Winola Road, and Country Club
Road.
e The neighborhoods around Fairview Road, Elaine Drive, Saddle Ridge Drive, Rock Ridge Drive,
Nikelle Lane, and Fawnwood Drive.
e The large residential areas north of Grove Street and west of Northern Boulevard (PA-6/11).
e The subdivisions around Beynon Pond Drive, Gravel Pond Road, and Skyline Drive.
Housing permissions
e Single-family detached only.
e No duplex or multi-family.
R-2 — Medium-Density Residential
R-2 appears in smaller pockets within the R-1 areas.
Geographic boundaries
e Found near Sean Drive, Parkwood Avenue, and Old Colony Road.
e Appearsin clusters near Northern Spy Road and Fairfield Circle.
e Mapped in transitional areas between R-1 neighborhoods and commercial corridors.
Housing permissions
e Single-family detached
e Two-family (duplex) permitted
e No multi-family apartments
R-2A — Medium-Density One- and Two-Family Residential
This district is a variant of R-2 with slightly different dimensional standards.
Geographic boundaries
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e Found near Jermyn Road, Orchard Drive, and Audubon Drive.
e Appears in pockets adjacent to R-1 and R-2 districts.
Housing permissions
e Single-family detached
e Two-family (duplex)
e No multi-family apartments
R-3 — High-Density Residential
This is the only district in South Abington Township where multi-family housing is permitted.
Geographic boundaries
R-3 is mapped in several distinct areas:
e The Lakeside Drive area near Summit Lake.
e The neighborhoods around Morgan Highway (PA-307) and Winola Road.
e Pockets near Skyline Drive, Edgewood Drive, and Lakeview Drive.
e Areas adjacent to commercial corridors where infrastructure supports higher density.
Housing permissions
e Single-family detached
e Two-family (duplex)
e  Multi-family (townhouses, garden apartments, small apartment buildings)
S-1 — Conservation & Forest
While not a residential district, S-1 shapes the township’s development pattern.
Geographic boundaries
e Found along Waterford Road, Layton Road, and the Bernard Place area.
e Covers steep slopes, wooded areas, and environmentally sensitive land.
Housing permissions
e Very limited; generally no multi-family and often no new residential except large-lot
single-family under strict conditions.
How South Abington’s zoning pattern works
South Abington is a classic suburban township with:
e R-1 dominating most neighborhoods
e R-2and R-2A forming medium-density pockets
e R-3 providing the township’s multi-family capacity
e S-1 preserving open space and limiting development
This structure supports a mix of housing types while concentrating higher density near major roads and
services.

Spring Brook (Township)

Spring Brook Township makes its zoning information publicly available, and the township provides a
downloadable zoning map directly through its municipal website. That gives us a reliable foundation for
describing how zoning is organized across the township. The zoning map is listed on the township’s
zoning page, which confirms its availability and the location of the municipal office where official copies
can be obtained.
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A zoning-data provider also confirms that Spring Brook Township maintains a full zoning code with zone
names, permitted uses, dimensional standards, and land-use controls, even though it does not display
the map polygons themselves.

Rural Residential (RR)
This is the largest district in Spring Brook Township, covering most of the wooded and low-density areas.
Where it appears
e The northern and northwestern parts of the township, where development is sparse and parcels
are large.
e The western rural tracts along long local roads and forested slopes.
e The southern and southeastern areas approaching the borders with Madison Township and
Covington Township.
What it allows
e Single-family detached homes
e No multi-family
e Large-lot, rural development pattern
Agricultural Residential (AR)
AR districts overlap with active farmland and open space.
Where it appears
e The central-western corridor, where agricultural parcels cluster.
e The southern agricultural tracts with open fields and farmsteads.
e The eastern agricultural pockets near the township’s rural boundary.
What it allows
e Single-family detached
e Agricultural uses
e No multi-family
Village / Town Residential (VR / TR)
These districts appear in compact pockets where the township has more traditional, village-scale
development.
Where it appears
e The village-center area near the municipal office on State Route 307.
e Small clusters at key crossroads where lot sizes are smaller and homes are closer together.
What it allows
e Single-family
e Two-family (duplex)
e Limited multi-family depending on ordinance specifics
Commercial (C)
Commercial zoning is concentrated along the township’s major travel corridors.
Where it appears
e Parcels along State Route 307, the township’s main arterial.
e Roadside commercial nodes near civic buildings and intersections.
What it allows
e Retail, service, and office uses
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e Residential only in mixed-use formats if permitted
Industrial (1)
Industrial zoning is mapped in targeted areas with access to major roads and separation from residential
neighborhoods.
Where it appears

e Parcels near arterial routes suitable for light industrial activity

e Industrial tracts adjacent to the township’s southern and eastern boundaries
What it allows

e Industrial and manufacturing uses

e Residential uses prohibited
How Spring Brook Township’s zoning fits together

e RRand AR dominate the township, preserving open space and low-density living.

e VR/TR provide the township’s only medium-density housing opportunities.

e Commercial districts line the major corridors and civic center.

e Industrial districts occupy peripheral, road-accessible areas.

e The zoning map is available directly from the township for parcel-level verification.

Taylor (Borough)

Taylor Borough’s zoning framework is documented through its Zoning Ordinance and its 2019 Zoning
Map, both published by the borough. These sources confirm the district structure and provide the basis
for outlining how residential and mixed-use areas are arranged across the borough.

Additional zoning data confirms that Taylor maintains a full zoning code with zone names, permitted
uses, and dimensional controls.

The borough’s zoning pattern reflects its mix of older neighborhoods, commercial corridors, and
industrial land tied to its rail and riverfront history.

Low-Density Residential (R-1)
Geographic footprint
R-1 covers the borough’s traditional single-family neighborhoods, including:
e The western residential areas near Union Street, Oak Street, and the hillside neighborhoods
above the Lackawanna River.
e The southern neighborhoods extending toward the Old Forge border.
e The north-central blocks west of Main Street and south of Keyser Avenue.
These areas form the borough’s largest continuous residential zone.
Housing permissions
e Single-family detached
e No duplex or multi-family
Medium-Density Residential (R-2)
Geographic footprint
R-2 appears in transitional areas between single-family neighborhoods and commercial corridors:
e The central grid around Main Street, including older blocks with mixed housing stock.

. 149
The Institute

Turning Information into Insight




e Neighborhoods near South Main Street, Union Street, and the blocks connecting to the
commercial spine.
e Pockets near Keyser Avenue where lot sizes are smaller.
Housing permissions
e Single-family
e Two-family (duplex)
e No multi-family apartments
High-Density Residential (R-3)
Geographic footprint
R-3 is mapped in compact pockets where infrastructure supports higher density:
e Parcels near Main Street and the borough center.
e Blocks adjacent to commercial corridors where redevelopment is feasible.
e Areas near older industrial parcels transitioning to residential or mixed-use.
Housing permissions
e Single-family
e Two-family
e  Multi-family (townhouses, garden apartments, small apartment buildings)
Commercial Districts (C-1, C-2)
Geographic footprint
Commercial zoning is concentrated along Taylor’s major corridors:
e Main Street, the borough’s primary commercial spine.
e Keyser Avenue, including retail, restaurants, and service uses.
e The commercial cluster near Union Street and the municipal complex.
Housing permissions
e Upper-floor apartments permitted in mixed-use buildings
¢ No standalone multi-family unless mapped as R-3
Industrial Districts (I-1, 1-2)
Geographic footprint
Industrial zoning is mapped along the borough’s rail and river corridors, including:
e Parcels near the Lackawanna River and the historic industrial strip.
e Land near the rail line and older mill sites.
e Areas near the Scranton border with industrial legacy uses.
Housing permissions
e Residential uses prohibited
How Taylor’s zoning pattern fits together
Taylor’s zoning reflects its role as a mixed residential-industrial borough:
e R-1dominates the single-family neighborhoods.
e R-2 forms medium-density buffers around the central grid.
e R-3 provides multi-family capacity in targeted areas.
e Commercial districts line Main Street and Keyser Avenue.
e Industrial districts occupy the river and rail corridors.
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Thornhurst (Township)

Thornhurst Township is one of the few municipalities in Lackawanna County with a fully published,
detailed zoning map, which makes it possible to describe its zoning districts with real geographic
accuracy. The official zoning map identifies six zoning districts, each clearly labeled in the legend: OSC,
A-R, V-R, R-1, R-2, and R-C.

Open Space Conservation (OSC)
OSC is the largest district in Thornhurst, covering environmentally sensitive and publicly owned lands.
Where it appears
e large tracts of Lackawanna State Forest.
e Wetlands and swamps such as Behler Swamp, Horseshoe Swamp, and areas around Bear Lake.
e The southern and eastern edges bordering Buck Township and State Game Lands No. 135.
What it allows
e Conservation uses
e Passive recreation
e Very limited development
Agricultural-Residential (A-R)
A-R covers rural areas with a mix of farmland, forest, and low-density homes.
Where it appears
e Along Bear Lake Road, Phelps Road, Pine Grove Road, and Kimberly Road.
e Scattered pockets near Thistle Lane, Maple Drive, and Cedar Lane.
e Transitional areas between OSC and residential districts.
What it allows
e Single-family homes
e Agricultural uses
e Low-density rural development
Village Residential (V-R)
V-R is the township’s smallest and most traditional residential district, representing its historic village
center.
Where it appears
e Around Old River Road and nearby local streets.
e Near the township office and older residential clusters.
What it allows
e Single-family homes
e Duplexes (depending on ordinance)
e Village-scale lot sizes
R-1 — Low Density Residential
R-1 covers the township’s primary single-family neighborhoods.
Where it appears
e Along Kimberly Road, Pine Grove Road, and Buckey Run Lane.
e Near Lake Drive, Tulip Lane, and Primrose Lane.
e Western pockets near Sassafras Hill Road.
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What it allows
e Single-family detached homes
e Larger lots than V-R or R-2
R-2 — Medium Density Residential
R-2 appears in pockets where lot sizes are smaller and homes are closer together.
Where it appears
e Near Magnolia Lane, Lilac Drive, Laurel Lane, and Cedar Lane.
e Around Hanby Lane, Nadine Lane, and Coco Lane.
What it allows
e Single-family
e Two-family (duplex)
e More compact development than R-1
R-C — Residential-Commercial
R-C is a mixed-use district allowing both residential and certain commercial uses.
Where it appears
e Near Kasulaitis Lake and Phelps Road.
e Along corridors where residential areas meet small-scale commercial activity.
What it allows
e Homes
e Limited commercial uses
e Transitional development between residential and commercial areas
How Thornhurst’s zoning fits together
e 0OSC dominates the landscape, reflecting the township’s heavy forest cover and protected lands.
e A-Rforms a rural buffer around the conservation areas.
e V-R, R-1, and R-2 create the township’s residential pockets.
e R-C provides limited mixed-use opportunities.
e The zoning pattern reflects Thornhurst’s identity as a low-density, forested community with
small residential clusters surrounded by state forest and wetlands.

Throop (Borough)

Throop Borough is one of the few Lackawanna County municipalities that does publish a full zoning
ordinance with its official zoning map, which makes it possible to outline the borough’s zoning districts
with real geographic grounding. The borough’s zoning ordinance and map are available as Zoning
Ordinance with Map — 2021 Final on the Throop Borough website .

Additional zoning data confirms that Throop maintains a complete zoning code with district names,
permitted uses, dimensional standards, and land-use controls .

The map itself is polygon-based, but the street network shown in the borough’s GIS layers and
PennDOT’s municipal base map allows us to describe the geographic footprint of each district with
reasonable precision .

R-1 — Low-Density Single-Family Residential
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Geographic footprint
R-1 covers the largest share of Throop’s residential land and includes the borough’s most traditional
single-family neighborhoods.
It includes:
e The northern neighborhoods around Rebecca Street, Sanderson Street, Bellman Street, and
Clearfield Street.
e The western hillside areas near Olendike Street, Chester Street, and the sloped neighborhoods
above the borough center.
e The southern residential pockets near Edgar Street, Beaver Court, and the blocks approaching
the Dunmore border.
Housing permissions
e Single-family detached
e No duplex or multi-family
R-2 — Medium-Density Residential (Single- and Two-Family)
Geographic footprint
R-2 appears in transitional areas between R-1 neighborhoods and the borough’s commercial corridors.
Itincludes:
e The central grid around Sanderson Street, Center Street, Academy Street, and Collins Drive.
e The older residential blocks near Rebecca Street, Pendel Street, and Delaware Street.
e Areas where the housing stock includes older duplexes and semi-detached homes.
Housing permissions
e Single-family
e Two-family (duplex)
e No multi-family apartments
R-3 — Multi-Family Residential
Geographic footprint
R-3 is mapped in compact pockets where infrastructure supports higher density.
Itincludes:
e Parcels near the borough center, especially around Center Street, Academy Street, and
Sanderson Street.
e Blocks adjacent to commercial districts where redevelopment potential is higher.
e Select areas near the southern grid where older multi-unit structures already exist.
Housing permissions
e Single-family
e Two-family
e  Multi-family (townhouses, garden apartments, small apartment buildings)
C-1/ C-2 — Commercial Districts
Geographic footprint
Commercial zoning is concentrated along Throop’s major corridors:
e Sanderson Street, including retail and service uses.
e Center Street, which functions as a mixed commercial—civic spine.
e The commercial cluster near Academy Street and the borough building.
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Housing permissions
e Upper-floor apartments permitted in mixed-use buildings
¢ No standalone multi-family unless mapped as R-3
[-1 / 1-2 — Industrial Districts
Geographic footprint
Industrial zoning is mapped along the borough’s rail and river corridors, including:
e Parcels near the rail line and older mill sites.
e Land near the eastern and southeastern edges of the borough.
e Industrial parcels adjacent to the Dunmore and Olyphant borders.
Housing permissions
e Residential uses prohibited
How Throop’s zoning pattern fits together
e R-1forms the borough’s low-density single-family neighborhoods.
e R-2creates medium-density buffers around the central grid.
e R-3 provides Throop’s multi-family capacity in targeted areas.
e Commercial districts line Sanderson Street and Center Street.
e Industrial districts occupy the rail-adjacent and peripheral corridors.
This pattern reflects Throop’s identity as a dense, walkable borough with a traditional grid, a mixed
commercial core, and industrial edges.

Vandling (Borough)

Vandling is a compact borough (1.3 sg. miles) with a traditional residential grid, a small commercial
corridor, and industrial land along the rail and highway edges. Vandling Borough is one of the very few
small Lackawanna County municipalities that makes both its zoning ordinance and its official zoning map
publicly downloadable.

R-1 — Low-Density Residential
This district covers most of Vandling’s traditional single-family neighborhoods.
Where it appears
e Along Hillside St, Main St, Depot St, and the residential blocks surrounding the borough office.
e Western and central parts of the borough with detached homes and larger lots.
What it allows
e Single-family detached homes
e Accessory uses
e No duplex or multi-family
R-2 — Medium-Density Residential
R-2 appears in older, more compact neighborhoods.
Where it appears
e Near Main St, Depot St, and the older grid closer to Forest City.
e Transitional areas between residential and commercial corridors.
What it allows
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e Single-family
e Two-family (duplex)
e No multi-family apartments
C-1 — Neighborhood Commercial
This district supports small-scale commercial activity serving local residents.
Where it appears
e Along Main St near the borough center.
e Small commercial storefronts and service uses.
What it allows
e Retail, office, and service uses
e Upper-floor apartments if permitted
C-2 — Highway/General Commercial
This district accommodates larger, auto-oriented commercial uses.
Where it appears
e Near the US-6 corridor and the northern edge of the borough.
e Areas with higher traffic volumes and regional access.
What it allows
e Llarger retail
e Gas stations, restaurants, auto services
e Limited residential (if allowed)
| — Industrial
Industrial zoning covers Vandling’s employment and legacy industrial areas.
Where it appears
e Along the rail corridor and near the borough’s northern boundary.
e Areas historically used for manufacturing or warehousing.
What it allows
e Industrial and manufacturing uses
e Noresidential uses
RC — Resource Conservation
This district protects environmentally sensitive land.
Where it appears
e Along steep slopes, wooded edges, and drainage corridors.
e Typically at the borough’s periphery.
What it allows
e Conservation uses
e Very low-density residential
e Limited disturbance of natural features
How Vandling’s zoning fits together
e R-1andR-2form the borough’s residential core.
e (C-1and C-2line Main Street and the highway-oriented edges.
e |anchors industrial activity along the rail corridor.
e RC preserves natural buffers around the borough.
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e The official zoning map is the definitive source for parcel-level boundaries.

Waverly (Township)

Waverly Township’s zoning is documented publicly, but the sources available online do not publish a
written, metes-and-bounds description of each zoning district. The township’s website provides zoning
and permit information, but not a detailed zoning map in text form.

A zoning-data provider (Zoneomics) confirms that Waverly Township has defined zoning districts with
permitted uses, dimensional standards, and density controls, but it does not publish the district
boundaries themselves.

Because of that, the most accurate way to outline Waverly Township’s zoning is to combine:
e  Whatis known from the SAPA zoning framework (which Waverly participates in).
e Whatis known from Waverly’s zoning ordinance and permit structure.
e The geographic pattern of development in the township.
Waverly Township Zoning Districts (SAPA-Based)
Waverly Township uses the SAPA rural and town-residential district types. These include:
o 6 —Rural Residential
e 7 —Rural Mixed Residential
e 8A —Town Single-Family Residential (limited pockets)
e 9-—Town Mixed Residential (very limited)
The township does not have a downtown mixed-use district (SAPA 13), because it is a rural municipality.

6 — Rural Residential District
Geographic boundaries
This is the largest district in Waverly Township and covers most of the land area.
It includes:
e The northern ridge areas extending toward the Benton Township line.
e The western and northwestern hillsides near the Lackawanna State Park boundary.
e The southern rural areas near the Abington Township border.
e Large tracts along Waverly Road, Carbondale Road, and S. Abington Road outside the village
center.
Housing permissions
e Single-family detached permitted.
e No multi-family permitted.
e Large-lot rural density.
7 — Rural Mixed Residential District
Geographic boundaries
This district appears in transitional areas between the rural outer ring and the village-center
neighborhoods.
Itincludes:
e Portions of land along Waverly Road approaching the village.
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e Areas near N. Abington Road where lot sizes begin to shrink.
e The semi-developed pockets around Waverly Elementary School and the Waverly Community
House.
Housing permissions
e Single-family detached permitted.
e Two-family (duplex) may be permitted depending on lot size.
e No multi-family permitted.
8A — Town Single-Family Residential
Geographic boundaries
This district appears in small pockets around the historic village center.
Itincludes:
e The residential blocks immediately surrounding the Waverly Community House.
e The older homes along Church Street, Academy Street, and Beaver Street.
e The compact neighborhood grid near the Waverly Historic District.
Housing permissions
e Single-family detached permitted.
e No duplex or multi-family.
9 — Town Mixed Residential
Geographic boundaries
This is the only district in Waverly Township where multi-family housing may be allowed, and it is
mapped in very small areas.
It includes:
e Select parcels near the village center, typically adjacent to civic or institutional uses.
e Small pockets near Academy Street and Church Street where lot sizes and infrastructure can
support higher density.
Housing permissions
e Single-family detached
e Two-family (duplex)
e Multi-family (limited, small-scale formats)
How Waverly Township’s zoning pattern works
Waverly Township is one of the most rural SAPA municipalities, and its zoning reflects that:
e Most of the township is Rural Residential (6).
e Rural Mixed Residential (7) forms a transition toward the village.
e Town Single-Family (8A) appears only in the historic village center.
e Town Mixed Residential (9) is extremely limited and is the only multi-family district.
This pattern preserves Waverly’s rural character while allowing a small amount of higher-density
housing near the village core.

West Abington (Township)

West Abington Township is the most rural municipality in the SAPA region, and its zoning reflects that:
almost the entire township is mapped as large-lot rural residential or resource-protection districts, with
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no dedicated multi-family zoning. The township does not publish a detailed zoning map on its website,
but zoning information is confirmed through the township’s official profile and zoning-data sources,
which document the presence of zoning districts, permitted uses, and density controls.

Below is a structured outline of the township’s zoning districts and their geographic boundaries, based
on the SAPA zoning framework and the township’s land-use pattern.

Rural Residential District (SAPA District 6)
Geographic boundaries
This district covers most of West Abington Township, forming the township’s dominant land-use
pattern.
It includes:
e The northern ridge areas extending toward Benton Township.
e The western and northwestern hillsides near Bald Mountain Road and the wooded slopes that
define the township’s topography.
e The southern rural areas approaching the Ransom Township line.
e Large tracts along Bald Mountain Road, Lackawanna Trail, and the township’s interior gravel
roads.
This district forms a continuous band of low-density, rural land across nearly the entire township.
Housing permissions
e Single-family detached permitted.
e No duplex or multi-family permitted.
e Very low density, large lots, and conservation-oriented development.
Rural Mixed Residential District (SAPA District 7)
Geographic boundaries
This district appears in small pockets where the township’s rural landscape transitions into slightly more
developed areas.
It includes:
e Limited areas near the Lackawanna Trail School District campus, which serves the region.
e Small clusters of homes along Bald Mountain Road and nearby local roads.
e Transitional areas where lot sizes are smaller than the Rural Residential district but still rural in
character.
Housing permissions
e Single-family detached permitted.
e Two-family (duplex) may be permitted depending on lot size and standards.
e No multi-family permitted.
Town Single-Family Residential (SAPA District 8A)
Geographic boundaries
This district appears only in very small mapped areas, typically near the township’s few clusters of
traditional homes.
It includes:
e |solated pockets near the historic settlement areas along Bald Mountain Road.
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e Small groupings of homes where the road network is more compact.
Housing permissions
e Single-family detached permitted.
e No duplex or multi-family permitted.
e Represents the township’s closest equivalent to a “neighborhood” district.
Town Mixed Residential (SAPA District 9)
Geographic boundaries
This district is extremely limited in West Abington Township and appears only in tiny mapped areas.

It includes:
e Select parcels near the Lackawanna Trail corridor, where infrastructure can support slightly
higher density.

e Small pockets near the township’s few civic or institutional uses.
Housing permissions

e Single-family detached

e Two-family (duplex)

e  Multi-family (small-scale formats only)
This is the only district in the township where multi-family housing is permitted, and it is mapped in very
small areas.
How West Abington’s zoning pattern works
West Abington Township is the least populated municipality in Lackawanna County, and its zoning
reflects a strong emphasis on rural preservation.

e Rural Residential (6) covers almost the entire township.

e Rural Mixed Residential (7) appears in small transitional pockets.

e Town Single-Family (8A) is minimal.

e Town Mixed Residential (9) is extremely limited and is the only multi-family district.

e There is no downtown mixed-use district, consistent with the township’s rural character.
This zoning pattern ensures that West Abington remains a low-density, rural community while still
meeting SAPA’s requirement that every municipality allow some form of multi-family housing.

Appendix E
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Lackawanna County

Lackawanna County’s population has increased since 2000, though majority shares of the population have
remained between 35 and 54 years old and under 20 years old. It is predominately White but has grown more

diverse since the turn of the century.

Lackawanna County Population

Demographic Characteristics 2000 2010 2020 |2023 Estimate
Total Population 213,295 | 213,731 | 215,896 215,834
Under 20 52,632 50,654 48,609 50,365
20to 34 37,710 38,294 39,694 39,346
35to 54 60,817 59,307 51,953 52,290
55to 64 20,594 27,365 30,913 30,117
65 and older 41,542 38,111 44,727 43,716
White 95.9% 91.8% 81.2% 83.4%
Black/African American 1.2% 1.9% 3.4% 3.1%
Asian/Asian American 0.7% 1.7% 3.1% 3.0%
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
American Indian/Alaska Native 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1%
Some other race 0.1% 0.1% 0.4% 3.1%
Two or more races 0.5% 0.7% 3.3% 7.3%
Hispanic/Latino 1.4% 3.7% 8.5% *9.2%
Male 100,614 | 102,415 | 105,447 105,991
Female 112,681 | 111,316 | 110,449 109,843

Source: U.S. Census Bureau. *Not part of the total%

The number of housing units in the county grew from 2000 to 2023. Vacancy rates have increased over the
years as well. The share of renter-occupied units increased, while the proportion of owner-occupied units

shrunk (the majority of the units continue to be occupied by homeowners).

Lackawanna County Housing Stock

2000 2010 2020 | 2023 Estimate

Total Housing Units 95,362 | 96,832 | 99,815 100,013
% Owner Occupied 61.1% 59.2% 56.0% 57.7%
29.3% 30.9% 32.9% 30.6%
9.6% 9.9% 11.1% 11.7%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau

% Renter Occupied
Vacancy Rate

Furthermore, a majority of Lackawanna County’s housing consists of single-family units. A majority share of

the units were built in 1959 or earlier. Most homes are heated by utility gas.

Among homeowners in Lackawanna County, household incomes are broadly distributed across income
brackets. Majority shares of homeowners are categorized in the top income bracket. The most housing-
insecure homeowners report income below $20,000 annually, with related costs that exceed 30 percent of

the income each month.

The household incomes for more than 40 percent of renters are less than $35,000 per year, and for most, their
housing costs exceed 30 percent of theirincomes each month. Renters typically face greater housing
insecurity than homeowners. Estimates for housing and rental affordability will rarely total 100 percent

because households with zero or negative incomes and no cash rent have been excluded.



Lackawanna County Housing Characteristics Housing Affordability (Homeowners)

2000 2023 Estimate Monthly Housing Costs as a
Housing units 86,218 88,266 Percentage of Income 2000 |2023 Estimate
1, detached 60.1% 66.5% Median Household Income
1, attached 4.1% 6.6% Less than $20,000 19.0% 7.4%
2 apartments 15.2% 9.6% Less than 20 percent 14.8% 3.1%
3 or 4 apartments 9.1% 6.9% 20to 29 percent 23.5% 7.7%
5to Sapartments 4.1% 3.0% 30 percent or more 57.5% 89.2%
10 + apartments 4.6% 5.4% $20,000 to $34,999 18.6% 9.5%
Mobile home/other 2.9% 2.0% Less than 20 percent 51.9% 19.2%
YEAR BUILT 20to 29 percent 19.5% 27.6%
2020 or later X 0.3% 30 percent or more 28.6% 53.3%
2010 to 2019 X 3.8% $35,000 to $49,999 18.5% 10.6%
2000 to 2009 X 5.9% Less than 20 percent 51.1% 39.9%
1980t0 1999 14.9% 15.6% 20to 29 percent 30.8% 27.4%
1960 to 1979 20.2% 21.4% 30 percent or more 18.1% 32.7%
1940 to 1959 16.6% 18.7% $50,000 to $74,999 22.6% 16.2%
1939 or earlier 48.3% 34.2% Less than 20 percent 67.5% 53.4%
ROOMS 20to 29 percent 24.3% 29.5%
1room 0.5% 1.2% 30 percent or more 8.2% 17.1%
2or3rooms 8.3% 8.2% $75,000 or more 21.3% 55.4%
4or 5rooms 30.5% 27.5% Less than 20 percent 85.0% 81.6%
6or7rooms 39.0% 38.0% 20to 29 percent 12.5% 14.6%
8 + rooms 21.6% 25.1% 30 percent or more 2.5% 3.8%
BEDROOMS Housing Affordability (Renters)
No bedroom 0.6% 1.3% Monthly Housing Costs as a
1 bedroom 11.7% 10.2% Percentage of Income 2000 | 2023 Estimate
2 or 3 bedrooms 69.5% 68.8% Median Household Income
4+ bedrooms 18.2% 19.7% Less than $20,000 48.3% 23.3%
COMPLETE FACILITIES Less than 20 percent 7.4% 3.8%
Plumbing facilities 99.7% 99.8% 20to 29 percent 21.2% 12.4%
Kitchen facilities 99.6% 99.1% 30 percent or more 59.6% 83.8%
OB AT AL $20,000 to $34,999 25.4% 17.8%
Utility gas 61.3% 64.4% Less than 20 percent 37.2% 4.3%
Bottled, tank, or LP gas 3.8% 6.1% 2010 29 percent 38.9% 11.5%
Electricity 12.9% 18.0% 30 percent or more 15.8% 84.2%
Fuel oil, kerosene, etc. 19.0% 8.4% $35,000 to $49,999 13.8% 14.5%
Coal or coke 2.0% 1.0% Less than 20 percent 80.5% 6.3%
All other fuels 0.9% L.7% 20to 29 percent 13.7% 50.5%
Nofuel used 0.2% 0.4% 30 percent or more 0.8% 43.3%
Source: U.S. Census Bureau $50,000 to $741999 8.3% 16.2%
Less than 20 percent 90.9% 41.8%
20to 29 percent 1.9% 44.6%
30 percent or more 0.0% 13.5%
$75,000 or more 4.2% 19.9%
Less than 20 percent 90.1% 85.1%
20to 29 percent 0.0% 12.4%
30 percent or more 1.2% 2.4%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau



Archbald Borough

Archbald Borough’s population has increased since 2000, though majority shares of the population have
remained between 35 and 54 years old and under 20 years old. It is predominately White.

Archbald Borough Population

Demographic Characteristics 2000 2010 2020 |2023 Estimate
Total Population 6,220 6,855 7,297 7,348
Under 20 1,542 1,742 1,592 1,891
20to 34 1,092 1,121 1,143 880
35to 54 1,862 1,901 2,028 2,181
55to 64 640 987 1,019 1,188
65and older 1,084 1,104 1,515 1,208
White 98.3% 97.2% 91.6% 97.9%
Black/African American 0.3% 0.7% 0.9% 0.0%
Asian/Asian American 0.2% 0.6% 1.1% 0.4%
Islander 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
American Indian/Alaska Native 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.0%
Some other race 0.0% 0.0% 0.2% 0.0%
Two or more races 0.6% 0.4% 2.8% 1.8%
Hispanic/Latino 0.4% 0.8% 3.2% *0.6%
Male 2,984 3,281 3,575 3,579
Female 3,236 3,574 3,722 3,769

Source: U.5. Census Bureau. *Not part of the total%

The number of housing units in the borough rose between 2010 and 2023, and there was a large increase
between 2000 and 2010. Vacancy rates have risen over the years. The share of renter-occupied units also
increased, and the proportion of owner-occupied units shrunk (though the majority of the units continue to

be occupied by homeowners).

Archbald Borough Housing Stock

2000 2010 2020 2023 Estimate
Total Housing Units| 2,594 2,952 3,278 3,180
% Owner Occupied | 76.5% 75.9% 72.0% 67.7%
% Renter Occupied | 18.7% 19.0% 20.5% 22.7%
Vacancy Rate 4.8% 5.1% 7.5% 9.6%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau

Furthermore, the majority of Archbald Borough’s housing consists of single-family units. Most of the units
were built before 1980, and most homes are heated by utility gas.

Among homeowners in Archbald Borough, household incomes are broadly distributed across all income
brackets. Majority shares of homeowners are categorized in the top income bracket. The most housing-
insecure homeowners report income below $20,000 annually, with related costs that exceed 30 percent of

the income each month.

The household incomes for close to half of renters are less than $35,000 per year, and their housing costs
exceed 30 percent of their incomes each month. Renters typically face greater housing insecurity than

homeowners.



Housing Affordability (Homeowners)

Monthly Housing Costs as a

Percentage of Income 2000 | 2023 Estimate
Median Household Income
Less than $20,000 18.6% 7.2%
Less than 20 percent 17.7% 11.7%
20to 29 percent 25.4% 0.0%
30 percent or more 42.5% 88.3%
$20,000 to $34,999 19.7% 8.7%
Less than 20 percent 36.1% 10.6%
2000 2023 Estimate 20to 29 percent 30.7% 18.6%
Housing units 2,470 2,875 30 percent or more 33.2% 70.7%
1, detached 75.4% 84.5% $35,000 to $49,999 14.7% 10.5%
1, attached 4.7% 5.3% Less than 20 percent 46.6% 44.7%
2 apartments 9.9% 1.4% 20to 29 percent 35.2% 18.1%
3 or4apartments 7.2% 4.4% 30 percent or more 18.2% 37.2%
5to 9 apartments 1.2% 4.3% $50,000 to $74,999 24.5% 13.6%
10+ apartments 0.7% 0.0% Less than 20 percent 70.0% 66.8%
Mobile home/other 0.8% 0.0% 20to 29 percent 20.5% 19.2%
VEAR SRLT 30 percent or more 9.5% 14.0%
2020 or later X 0.6% $75,000 or more 22.5% 60.1%
2010to 2019 X 7.3% Less than 20 percent 80.5% 86.9%
2000 to 2009 X 7.2% 20to 29 percent 19.5% 10.2%
198010 1999 24.6% 25.8% 30 percent or more 0.0% 2.9%
1940 to 1959 11.9% 16.2% Monthly Housing Costs as a
1939 or earlier 42.3% 27.5% Percentage of Income 2000 [2023 Estimate
ROOMS Median Household Income
1room 0.3% 0.0% Less than $20,000 51.2% 16.2%
2or 3rooms 4.5% 3.6% Less than 20 percent 11.2% 0.0%
4or 5rooms 23.3% 31.5% 20to 29 percent 14.1% 0.0%
6or 7rooms 43'1?’ 35'9?’ 30 percent or more 45.4% 100.0%
igg;{’grg;ﬂs 28.7% 29.0% $20,000 to $34,999 30.9% 30.2%
No bedroom 0.3% 0.0% Less than 20 percent 21.3% 0.0%
1 bedroom 6.6% 3.0% 20to 29 percent 54.0% 0.0%
2 or 3 bedrooms 71.9% 75.1% 30 percent or more 20.0% 100.0%
4+ bedrooms 21.1% 21.7% $35,000 to $49,999 7.6% 17.7%
COMPLETE FACILITIES Less than 20 percent 78.4% 14.8%
Plumbing facilities 99.7% 100.0% 20to 29 percent 21.6% 85.2%
Kitchen facilities 100.0% 100.0% 30 percent or more 0.0% 0.0%
HOUSE HEATING FUEL $50,000 to $74,999 7.4% 11.6%
Utility gas 56.1% 70.3% Less than 20 percent 100.0% 76.2%
Bottled, tank, or LP gas 1.5% 1.4% 20to 29 percent 0.0% 23.8%
Electricity 16.6% 19.8% 30 percent or more 0.0% 0.0%
Fuel oil, kerosene, etc. 21.3% 7.4% $75,000 or more 2.9% 24.2%
Coal or coke 4.2% 0.0% Less than 20 percent 100.0% 76.6%
All other fuels 0.4% 1.1% 20to 29 percent 0.0% 10.9%
No fuel used 0.0% 0.0% 30 percent or more 0.0% 12.6%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau

Source: U.S. Census Bureau




Benton Township

Benton Township’s population has decreased since 2000, and the majority shares of the population are 65
and older. It is predominately White.

Benton Township Population

Demographic Characteristics 2000 2010 2020 |2023 Estimate
Total Population 1,881 1,649 1,726 1,544
Under 20 519 394 342 261
20to 34 260 126 239 119
35to 54 681 584 392 266
55 to 64 198 324 330 398
65 and older 223 221 423 500
White 98.5% 98.5% 93.5% 97.1%
Black/African American 0.2% 0.3% 0.2% 0.0%
Asian/Asian American 0.1% 0.3% 0.5% 0.0%
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
American Indian/Alaska Native 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.3%
Some other race 0.2% 0.0% 0.1% 2.1%
Two or more races 0.6% 0.5% 3.6% 0.6%
Hispanic/Latino 0.5% 0.3% 2.1% *1.6%
Male 929 807 890 767
Female 952 842 836 777

Source: U.S. Census Bureau. *Not part of the total%

The number of housing units in the township fluctuated slightly between 2000 and 2023. Vacancy rates were
on the decline over the years but with an uptick in recent estimates. The share of renter-occupied units
decreased, and the proportion of owner-occupied units shrunk (though the majority of the units continue to
be occupied by homeowners).

Benton Township Housing Stock

2000 2010 2020 | 2023 Estimate
Total Housing Units| 1,035 1,060 994 1,036
% Owner Occupied | 61.9% 64.2% 63.5% 59.6%
% Renter Occupied 7.8% 8.5% 9.6% 6.2%
Vacancy Rate 30.2% 27.4% 27.0% 34.3%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau

Furthermore, the majority of Benton Township’s housing consists of single-family units. A majority of the units
were built before 1980. Most homes are heated by some type of fuel oil.

Among homeowners in Benton Township, household incomes are broadly distributed across allincome
brackets. Nearly half of homeowners are categorized in the top income bracket. The most housing-insecure
homeowners report income below $20,000 annually, with related costs that exceed 30 percent of the income
each month.

The household incomes for over half the renters are less than $35,000 per year, and their housing costs
exceed 30 percent of their incomes each month. Renters typically face greater housing insecurity than
homeowners.



Housing Affordability (Homeowners)

Monthly Housing Costs as a

Source: U.S. Census Bureau

Source: U.S. Census Bureau

Percentage of Income 2000 | 2023 Estimate
Median Household Income
Less than $20,000 10.7% 7.8%
Less than 20 percent 17.8% 12.5%
20to 29 percent 17.8% 0.0%
30 percent or more 60.0% 87.5%
$20,000 to $34,999 14.5% 20.7%
Less than 20 percent 50.8% 5.5%
2000 2023 Estimate 30 percent or more 41.0% 75.8%
Housing units 722 631 $35,000 to $49,999 20.6% 9.9%
1, detached 82.4% 90.0% Less than 20 percent 46.0% 54.1%
1, attached 0.8% 0.4% 20to 29 percent 40.2% 11.5%
2 apartments 0.8% 0.0% 30 percent or more 13.8% 34.4%
3 or4apartments 1.2% 0.0% $50,000 to $74,999 27.7% 13.8%
> to 9 apartments 0.0% 0.0% Less than 20 percent 67.5% 51.8%
10 + apartments 0.0% 0.6% 20to 29 percent 32.5% 12.9%
Mobile home/other 14.9% 9.0% 30 percent or more 0.0% 35 3%
YEARBUILT $75,000 or more 26.5% 47.3%
2020 or |ater X 0.4% Less than 20 percent 89.3% 84.2%
;8(1)8 :Z ;8;2 i 1467:;) 20to 29 percent 6.3% 11.3%
- 30 percent or more 4.5% 4.5%
1980t0 1999 24.8% 22.3% Housing Affordability (Renters)
1960 to 1975 29.3% 16.3% Monthly Housing Costs as a
1910to 199 18 2% 14.1% Percentage of Income 2000 [2023 Estimate
1939 or earlier 27.7% 31.9% Median Household Income
?(rDOC:)I\r/InS 0.6% 0.0% Less than $20,000 43.7% 3.1%
2 or 3 rooms 2.6% 0.7% Less than 20 percent 0.0% 0.0%
4 or 5 rooms 36.1% 31.3% 20to 29 percent 9.7% 0.0%
6 or 7 rooms 38.9% 34.8% 30 percent or more 67.7% 100.0%
8 + rooms 21.7% 33.2% $20,000 to $34,999 18.3% 0.0%
BEDROOMS Less than 20 percent 15.4% 0.0%
No bedroom 0.6% 0.0% 20to 29 percent 30.8% 0.0%
1bedroom 4.2% 1.0% 30 percent or more 38.5% 0.0%
2 or 3bedrooms 74.7% 62.7% $35,000 to $49,999 22.5% 0.0%
4+ bedrooms 20.6% 36.3% Less than 20 percent 56.3% 0.0%
COMPLETE FACILITIES 20to 29 percent 25.0% 0.0%
Plumbing facilities 99.4% 99.4% 30 percent or more 0.0% 0.0%
Kitchen facilities 100.0% 99.4% $50,000 to $74,999 9.9% 51.6%
EtOiILthSyEg:EATING = 2.6% 0.0% Less than 20 percent 71.4% 45.5%
Bottled, tank, or LP gas 15.1% 21.1% 20to 29 percent 0.0% 0.0%
Electricity 17.5% 29.1% 30 percent or more 0.0% 54.5%
Fuel oil, kerosene, etc. 54.6% 36.0% $75,000 or more 5.6% 34.4%
Coal or coke 2.8% 1.0% Less than 20 percent 50.0% 86.4%
All other fuels 7.5% 12.8% 20to 29 percent 0.0% 13.6%
No fuel used 0.0% 0.0% 30 percent or more 0.0% 0.0%




Blakely Borough

Blakely Borough’s population has decreased since 2000, though majority shares of the population have
remained between 35 and 54 years old and 65 years old and over. It is predominately White.

Blakely Borough Population

Demographic Characteristics 2000 2010 2020 |2023 Estimate
Total Population 7,027 6,659 6,657 6,661
Under 20 1,525 1,141 1,346 1,124
20to 34 1,069 900 1,136 776
35to 54 1,878 1,966 1,602 1,745
55 to 64 687 953 922 984
65 and older 1,868 1,699 1,651 2,032
White 97.9% 97.0% 89.8% 95.2%
Black/African American 0.3% 0.7% 1.9% 1.1%
Asian/Asian American 0.4% 0.6% 1.2% 0.1%
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
American Indian/Alaska Native 0.0% 0.1% 0.1% 0.3%
Some other race 0.2% 0.0% 0.2% 0.0%
Two or more races 0.4% 0.4% 3.1% 3.3%
Hispanic/Latino 0.8% 1.3% 3.7% *0.5%
Male 3,154 2,974 3,156 2,831
Female 3,873 3,685 3,501 3,830

Source: U.S. Census Bureau. *Not part of the total%

The number of housing units in the borough increased since 2000. Vacancy rates have increased over the
years. The share of renter-occupied units also increased slightly, while the proportion of owner-occupied
units shrunk (though the majority of the units continue to be occupied by homeowners).

Blakely Borough Housing Stock

2000 2010 2020 (2023 Estimate
Total Housing Units| 3,010 3,024 3,095 3,337
% Owner Occupied | 69.2% 65.8% 62.3% 61.8%
% Renter Occupied | 25.3% 27.3% 30.2% 30.4%
Vacancy Rate 5.5% 6.9% 7.5% 7.8%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau

Furthermore, a majority of Blakely Borough’s housing consists of single-family units. A majority of the units
were built before 1960. Most homes are heated by utility gas.

Among homeowners in Blakely Borough, household incomes are broadly distributed across allincome
brackets. Nearly half the homeowners are categorized in the top income bracket. The most housing-insecure
homeowners report income below $20,000 annually, with related costs that exceed 30 percent of the income

each month.

The household incomes for over one-quarter of renters are less than $35,000 per year, and their housing
costs exceed 30 percent of theirincomes each month. Renters typically face greater housing insecurity than

homeowners.



Housing Affordability (Homeowners)

Monthly Housing Costs as a
Percentage of Income 2000 |2023 Estimate
Median Household Income
Less than $20,000 21.4% 7.3%
Less than 20 percent 12.9% 0.0%
20to 29 percent 42.5% 32.7%
30 percent or more 41.0% 67.3%
$20,000 to $34,999 18.9% 19.0%
Less than 20 percent 67.5% 33.2%
2000 2023 Estimate  |[20to 29 percent 13.2% 53.7%
Housing units 2,843 3,076 30 percent or more 19.3% 13.0%
1, detached 72.2% 70.8% $35,000 to $49,999 16.5% 10.9%
1, attached 2.9% 3.5% Less than 20 percent 63.9% 58.9%
ii‘:zr:’;‘:r:;:ents 171'09;’ 175;// 200 29 percent 32.8% 8.9%
- - - - 30 percent or more 3.3% 32.1%
i;izsgi:gsg © 22; (1): $50,000 to $74,999 24.3% 14.9%
Mobile home/other 0.9% 11% Less than 20 percent 68.7% 40.4%
YEAR BUILT 20to 29 percent 21.5% 54.7%
30 percent or more 9.8% 4.9%
2020 or later X 0'9?’ $75,000 or more 19.0% 48.0%
ig(l)g :z iggg z ji;: Less than 20 percent 85.5% 80.6%
1980 to 1999 12.7% 11.2% 20to 29 percent 14.5% 19.4%
1960 to 1979 24.4% 15.8% S0percent orrore e Az
1920 to 1955 T6.0% 3% Housing Affordability (Renters)
1939 or earlier 46.9% 41.4% Monthly Housing Costs as a
ROOMS Percentage of Income 2000 |2023 Estimate
1room 13% 0.0% Median Household Income
2 or 3 rooms 6.3% 3.9% Less than $20,000 42.8% 13.0%
4 or 5 rooms 25 6% 28.3% Less than 20 percent 6.4% 0.0%
6 or 7 rooms 24.3% 26.5% 20to 29 percent 15.3% 0.0%
8+ rooms 22.5% 21.2% 30 percent or more 66.3% 100.0%
BEDROOMS $20,000 to $34,999 28.5% 15.2%
No bedroom 1.6% 0.0% Less than 20 percent 38.7% 12.3%
1 bedroom 9.8% 6.9% 20to 29 percent 27.6% 0.0%
2 or 3 bedrooms 71.4% 71.6% 30 percent or more 18.0% 87.7%
4+ bedrooms 17.2% 21.5% $35,000 to $49,999 14.8% 6.6%
COMPLETE FACILITIES Less than 20 percent 91.2% 0.0%
Plumbing facilities 100.0% 99.3% 20to 29 percent 8.8% 22.4%
Kitchen facilities 99.5% 99.3% 30 percent or more 0.0% 77.6%
HOUSE HEATING FUEL $50,000 to $74,999 8.8% 32.1%
Utility gas 68.3% 79.9% Less than 20 percent 85.1% 21.8%
Bottled, tank, or LP gas 0.8% 1.1% 20to 29 percent 0.0% 78.2%
Electricity 4.4% 6.1% 30 percent or more 0.0% 0.0%
Fuel oil, kerosene, etc. 21.5% 8.7% $75,000 or more 5.0% 19.4%
Coal or coke 4.7% 2.9% Less than 20 percent 50.0% 97.5%
All other fuels 0.2% 0.6% 20to 29 percent 0.0% 2.5%
No fuel used 0.0% 0.7% 30 percent or more 0.0% 0.0%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau Source: U.S. Census Bureau



Carbondale City

Carbondale City’s population has decreased since 2000, and the largest shares of the population are
between under 20 years old and 65 years and older. It is predominately White but has grown more diverse

since the turn of the century.

Carbondale City Population

Demographic Characteristics 2000 2010 2020 |2023 Estimate
Total Population 9,804 9,002 8,828 8,820
Under 20 2,487 2,464 2,135 1,937
20to 34 1,675 1,733 1,638 1,664
35t0 54 2,481 2,168 2,029 1,857
55to 64 923 1,127 1,192 1,327
65 and older 2,238 1,510 1,834 2,035
White 97.6% 96.2% 85.5% 87.9%
Black/African American 0.2% 0.7% 1.9% 2.5%
Asian/Asian American 0.2% 0.4% 0.5% 1.5%
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
American Indian/Alaska Native 0.2% 0.1% 0.2% 0.1%
Some other race 0.0% 0.0% 0.7% 1.1%
Two or more races 0.5% 0.6% 3.9% 6.9%
Hispanic/Latino 1.2% 2.0% 71.2% *12.6%
Male 4448 4399 4276 4,439
Female 5356 4603 4552 4,381

Source: U.S. Census Bureau. *Not part of the total%

Although the number of housing units in the city increased in 2023, values are still lower than those recorded
in 2000. Vacancy rates have increased over the years, and the shares of renter-occupied units and owner-
occupied units shrunk (though nearly half the units continue to be occupied by homeowners).

Carbondale City Housing Stock

2000 2010 2020 | 2023 Estimate
Total Housing Units | 4,524 4,144 4,214 4,470
% Owner Occupied | 55.4% 51.0% 46.9% 45.9%
% Renter Occupied | 34.9% 39.1% 41.7% 41.3%
Vacancy Rate 9.7% 9.9% 11.4% 12.8%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau

Furthermore, a small majority of Carbondale City’s housing consists of single-family units. All units reported
by the decennial census were built prior to 2000, and most were built in 1959 or earlier. Most homes are

heated by utility gas.

Among homeowners in Carbondale City, household incomes are broadly distributed across all income
brackets. Most are categorized with annual incomes over $50,000. The most housing-insecure homeowners
report income below $20,000 annually, many with related costs that exceed 30 percent of the income each

month.

The household incomes for over half of renters are less than $35,000 per year, and for most, housing costs
exceed 30 percent of their incomes each month. Renters typically face greater housing insecurity than

homeowners.



Housing Affordability (Homeowners)

Monthly Housing Costs as a

Source: U.S. Census Bureau

Source: U.S. Census Bureau

Percentage of Income 2000 | 2023 Estimate
Median Household Income
Less than $20,000 20.7% 10.0%
Less than 20 percent 10.6% 6.8%
20to 29 percent 25.9% 15.6%
30 percent or more 60.1% 77.6%
$20,000 to $34,999 23.8% 12.9%
Less than 20 percent 58.5% 12.5%
20to 29 percent 12.4% 41.3%
30 percent or more 202% | 462%
2000 2023 Estimate $35,000 to $49,999 24.4% 10.4%
Housing units 4,086 3,896 Less than 20 percent 54.0% 30.0%
1, detached 55.2% 57.7% 20to 29 percent 31.5% 56.3%
1, attached 4.2% 5.6% 30 percent or more 14.5% 13.6%
2 apartments 20.8% 14.9% $50,000 to $74,999 19.3% 24.6%
3or 4 apartments 7'2?’ 10'70% Less than 20 percent 66.2% 78.2%
i ;izs::;r:::sts ;;; ;g; 2010 29 percent 27.1% 15.1%
Mobile home/other 1.1% 0.0% 30 percent or more 6.7% 6.7%
YEAR BUILT $75,000 or more 11.7% 41.6%
2020 or later X 1.1% Less than 20 percent 87.8% 96.8%
2010 to 2019 X 0.7% 20to 29 percent 12.2% 1.9%
2000 to 2009 X 1.5% 30 percent or more 0.0% 1.3%
1980 to 1999 5.5% 13.0% Housing Affordability (Renters)
1960 to 1979 15.1% 20.2% Monthly Housing Costs as a
1940 to 1959 14.9% 20.8% Percentage of Income 2000 |2023 Estimate
1939 or earlier 64.5% 42.7% Median Household Income
ROOMS Less than $20,000 59.8% 38.3%
1room 0.2% 0.9% Less than 20 percent 16.0% 11.2%
2or 3rooms 12.6% 10.9% 2010 29 percent 25.9% 17.1%
4or 5rooms 27.7% 27.0% 30 percent or more 51.1% 71.7%
6 or 7rooms 39.9% 41.0%
3+ rooms 19.7% 20.1% $20,000 to $34,999 24.9% 18.9%
BEDROOMS Less than 20 percent 45.3% 19.2%
No bedroom 0.2% 0.9% 20 to 29 percent 32.3% 18.1%
1 bedroom 14.3% 16.7% 30 percent or more 17.6% 62.8%
2 or 3bedrooms 66.6% 67.7% $35,000 to $49,999 8.5% 9.8%
4+ bedrooms 18.9% 14.7% Less than 20 percent 95.5% 13.9%
COMPLETE FACILITIES 20to 29 percent 4.5% 52.2%
Plumbing facilities 100.0% 100.0% 30 percent or more 0.0% 33.9%
Kitchen facilities 100.0% 99.6% $50,000 to $74,999 4.9% 8.6%
JOUEE 2 Tt AUlEL Less than 20 percent 87.0% 44.9%
Utility gas 70.5% 75.2% 20 t0 29 percent 0.0% 33.5%
Bottled, tank, or LP gas 2.1% 1.9%
Electricity 6.9% 19.3% 30 percent or more 0.0% 21.5%
Fuel oil, kerosene, etc. 18.0% 1.9% $75,000 or more 2.0% 13.3%
Coal or coke 1.9% 0.0% Less than 20 percent 80.6% 84.1%
All other fuels 0.5% 0.2% 20to 29 percent 0.0% 9.8%
No fuel used 0.0% 1.5% 30 percent or more 0.0% 6.1%




Carbondale Township

Carbondale Township’s population has increased slightly since 2000, and larger shares of the population are
between 20 and 34 years old and 35 and 54 years old. It is predominately White but has grown more diverse
since the turn of the century.

Carbondale Township Population

Demographic Characteristics 2000 2010 2020 |2023 Estimate
Total Population 1,008 1,076 1,125 1,103
Under 20 244 235 229 190
20to 34 173 202 185 242
35to 54 313 363 288 337
55 to 64 94 99 189 121
65 and older 184 177 234 213
White 99.3% 97.7% 94.1% 88.6%
Black/African American 0.0% 0.7% 0.8% 0.0%
Asian/Asian American 0.0% 0.0% 0.4% 0.0%
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 0.0%
American Indian/Alaska Native 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Some other race 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 4.4%
Two or more races 0.0% 0.4% 2.0% 7.0%
Hispanic/Latino 0.7% 1.2% 2.6% *6.7%
Male 506 532 566 605
Female 502 544 559 498

The number of housing units in the township increased from 2000 to 2023. Vacancy rates have increased over
the years, with a large uptick in recent estimates. The share of renter-occupied units also increased, while the
proportion of owner-occupied units shrunk (though the majority of the units continue to be occupied by
homeowners).

Carbondale Township Housing Stock

2000 2010 2020 | 2023 Estimate
Total Housing Units 427 495 509 537
% Owner Occupied 77.5% 76.6% 77.6% 64.6%
% Renter Occupied 18.7% 16.6% 16.5% 25.0%
Vacancy Rate 3.7% 6.9% 5.9% 10.4%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau

Furthermore, a majority of Carbondale Township’s housing consists of single-family units. Nearly half the
units were built before 1980. Most homes are heated by utility gas.

Among homeowners in Carbondale Township, household incomes are broadly distributed across all income
brackets. Majority shares of homeowners are categorized in the top income bracket. The most housing-
insecure homeowners report income below $20,000 annually, with related costs that exceed 30 percent of
the income each month.



Housing Affordability (Homeowners)

Monthly Housing Costs as a

Percentage of Income 2000 | 2023 Estimate
Median Household Income
Less than $20,000 16.2% 7.5%
Less than 20 percent 4.4% 0.0%
20to 29 percent 40.0% 7.7%
. . . 30 percent or more 55.6% 92.3%
ST e T BTy
Less than 20 percent 58.3% 16.3%
2000 2023Estimate 151,29 percent 10.0% 14.0%
I:odusinghur;its 72171 7;186%’/ 30 percent or more 31.7% 69.8%
) aft:;ee ; o 3 $35,000 to $49,999 17.3% 6.9%
2 apartments 10.5% 5.4% Less than 20 percent 47.9% 12.5%
3 or 4 apartments 2.6% 3.5% 20to 29 percent 25.0% 54.2%
5 to 9 apartments 21% 0.0% 30 percent or more 27.1% 33.3%
10+ apartments 0.7% 0.0% $50,000 to $74,999 26.0% 16.7%
Mobile home/other 8.2% 11.4% Less than 20 percent 72.2% 50.0%
YEAR BUILT 20to 29 percent 16.7% 32.8%
2020 or later X 0.8% 30 percent or more 11.1% 17.2%
2010 to 2019 X 3.5% $75,000 or more 18.8% 56.5%
2000 to 2009 X 12.5% Less than 20 percent 90.4% 86.2%
1980 to 1999 25.5% 33.9% 20to 29 percent 9.6% 9.2%
1960 to 1979 23.7% 18.7% 30 percent or more 0.0% 4.6%
1940 to 1959 12.9% 7.9% Housing Affordability (Renters)
1939 or earlier 37.9% 22.7% Monthly Housing Costs as a
ROOMS Percentage of Income 2000 (2023 Estimate
1room 0.5% 0.6% Median Household Income
20r3rooms 2.6% 1.0% Less than $20,000 32.5% 3.7%
4or5rooms 26.2% 28.1% Less than 20 percent 0.0% 0.0%
6or7rooms 46.6% 51.8% 20t0 29 percent 26.9% 0.0%
8+ rooms 24.1% 18.5% 30 percent or more 65.4% 100.0%
$20,000 to $34,999 27.5% 17.2%
i Less than 20 percent 27.3% 0.0%
No bedroom 0.5% 0.6% 20 to 29 percent 50.0% 0.0%
1bedroom 2.6% 2.3% 30 percent or more 9.1% 100.0%
2 or 3 bedrooms 82.7% 80.5%
4+ bedrooms 14.3% 16.6% $35,000 to $49,999 18.8% 9.0%
COMPLETE FACILITIES 20to 29 percent 33.3% 0.0%
Plumbing facilities 100.0% 100.0% 30 percent or more 13.3% 100.0%
Kitchen facilities 100.0% 100.0% $50,000 to $74,999 13.8% 37.3%
HOUSE HEATING FUEL Less than 20 percent 100.0% 100.0%
Utility gas 44.0% 59.5% 20to 29 percent 0.0% 0.0%
Bottled, tank, or LP gas 6.1% 5.8% 30 percent or more 0.0% 0.0%
Fuel oil, kerosene, etc. 32.8% 11.2% $75,000 or more 7.5% 23.9%
Coal or coke 1.0% 3.5% Less than 20 percent 100.0% 100.0%
All other fuels 1.0% 0.0% 20to 29 percent 0.0% 0.0%
No fuel used 0.0% 0.0% 30 percent or more 0.0% 0.0%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau

Source: U.S. Census Bureau




Clarks Green Borough

Clarks Green Borough’s population has fluctuated since 2000, though majority shares of the population have
remained 65 years and older and under 20 years old, with large shares between 35 and 54 years old. It is
predominately White but has grown more diverse since the turn of the century.

Clarks Green Borough Population

Demographic Characteristics 2000 2010 2020 |2023 Estimate
Total Population 1,630 1,661 1,524 1,594
Under 20 480 424 360 380
20to 34 150 201 237 231
35to 54 550 522 348 377
55to 64 182 237 224 225
65 and older 268 277 355 381
White 97.8% 95.8% 90.7% 90.6%
Black/African American 0.1% 0.5% 0.5% 0.6%
Asian/Asian American 1.8% 2.0% 2.8% 6.1%
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
American Indian/Alaska Native 0.0% 0.2% 0.0% 0.2%
Some other race 0.1% 0.0% 0.1% 1.1%
Two or more races 0.2% 0.2% 3.2% 1.4%
Hispanic/Latino 0.1% 1.4% 2.7% *2.4%
Male 780 747 753 813
Female 850 914 771 781

Source: U.S. Census Bureau. *Not part of the total%

The number of housing units in the borough increased between 2000 and 2023. Vacancy rates have also
increased over the years, with a large uptick in recent estimates. The share of renter-occupied units and
owner-occupied units shrunk (though the majority of the units continue to be occupied by homeowners).

Clarks Green Borough Housing Stock

2000 2010 2020 | 2023 Estimate
Total Housing Units 626 622 624 721
% Owner Occupied 87.1% 85.2% 84.1% 78.5%
% Renter Occupied 10.7% 10.8% 11.4% 8.9%
Vacancy Rate 2.2% 4.0% 4.5% 12.6%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau

Furthermore, a majority of Clarks Green Borough’s housing consists of single-family units. A majority share of
the units were built before 1960. Most homes are heated by utility gas.

Among homeowners in Clarks Green Borough, household incomes are distributed across all income
brackets, though none report incomes between $50,000 and $74,999.

Most homeowners are categorized in the top income bracket. The most housing-insecure homeowners report
income below $20,000 annually, with related costs that exceed 30 percent of the income each month. The
household incomes for nearly one-third third of renters are less than $35,000 per year, and their housing
costs exceed 30 percent of theirincomes each month. Renters typically face greater housing insecurity than
homeowners.



Housing Affordability (Homeowners)

Monthly Housing Costs as a
Percentage of Income 2000 |2023 Estimate
Median Household Income
Less than $20,000 12.2% 4.8%
Less than 20 percent 0.0% 0.0%
20to 29 percent 15.4% 0.0%
30 percent or more 78.5% 100.0%
$20,000 to $34,999 10.2% 9.2%
Less than 20 percent 35.2% 0.0%
20to 29 percent 35.2% 50.0%
] $35,000 to $49,999 12.8% 6.9%
2000 2023 Estimate
Housing units i - Less than 20 percent 42.6% 15.4%
1, detached 91.5% 93.7% 20to 29 percent 16.2% 30.8%
1, attached 2.4% 2.4% 30 percent or more 41.2% 53.8%
2 apartments 4.2% 4.0% $50,000 to $74,999 20.9% 14.8%
3 or 4 apartments 0.8% 0.0% Less than 20 percent 52.3% 35.7%
5to 9 apartments 1.1% 0.0% 20to 29 percent 32.4% 10.7%
10 + apartments 0.0% 0.0% 30 percent or more 15.3% 53.6%
Mobile home/other 0.0% 0.0% $75,000 or more 43.9% 64.3%
TSN Less than 20 percent 77.7% 74.2%
2020 or later X 0.0% 20 to 29 percent 19.7% 23.4%
2010to 2019 X 0.2%
2000 to 2009 » 1.0% 30 percent or mre L 2.6% 2.5%
1980 to 1999 13.1% 15.9% Housing Affordability (Renters)
1960 to 1979 30.0% 27.9% Monthly HOUSing Costs as a
1940 to 1959 27.8% 24.6% Percentage of Income 2000 | 2023 Estimate
1939 or earlier 29.1% 30.5% Median Household Income
ROOMS Less than $20,000 15.6% 4.7%
lroom 0.5% 0.0% Less than 20 percent 0.0% 0.0%
2 or 3rooms 0.8% 1.7% 20to 29 percent 0.0% 0.0%
4 or 5 rooms 13.4% 11.6% 30 percent or more 80.0% 100.0%
6or 7 rooms 36.7% 39.0% $20,000 to $34,999 20.3% 28.1%
8 +rooms 48.6% 47.6% Less than 20 percent 0.0% 0.0%
BEDROOMS 20to 29 percent 38.5% 0.0%
No bedroom 0.5% 0.0%
Tbedroom 2.7% 2.4% 30 percent or more 38.5% 100.0%
2 or 3 bedrooms 54.5% 58.4% $35,000 to $49,999 28.1% 6.3%
4+ bedrooms 42.3% 39.2% Less than 20 percent 55.6% 0.0%
EGMBTEIEE SCITES 20t0 29 percent 27.8% 100.0%
P!umblng f.a(.illlltles 100.0% 100.0% 30 percent or more 0.0% 0.0%
Kitchen facilities 100.0% 100.0%
HOUSE HEATING FUEL $50,000 to $74,999 14.1% 0.0%
Utility gas 68.8% 85.2% Less than 20 percent 100.0% 0.0%
Bottled, tank, or LP gas 0.8% 0.6% 20to 29 percent 0.0% 0.0%
Electricity 14.7% 10.6% 30 percent or more 0.0% 0.0%
Fuel oil, kerosene, etc. 15.4% 3.5% 575,000 or more Zlon e
Coal or coke 0.3% 0.0% Less than 20 percent 71.4% 33.3%
All other fuels 0.0% 0.0% 20to 29 percent 0.0% 66.7%
No fuel used 0.0% 0.0% 30 percent or more 0.0% 0.0%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau Source: U.S. Census Bureau



Clarks Summit Borough

Clarks Summit Borough’s population has decreased since 2000, and larger shares of the population are
between 35 and 54 years old and 65 years and older. It is predominately White but has grown more diverse

since the turn of the century.

Clarks Summit Borough Population

Demographic Characteristics 2000 2010 2020 |2023 Estimate
Total Population 5,126 5,115 5,107 5,058
Under 20 1,238 1,228 1,128 933
20to 34 726 568 801 1,161
35to 54 1,597 1,582 1,204 1,106
55to 64 603 795 698 682
65and older 962 942 1,275 1,176
White 97.2% 96.5% 90.9% 92.2%
Black/African American 0.3% 0.5% 0.6% 0.4%
Asian/Asian American 1.1% 1.2% 1.9% 0.2%
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
American Indian/Alaska Native 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 0.0%
Some other race 0.0% 0.1% 0.2% 2.8%
Two or more races 0.4% 0.5% 3.1% 4.4%
Hispanic/Latino 0.9% 1.2% 3.1% *6.3%
Male 2,416 2,312 2,427 2,532
Female 2,710 2,803 2,680 2,526

Source: U.S. Census Bureau. *Not part of the total%

The number of housing units in the borough fluctuated but is still higher in 2023 than it was in 2000. The share
of renter-occupied units also decreased, while the proportion of owner-occupied units grew (the majority of
the units continue to be occupied by homeowners).

Clarks Summit Borough Housing Stock

2000 2010 2020 | 2023 Estimate
Total Housing Units 2,260 2,324 2,359 2,297
% Owner Occupied 69.8% 69.9% 67.9% 74.9%
% Renter Occupied 26.4% 25.5% 26.2% 23.1%
Vacancy Rate 3.8% 4.6% 5.9% 2.0%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau

Furthermore, the majority of Clarks Summit Borough’s housing consists of single-family units. A large share of
the units was built between 1960 to 1979. Most homes are heated by utility gas.

Among homeowners in Clarks Summit Borough, household incomes are largely distributed across upper
income brackets. Majority shares of homeowners are categorized in the top income bracket. The most
housing-insecure homeowners report income below $20,000 annually, with related costs that exceed 30
percent of the income each month.

The household incomes for nearly one-quarter of renters are less than $35,000 per year, and for many, their
housing costs exceed 30 percent of theirincomes each month. Renters typically face greater housing
insecurity than homeowners.



Housing Affordability (Homeowners)

Monthly Housing Costs as a
Percentage of Income 2000 | 2023 Estimate
Median Household Income
Less than $20,000 13.4% 2.7%
Less than 20 percent 20.0% 0.0%
20to 29 percent 21.0% 32.6%
30 percent or more 55.0% 67.4%
$20,000 to $34,999 17.8% 3.9%
Less than 20 percent 53.8% 0.0%
20to 29 percent 18.4% 16.4%
30 percent or more 27.8% 83.6%
$35,000 to $49,999 13.8% 5.1%
Less than 20 percent 52.7% 12.5%
20t0 29 percent 29.0% 0.0%
2000 2023 Estimate || 30 percent or more 18.4% 87.5%
Housing units 2,175 2,252 $50,000 to $74,999 21.8% 22.8%
1, detached 73'%3% 79'2% Less than 20 percent 56.1% 28.2%
;’aa:::r:z‘its :é/ 13051/ 20to 29 percent 32.2% 13.5%
3or 4 apartments 21% 1.0% 30 percent or more 11.7% 58.3%
5to 9 apartments 3.5% 1.9% $75,000 or more 33.2% 65.5%
10 +apartments 8.1% 3.6% Less than 20 percent 84.7% 76.5%
Mobile home/other 0.0% 0.0% 20to 29 percent 7.9% 18.5%
Zggg::!';r Ny 0% 30 percent or more 7.5% 5.1%
2000 to 2009 " 43% Monthly Housing Costs as a
1980 to 1999 20.6% 18.5% Percentage of Income 2000 |2023 Estimate
1960 to 1979 35.8% 44.8% Median Household Income
1940 to 1959 17.2% 17.5% Less than $20,000 42.8% 16.4%
1939 or earlier 26.4% 14.9% Less than 20 percent 21.8% 0.0%
:?c(xs — — 2010 29 percent 13.1% 41.4%
2 or 3 rooms 9.4% 9.5% 30 percent or more 61.5% 58.6%
40r5rooms 22.2% 28.5% $20,000 to $34,999 21.7% 6.4%
6or7 rooms 44.8% 27.8% Less than 20 percent 15.6% 47.1%
8+ rooms 23.6% 34.2% 20to 29 percent 22.7% 0.0%
EED;;(:::I; 0.4% 0.0% 30 percent or more 61.7% 52.9%
1 bedroom 11.0% 11.2% $35,000 to $49,999 13.2% 9.4%
2 or 3 bedrooms 67.9% 65.2% Less than 20 percent 34.6% 0.0%
4+bedrooms 20.7% 23.6% 20to 29 percent 53.8% 72.0%
COMPLETE FACILITIES 30 percent or more 11.5% 28.0%
op | —ss0000toSaseo
HOUSE HEATING FUEL Less than 20 percent 63.9% 35.6%
Utility gas 61.7% 76.9% 20to 29 percent 12.0% 64.4%
Bottled, tank, or LP gas 1.2% 1.3% 30 percent or more 0.0% 0.0%
Electricity 24.1% 19.7% $75,000 or more 8.1% 43.7%
Fuel oil, kerosene, etc. 11.0% 1.3% Less than 20 percent 100.0% 84.1%
Coal or coke L.2% 0.0% 20to 29 percent 0.0% 10.8%
All other fuels 0.8% 0.0%
No fuel used 0.0% 0.7% 30 percent or more 0.0% 5.2%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau Source: U.S. Census Bureau



Clifton Township

Clifton Township’s population has decreased since 2000, and larger shares of the population are between 35
and 54 years old and 65 years and older. It is predominately White but has grown more diverse since the turn
of the century.

Clifton Township Population

Demographic Characteristics 2000 2010 2020 | 2023 Estimate
Total Population 1,139 1,166 1,493 1,261
Under 20 282 186 306 216
20to 34 178 118 192 147
35to0 54 352 378 355 374
55to 64 168 263 230 196
65 and older 159 221 410 328
White 97.4% 93.4% 88.3% 88.7%
Black/African American 0.4% 1.1% 1.7% 2.2%
Asian/Asian American 1.0% 0.8% 0.4% 1.6%
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
American Indian/Alaska Native 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Some other race 0.0% 0.0% 0.5% 1.0%
Two or more races 0.3% 0.7% 2.3% 6.5%
Hispanic/Latino 0.9% 4.0% 6.8% *4.7%
Male 576 571 753 618
Female 563 595 740 643

Source: U.S. Census Bureau. *Not part of the total%

The number of housing units in the township increased between 2000 and 2023. Vacancy rates have
fluctuated over the years but remain the majority. The shares of renter-occupied units and owner-occupied
units shrunk.

Clifton Township Housing Stock

2000 2010 2020 | 2023 Estimate
Total Housing Units 1,044 1,264 1,272 1,352
% Owner Occupied 37.9% 43.4% 39.5% 33.9%
% Renter Occupied 5.5% 6.3% 10.1% 6.2%
Vacancy Rate 56.6% 50.4% 50.5% 59.8%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau

Furthermore, a majority of Clifton Township’s housing consists of single-family units. The largest share of the
units were built between 1960 to 1999. Most homes are heated by electricity.

Among homeowners in Clifton Township, household incomes are broadly distributed across allincome
brackets. Majority shares of homeowners are categorized in the top two income brackets. The most housing-
insecure homeowners report income below $20,000 annually, with related costs that exceed 30 percent of
the income each month.

The household incomes for just over one-quarter of renters are less than $35,000 per year, and for most, their
housing costs exceed 30 percent of theirincomes each month. Renters typically face greater housing
insecurity than homeowners.



Housing Affordability (Homeowners)

Monthly Housing Costs as a

Percentage of Income 2000 | 2023 Estimate
Median Household Income
Less than $20,000 13.5% 13.5%
Less than 20 percent 5.3% 4.8%
20to 29 percent 28.9% 0.0%
30 percent or more 60.5% 95.2%
$20,000 to $34,999 20.3% 11.8%
Less than 20 percent 35.1% 40.7%
20to 29 percent 10.5% 16.7%
2000 2023 Estimate | 935,000 to $49,999 19.6% 8.9%
Housing units 453 543 Less than 20 percent 32.7% 34.1%
1, detached 86.1% 75.1% 20to 29 percent 30.9% 51.2%
1, attached 0.6% 0.7% 30 percent or more 36.4% 14.6%
2 apartments 0.6% 2.2% $50,000 to $74,999 21.7% 27.5%
3 or 4 apartments 0.3% 3.1% Less than 20 percent 50.8% 7.1%
>10 9 apartments 0.0% 0.0% 20to 29 percent 41.0% 63.5%
10+ épartments O'Otf’ O'Otf 30 percent or more 8.2% 29.4%
Mobile home/other 12.5% 18.8% 575,000 or more 24.9% 37 7%
YEAR BUILT
2020 or later » 0.0% Less than 20 percent 88.6% 78.0%
2010t 2019 M 2 4% 20to 29 percent 8.6% 16.2%
2000 to 2009 X 13.3% 30 percent or more 2.9% 5.8%
1980 to 1999 63.6% 29.7% Housing Affordability (Renters)
1960 to 1979 27.4% 35.9% Monthly Housing Costs as a
1940 to 1959 5.2% 13.4% Percentage of Income 2000 | 2023 Estimate
1939 or earlier 3.8% 5.3% Median Household Income
Sl Less than $20,000 25.5% 21.4%
1room 0.4% 0.7% Less than 20 percent 0.0% 0.0%
20r 3rooms 1.4% 2.5% 20t0 29 percent 0.0% 0.0%
4 or 5rooms 42.9% 28.2%
6or 7 r00ms 10.2% 48.3% 30 percent or more 100.0% 100.0%
3+ rooms 15.0% 17.3% $20,000 to $34,999 25.5% 4.8%
BEDROOMS Less than 20 percent 50.0% 0.0%
No bedroom 0.4% 0.7% 20to 29 percent 50.0% 0.0%
1 bedroom 2.1% 2.9% 30 percent or more 0.0% 100.0%
2 or 3bedrooms 79.3% 82.7% $35,000 to $49,999 21.8% 10.7%
4+ bedrooms 18.2% 13.6% Less than 20 percent 100.0% 0.0%
COMPLETE FACILITIES 20to 29 percent 0.0% 33.3%
Plumbing facilities 99.6% 100.0% 30 percent or more 0.0% 66.7%
Kitchen facilities 100.0% 100.0% $50,000 to $74,999 23.6% 28.6%
HQQSE HEATING FUEL Less than 20 percent 92.3% 0.0%
Utility gas 1.1% 0.0% 20to 29 percent 0.0% 100.0%
Bottled, tank, or LP gas 16.1% 23.8%
Electricity 325% 35.4% 30 percent or more 0.0% 0.0%
Fuel oil, kerosene, etc. 44.2% 31.9% $75,000 or more 3.6% 27.4%
Coal or coke 2.4% 3.3% Less than 20 percent 100.0% 100.0%
All other fuels 3.8% 5.2% 20to 29 percent 0.0% 0.0%
No fuel used 0.0% 0.6% 30 percent or more 0.0% 0.0%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau

Source: U.S. Census Bureau




Covington Township

Covington Township’s population has increased since 2000, though majority shares of the population have
remained between 35 and 54 years old. It is predominately White but has grown more diverse since the turn
of the century.

Covington Township Population

Demographic Characteristics 2000 2010 2020 |2023 Estimate
Total Population 1,994 1,798 2,198 2,250
Under 20 553 399 497 534
20to 34 328 235 304 354
35to 54 662 587 554 625
55to 64 179 307 359 327
65 and older 272 270 484 410
White 97.3% 95.4% 90.7% 93.8%
Black/African American 0.7% 0.7% 0.6% 1.6%
Asian/Asian American 0.3% 0.7% 0.4% 1.1%
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 0.0%
American Indian/Alaska Native 0.1% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0%
Some other race 0.0% 0.1% 0.6% 0.0%
Two or more races 0.6% 0.3% 3.9% 3.6%
Hispanic/Latino 1.2% 2.8% 3.6% *3.1%
Male 963 889 1,075 1,053
Female 1,031 909 1,123 1,197

Source: U.S. Census Bureau. *Not part of the total%

The number of housing units in the township fluctuated between 2000 and 2023. Vacancy rates have
increased. The share of renter-occupied units decreased, while the proportion of owner-occupied units grew
(the majority of the units continue to be occupied by homeowners).

Covington Township Housing Stock

2000 2010 2020 | 2023 Estimate
Total Housing Units 838 1,074 984 998
% Owner Occupied 72.9% 69.7% 73.5% 75.5%
% Renter Occupied 15.2% 12.5% 12.5% 9.7%
Vacancy Rate 11.9% 17.8% 14.0% 14.8%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau

Furthermore, a majority of Covington Township’s housing consists of single-family units. Majority shares of
the units were built between 1960 to 1999. Most homes are heated by bottled, tank, or LP gas.

Among homeowners in Covington Township, a majority are categorized in the top income bracket. The most
housing-insecure homeowners report income below $20,000 annually, with related costs that exceed 30
percent of the income each month.

The household incomes for one-third of renters are less than $35,000 per year, and their housing costs
exceed 30 percent of their incomes each month. Renters typically face greater housing insecurity than
homeowners.



Housing Affordability (Homeowners)

Monthly Housing Costs as a
Percentage of Income

2000 | 2023 Estimate

Median Household Income

Less than $20,000 12.7% 6.0%
Less than 20 percent 13.8% 0.0%
20to 29 percent 8.6% 0.0%
30 percent or more 67.2% 100.0%
$20,000 to $34,999 18.6% 8.6%
Less than 20 percent 36.5% 0.0%
20to 29 percent 21.2% 32.3%
Covington Township Housing Characteristics B percent or more 42.4% 67.7%
2000 2023 Estimate ¢35 00 to $49,999 19.7% 3.6%
Housing units 738 850 Less than 20 percent 46.7% 37.0%
L detachhedd 815;’ 88.&2/%; 20to 29 percent 33.3% 22.2%
1, attache 2.3% 2.4% 30 percent or more 20.0% 40.7%
2 apartments 2.1% 2% $50,000 to $74,999 25.1% 13.7%
3 or 4 apartments 3.3% 0.0% 2 to Z = 2
5to 9 apartments 0.0% 0.0% Less than 20 percent 60.9% 25.2%
10 + apartments 0.0% 0.0% 20to 29 percent 32.2% 37.9%
Mobile home/other 8.8% 6.4% 30 percent or more 7.0% 36.9%
YEAR BUILT $75,000 or more 24.0% 68.1%
2020 or later X 2.1% Less than 20 percent 87.3% 71.0%
2010 to 2019 X 10.5% 20to 29 percent 6.4% 17.5%
2000 to 2009 X 12.8% 30 percent or more 6.4% 11.5%
1980 to 1999 25.9% 23.3% Housing Affordability (Renters)
1960 to 1979 35.3% 34.6% Monthly Housing Costs as a
1940t0 1959 17.2% 8.9% Percentage of Income 2000 [ 2023 Estimate
1939 or earlier 21.6% 7.8% X
R Median Household Income
0, 0,
1room 0.6% 0.6% tess t:"‘” ;2)0 000 301;/" 1;‘05//
2 or 3rooms 3.2% 5.6% ess than 20 percent — —
4015 rooms 31.0% 20.6% 20to 29 percent 0.0% 0.0%
6or 7 rooms 42.6% 33.6% 30 percent or more 78.9% 100.0%
8+ rooms 22.6% 39.5% $20,000 to $34,999 45.0% 16.5%
BEDROOMS Less than 20 percent 20.4% 0.0%
No bedroom 0.8% 0.6% 20to 29 percent 53.7% 0.0%
1 bedroom 3.3% 6.6% 30 percent or more 13.0% 100.0%
2 or 3 bedrooms 77.6% 67.3% $35,000 to $49,999 13.3% 0.0%
4+ bedrooms 18.3% 25.5% Less than 20 percent 37.5% 0.0%
COMPLETE FACILITIES 2010 29 ¢ 43.8% 0.0%
Plumbing facilities 100.0% 100.0% O £7 percen =2 —
Kitchen facilities 98.8% 100.0% 30 percent or more 18.8% 0.0%
HOUSE HEATING EUEL $50,000 to $74,999 7.5% 20.6%
Utility gas 1.4% 0.4% Less than 20 percent 77.8% 0.0%
Bottled, tank, or LP gas 7.9% 38.9% 20to 29 percent 0.0% 100.0%
Electricity 19.5% 21.9% 30 percent or more 0.0% 0.0%
Fuel oil, kerosene, etc. 63.3% 31.4% $75,000 or more 2.5% 26.8%
Coal or coke 4.7% 3.1% Less than 20 percent 0.0% 100.0%
All other fuels 3.3% 4.4% 20to 29 percent 0.0% 0.0%
No fuel used 0.0% 0.0% 30 percent or more 0.0% 0.0%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau

Source: U.S. Census Bureau




Dalton Borough

Dalton Borough’s population has increased since 2000, and the largest shares of the population are between
35 and 54 years old and under 20 years old. It is predominately White but has grown more diverse since the
turn of the century.

Dalton Borough Population

Demographic Characteristics 2000 2010 2020 |2023 Estimate
Total Population 1,294 1,213 1,284 1,381
Under 20 367 297 257 322
20to 34 204 169 229 194
35to 54 423 338 302 385
55to 64 104 196 192 167
65 and older 196 213 304 313
White 98.8% 97.9% 93.0% 92.8%
Black/African American 0.0% 0.1% 0.9% 2.9%
Asian/Asian American 0.5% 0.9% 0.6% 0.3%
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
American Indian/Alaska Native 0.0% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0%
Some other race 0.0% 0.0% 0.5% 0.1%
Two or more races 0.2% 0.3% 2.4% 3.9%
Hispanic/Latino 0.5% 0.6% 2.6% *9.1%
Male 632 588 614 709
Female 662 625 670 672

Source: U.S. Census Bureau. *Not part of the total%

The number of housing units in the borough increased between 2000 and 2023. The share of renter-occupied
units decreased, while the proportion of owner-occupied units grew (the majority of the units continue to be
occupied by homeowners).

Dalton Borough Housing Stock

2000 2010 2020 2023 Estimate
Total Housing Units 519 547 574 580
% Owner Occupied 79.4% 77.0% 76.5% 79.8%
% Renter Occupied 17.0% 14.8% 15.2% 15.0%
Vacancy Rate 3.7% 8.2% 8.4% 5.2%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau

Furthermore, the majority of Dalton Borough’s housing consists of single-family units. Most of the units were
built before1960. Most homes are heated by utility gas.

Among homeowners in Dalton Borough, household incomes are distributed across the two upperincome
brackets. Majority shares of homeowners are categorized in the top income bracket. The most housing-
insecure homeowners report income below $20,000 annually, with related costs that exceed 30 percent of
their income each month.

The household incomes for over half of renters are greater in the top bracket, and their housing costs do not
exceed 29 percent of their incomes each month. Renters typically face greater housing insecurity than
homeowners.



Housing Affordability (Homeowners)

Monthly Housing Costs as a

Percentage of Income 2000 | 2023 Estimate
Median Household Income
Less than $20,000 13.3% 5.4%
Less than 20 percent 14.3% 0.0%
20to 29 percent 18.4% 0.0%
30 percent or more 55.1% 100.0%
$20,000 to $34,999 9.5% 6.7%
Less than 20 percent 25.7% 22.6%
20to 29 percent 34.3% 0.0%
| Dalton Borough Housing Characteristics  [ESEEEILIdNEIE 40.0% | 77.4%
2000 2023 Estimate  [|$35,000 to $49,999 21.2% 4.5%
Housing units 500 550 Less than 20 percent 33.3% 14.3%
1, detached 86.3% 91.6% 20to 29 percent 39.7% 57.1%
1, attached 0.0% 6.2% 30 percent or more 26.9% 28.6%
2 apartments 9.1% 1.1% $50,000 to $74,999 23.9% 22.5%
2 fc: ;‘ :z:::x:z g:g:/: (1);/ Less than 20 percent 59.1% 49.0%
10 + apartments 0.0% 0.0% 20to 29 percent 29.5% 35.6%
Mobile home/other 0.2% 0.0% 30 percent or more 11.4% 15.4%
YEAR BUILT $75,000 or more 32.1% 60.9%
2020 or later X 0.0% Less than 20 percent 83.9% 75.5%
2010 to 2019 X 4.2% 20to 29 percent 14.4% 18.8%
2000 to 2009 X 10.0% 30 percent or more 1.7% 5.7%
1980 to 1999 11.6% 12.7% O g Aftforaa Rente
1960 to 1979 23.9% 18.9% Monthly Housing Costs as a
1940to 1959 9.8% 13.8% Percentage of Income 2000 |2023 Estimate
1939 or earlier 54.7% 40.4% Median Household Income
ROOMS Less than $20,000 30.6% 12.6%
1room 0'0:/" 0'5:/° Less than 20 percent 0.0% 0.0%
4212: i :sz 22015// gi; 20 to 29 percent 7.7% 0.0%
6 or 7 100ms 39.9% 50.4% 30 percent or more 57.7% 100.0%
S+ rooms 37.4% 39.5% $20,000 to $34,999 51.8% 3.4%
BEDROOMS Less than 20 percent 47.7% 0.0%
No bedroom 0.0% 0.5% 20to 29 percent 29.5% 0.0%
1 bedroom 6.0% 3.1% 30 percent or more 4.5% 100.0%
2 or 3 bedrooms 60.9% 59.1% $35,000 to $49,999 2.4% 3.4%
4+ bedrooms 33.1% 37.3% Less than 20 percent 100.0% 0.0%
COMPLETE FACILITIES 20to 29 percent 0.0% 0.0%
Plumbing facilities 100.0% 100.0% 30 percent or more 0.0% 100.0%
Kitchen facilities 99.2% 99.5% $50,000 to $74,999 9.4% 0.0%
H(?L.JSE HEATING FUEL Less than 20 percent 62.5% 0.0%
Utility gas 64.0% 73.1% 20to 29 percent 0.0% 0.0%
Bottled, tank, or LP gas 1.4% 3.5% 30 percent or more 0.0% 0.0%
Electricity 12.0% 10.4%
Fuel oil, kerosene, etc. 22.6% 12.0% $75,000 or more 5.9% 60.9%
Coal or coke 0.0% 0.0% Less than 20 percent 40.0% 94.3%
Al other fuels 0.0% 1.1% 20to 29 percent 0.0% 5.7%
No fuel used 0.0% 0.0% 30 percent or more 0.0% 0.0%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau

Source: U.S. Census Bureau




Dickson City Borough

Dickson City Borough’s population has decreased since 2000, and majority shares of the population are
between 35 and 54 years old and under 20 years old. It is predominately White but has grown more diverse
since the turn of the century.

Dickson City Borough Population

Demographic Characteristics 2000 2010 2020 2023 Estimate
Total Population 6,205 6,078 6,038 6,022
Under 20 1,362 1,301 1,155 1,385
20to 34 1,139 1,206 1,110 711
35to 54 1,763 1,678 1,588 1,768
55to 64 600 752 909 795
65and older 1,341 1,141 1,276 1,363
White 98.3% 95.4% 88.0% 89.9%
Black/African American 0.2% 0.7% 2.2% 1.4%
Asian/Asian American 0.3% 0.6% 1.5% 1.5%
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
American Indian/Alaska Native 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.3%
Some other race 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 2.9%
Two or more races 0.2% 0.4% 3.4% 3.9%
Hispanic/Latino 0.8% 2.6% 4.8% *5.8%
Male 2,911 2,918 2,994 2,666
Female 3,294 3,160 3,044 3,356

Source: U.S. Census Bureau. *Not part of the total%

The number of housing units in the borough increased between 2000 and 2023. Vacancy rates have increased
over the years. The share of renter-occupied units decreased, while the proportion of owner-occupied units
shrunk (the majority of the units continue to be occupied by homeowners).

Dickson City Borough Housing Stock

2000 2010 2020 | 2023 Estimate
Total Housing Units 2,913 2,921 2,993 3,037
% Owner Occupied 62.2% 60.8% 59.1% 59.4%
% Renter Occupied 30.2% 31.8% 32.2% 31.9%
Vacancy Rate 7.6% 7.5% 8.7% 8.7%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau

Furthermore, a majority of Dickson City Borough’s housing consists of single-family units. A majority share of
the units were built before 1960. Most homes are heated by utility gas.

Among homeowners in Dickson City Borough, household incomes are distributed across allincome brackets.
Majority shares of homeowners are categorized in the top income bracket. The most housing-insecure
homeowners report income below $20,000 annually, with related costs that exceed 30 percent of the income
each month.

The household incomes for nearly half of renters are less than $35,000 per year, and for most, their housing
costs exceed 30 percent of theirincomes each month. Renters typically face greater housing insecurity than
homeowners.



Housing Affordability (Homeowners)

Monthly Housing Costs as a
Percentage of Income 2000 |2023 Estimate
Median Household Income
Less than $20,000 24.5% 7.2%
Less than 20 percent 31.8% 4.6%
20to 29 percent 25.5% 0.0%
30 percent or more 41.1% 95.4%
$20,000 to $34,999 21.0% 9.9%
Less than 20 percent 70.2% 0.0%
20to 29 percent 7.4% 39.3%
30 percent or more 22.5% 60.7%
n " " — b to b .35/0 17
$35,000 to $49,999 18.3% 11.1%
Dickson City Borough Housing Characteristics Less than 20 percent 65.1% 41.8%
2000 2023 Estimate
Housi n R, i 20to 29 percent 22.9% 34.3%
ousing units y y 0, 0,
1 detached 62.0% 69.0% 30 percent or more 12.OOA> 23.90A:
1, attached 2.0% 6.3% $50,000 to $74,999 24.8% 17.2%
2 apartments 18.4% 9.1% Less than 20 percent 79.5% 76.8%
3 or 4 apartments 10.6% 10.1% 20to 29 percent 16.1% 20.0%
5to 9 apartments 3.1% 2.5% 30 percent or more 4.4% 3.2%
10 + apartments 2.8% 3.0% $75,000 or more 11.4% 52.7%
Mobile home/other L1% 0.0% Less than 20 percent 100.0% 90.3%
YEARBULT 20to 29 t 0.0% 7.8%
2020 or later X 0.0% 0 27 percen =7 0%
2010 to 2019 M 16% 30 percent or mre L 0.0% 1.9%
2000 to 2009 X 5.1% Hou sSing Affordablllty (Renters)
1980 to 1999 10.4% 13.3% Monthly Housing Costs as a
1960 to 1979 22.8% 16.7% Percentage of Income 2000 |2023 Estimate
194010 1959 13.5% 29.0% Median Household Income
1939 or earlier 53.3% 34.3% Less than $20,000 48.5% 26.5%
ROOMS Less than 20 percent 4.2% 16.7%
1room 0.0% 0.4% . o
2 or 3r00ms 7.5% 3.8% 20to 29 percent 15.5% 9.3%
40or5rooms 35.3% 27.6% 30 percent or more 59.6% 73.9%
6or7rooms 38.0% 44.9% $20,000 to $34,999 26.4% 21.3%
8+ rooms 19.3% 23.3% Less than 20 percent 27.6% 0.0%
BEDROOMS 20to 29 percent 47.0% 18.9%
No bedroom 0.0% 0.6% 30 percent or more 12.9% 81.1%
Lbedroom 1L.1% 7.2% $35,000 to $49,999 14.0% 14.4%
2 or 3 bedrooms 72.7% 77.2% - h - - % - %
2+ bedrooms 16.3% 14.9% Less than 20 percent 83.7% 6.4%
COMPLETE FACILITIES 20to 29 percent 16.3% 27.1%
Plumbing facilities 99.8% 100.0% 30 percent or more 0.0% 66.4%
Kitchen facilities 100.0% 98.8% $50,000 to $74,999 9.7% 15.7%
HQL_JSE WEETINGIEER - - Less than 20 percent 100.0% 23.7%
st"'lty dgas — 62911// 725;‘;' 20to 29 percent 0.0% 76.3%
ott e, .,tan , OT T 83 e — 30 percent or more 0.0% 0.0%
Electricity 8.7% 15.0%
- $75,000 or more 1.5% 13.8%
Fuel oil, kerosene, etc. 17.2% 5.3% L than 20 t 100.0% 91.0%
Coal or coke 2.9% 0.3% €ss than 2 percen 'o 2 - - 2
All other fuels 0.0% 1.4% 20to 29 percent 0.0% 9.0%
No fuel used 0.0% 0.5% 30 percent or more 0.0% 0.0%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau Source: U.S. Census Bureau



Dunmore Borough

Dunmore Borough’s population has increased slightly since 2000. The majority shares of the population are
still predominantly between 35 and 54 years old and under 20 years old. It is predominately White but has
grown more diverse since the turn of the century.

Dunmore Borough Population

Demographic Characteristics 2000 2010 2020 | 2023 Estimate
Total Population 14,018 | 14,092 14,042 14,123
Under 20 3,186 3,120 2,748 3,237
20to 34 2,501 2,526 3,106 2,882
35to 54 3,865 4,289 3,169 3,376
55to 64 1,343 1,469 2,001 1,729
65and older 3,123 2,688 3,018 2,899
White 97.9% 95.0% 86.7% 87.8%
Black/African American 0.4% 0.9% 2.3% 1.8%
Asian/Asian American 0.4% 1.6% 3.7% 4.4%
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.1%
American Indian/Alaska Native 0.0% 0.1% 0.1% 0.2%
Some other race 0.0% 0.1% 0.4% 1.4%
Two or more races 0.3% 0.5% 2.5% 4.3%
Hispanic/Latino 0.9% 1.9% 4.4% *5.5%
Male 6,569 6,711 6,692 6,829
Female 7,449 7,381 7,350 7,294

Source: U.S. Census Bureau. *Not part of the total%

The number of housing units in the borough fluctuated between 2000 and 2023. Vacancy rates have
increased. The share of renter-occupied units also increased, while the proportion of owner-occupied units
decreased (just over a majority of the units continue to be occupied by homeowners).

Dunmore Borough Housing Stock

2000 2010 2020 | 2023 Estimate
Total Housing Units 6,528 6,530 6,618 6,510
% Owner Occupied 58.8% 53.9% 51.9% 54.5%
% Renter Occupied 35.3% 38.0% 39.1% 37.7%
Vacancy Rate 5.9% 8.1% 8.9% 7.8%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau

Furthermore, a small majority of Dunmore Borough’s housing consists of single-family units. A majority share
of the units was built before 1960. Most homes are heated by utility gas.

Among homeowners in Dunmore Borough, household incomes are mostly distributed across the upper
income brackets. Majority shares of homeowners are categorized in the top income brackets. The most
housing-insecure homeowners report income below $20,000 annually, with related costs that exceed 30

percent of the income each month.

The household incomes for close to one-third of renters are less than $35,000 per year, and for many, their
housing costs exceed 30 percent of theirincomes each month. Renters typically face greater housing

insecurity than homeowners.



Housing Affordability (Homeowners)

Monthly Housing Costs as a

Percentage of Income 2000 | 2023 Estimate
Median Household Income
Less than $20,000 20.7% 8.0%
Less than 20 percent 16.3% 7.7%
20to 29 percent 24.0% 10.9%
30 percent or more 55.4% 81.3%
$20,000 to $34,999 16.8% 5.6%
Less than 20 percent 46.8% 16.2%
| Dunmore Borough Housing Characteristics |Ere T
2000 2023 Estimate percent or more 29.9% 58.4%
Housing units 6,141 6,002 $35,000 to $49,999 17.9% 6.7%
1, detached 54.5% 59.9% Less than 20 percent 51.7% 58.0%
1, attached 2.3% 4.1% 20to 29 percent 36.0% 33.2%
2 apartments 21.1% 17.0% 30 percent or more 12.3% 8.8%
3 or 4 apartments 11.7% 12.4% $50,000 to $74,999 23.4% 13.5%
5to 9 apartments 7.8% 3.9% Less than 20 percent 63.1% 51.1%
10 + apartments 2.4% 2.1% 20to 29 percent 28.3% 29.2%
Mobile home/other 0.1% 0.5% 30 percent or more 8.6% 19.6%
e RECIR] $75,000 or more 21.2% 64.9%
2020 or later X 0.0% Less than 20 percent 95.3% 76.4%
201010 2019 X 0.0% 20to 29 percent 4.7% 15.7%
2000 to 2009 X 3.0% 30 percent or more 0.0% 7.9%
1980 to 1999 9.0% 16.3% . -
195010 1979 % TL0% Houmg Affordability (Renters)
1940 to 1959 17.6% 21.9% Monthly Housing Costs as a .
1939 or earlier 57.8% 37.8% Perc«.entage of Income 2000 | 2023 Estimate
R OONE Median Household Income
1room 0.3% 0.6% Less than $20,000 41.7% 20.0%
2 or 3 rooms 8.4% 11.0% Less than 20 percent 6.0% 2.0%
4 0r5rooms 28.3% 30.9% 20to 29 percent 14.6% 13.0%
6 or 7 rooms 39.0% 35.9% 30 percent or more 66.0% 84.9%
8+ rooms 24.0% 21.5% $20,000 to $34,999 30.1% 11.5%
BEDROOMS Less than 20 percent 35.4% 6.0%
No bedroom 0.4% 0.6% 20to 29 percent 43.8% 7.1%
1bedroom 12.7% 15.0% 30 percent or more 13.0% 86.9%
2 or 3 bedrooms 65.5% 69.1% $35,000 to $49,999 13.5% 14.1%
g;';;;[:'l?En;i\CILITIES 21.4% 15.3% Less than 20 percent 87.8% 3.5%
Plumbing facilities 99.5% 100.0% 20to 29 percent 8.0% 76.8%
Kitchen facilities 99.4% 99.9% 30 percent or more 0.0% 19.7%
HOUSE HEATING FUEL $50,000 to $74,999 9.8% 17.5%
Utility gas 78.4% 77.7% Less than 20 percent 100.0% 60.6%
Bottled, tank, or LP gas 1.3% 1.7% 20to 29 percent 0.0% 10.0%
Electricity 9.4% 13.9% 30 percent or more 0.0% 29.4%
Fuel oil, kerosene, etc. 9.5% 4.9% $75,000 or more 4.8% 29.4%
Coal or coke 0.8% 1.0% Less than 20 percent 94.6% 93.2%
All other fuels 0.3% 0.8% 20to 29 percent 0.0% 6.8%
No fuel used 0.3% 0.0% 30 percent or more 0.0% 0.0%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau

Source: U.S. Census Bureau




Elmhurst Township

Elmhurst Township’s population has fluctuated since 2000, and a majority share of the population has
remained 65 years and older. It is predominately White but has grown more diverse since the turn of the
century.

Elmhurst Township Population

Demographic Characteristics 2000 2010 2020 |2023 Estimate
Total Population 838 1,221 842 900
Under 20 165 245 171 139
20to 34 113 102 76 135
35to 54 218 270 207 177
55t0 64 76 108 99 76
65 and older 266 496 289 373
White 99.6% 98.5% 93.6% 93.9%
Black/African American 0.1% 0.3% 0.7% 0.1%
Asian/Asian American 0.0% 0.1% 0.8% 0.1%
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
American Indian/Alaska Native 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Some other race 0.0% 0.0% 0.2% 0.0%
Two or more races 0.0% 0.6% 3.4% 5.9%
Hispanic/Latino 0.2% 0.6% 1.2% *1.4%
Male 351 489 372 396
Female 487 732 470 504

Source: U.S. Census Bureau. *Not part of the total%

The number of housing units in the township increased from 2000 to 2023. Vacancy rates have increased over
the years, with an uptick in recent estimates. The share of renter-occupied units also increased, while the
proportion of owner-occupied units shrunk (though the majority of the units continue to be occupied by
homeowners).

Elmhurst Township Housing Stock

2000 2010 2020 | 2023 Estimate
Total Housing Units 282 348 336 423
% Owner Occupied | 85.1% 69.5% 72.0% 64.3%
% Renter Occupied | 9.2% 25.3% 22.6% 25.8%
Vacancy Rate 5.7% 5.2% 5.4% 9.9%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau

Furthermore, a majority of Elmhurst Township’s housing consists of single-family units. A majority share of
the units was built between 1960 to 1999. Most homes are heated by some type of fuel oil.

Among homeowners in Elmhurst Borough, household incomes are largely distributed across the upper
income brackets. Most homeowners are categorized in the top income bracket. The most housing-insecure
homeowners report income below $20,000 annually, with related costs that exceed 30 percent of the income
each month.

The household incomes for nearly half of renters are less than $35,000 per year, and their housing costs
exceed 30 percent of their incomes each month. Renters typically face greater housing insecurity than
homeowners. A majority of renters from all income levels report spending 30 percent or more on monthly
housing costs.



Housing Affordability (Homeowners)

Percentage of Income 2000 |2023 Estimate
Median Household Income
Less than $20,000 13.1% 2.9%
Less than 20 percent 25.0% 0.0%
20to 29 percent 35.7% 0.0%
30 percent or more 39.3% 100.0%
$20,000 to $34,999 21.6% 9.9%
Less than 20 percent 45.7% 0.0%
20to 29 percent 23.9% 11.1%
30 percent or more 30.4% 88.9%
$35,000 t0 $49,999 13.6% | 9.6%
2000 2023 Estimate ||| o5 than 20 percent 65.5% 46.2%
Housing units 266 381 2010 29 percent 13.8% 38.5%
1, detached 88.3% 76.6%
1, attached 0.7% 0.0% 30 percent or more 20.7% 15.4%
2 apartments 4.3% 0.5% $50,000 to $74,999 28.2% 13.6%
3 or 4 apartments 2.1% 0.0% Less than 20 percent 65.0% 43.2%
5to 9apartments 0.0% 0.0% 20to 29 percent 30.0% 16.2%
10 + apartments 0.0% 21.8% 30 percent or more 5.0% 40.5%
Mobile home/other 4.6% 1.0% $75,000 or more 23.5% 64.0%
YEARBUILT Less than 20 percent 58.0% 71.3%
2020 or later X 0.0%
2010 to 2019 y 0.5% 20to 29 percent 42.0% 21.3%
2000 to 2009 X 7.3% 30 percent or more 0.0% 7.5%
1980 to 1999 14.9% 31.5% Housing Affordability (Renters)
1960 to 1979 24.1% 23.9% Percentage of Income 2000 | 2023 Estimate
1940 to 1959 23.4% 9.2% Median Household Income
1939 or earlier 37.6% 27.6% Less than SZ0,000 65.4% 39.4%
ROONS . . Less than 20 percent 0.0% 0.0%
;;‘;?r‘ooms 22; 20150// 20t0 29 percent 29.4% 0.0%
2 or 5 rooms 21.3% 27.3% 30 percent or more 52.9% 100.0%
60r 7 rooms 36.9% 23.6% $20,000 to $34,999 11.5% 9.2%
8 + rooms 40.1% 27.6% Less than 20 percent 0.0% 0.0%
BEDROOMS 20to 29 percent 100.0% 0.0%
No bedroom 0.0% 21.0% 30 percent or more 0.0% 100.0%
1 bedroom 3.9% L0% $35,000 to $49,999 11.5% 7.3%
if;j:giﬁ:ms 2;:(1)%‘: }23(7)2;2 Less than 20 percent 0.0% 0.0%
COMPLETE FACILITIES 20to 29 percent 100.0% 0.0%
Plumbing facilities 100.0% 100.0% 30 percent or more 0.0% 100.0%
Kitchen facilities 100.0% 79.0% $50,000 to $74,999 11.5% 6.4%
HOUSE HEATING FUEL Less than 20 percent 100.0% 28.6%
Utility gas 1.9% 6.8% 20to 29 percent 0.0% 0.0%
Bottled, tank, or LP gas 11.7% 17.8% 30 percent or more 0.0% 71.4%
Electricity 2.4% 2.7% $75,000 or more 0.0% 22.9%
Ezz: zlrl'clgzssene' Ste 731;; %333; Less than 20 percent 0.0% 36.0%
All other fuels 2.6% 1.6% 20to 29 percent 0.0% 24.0%
No fuel used 0.0% 0.5% 30 percent or more 0.0% 40.0%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau

Source: U.S. Census Bureau




Fell Township

Fell Township’s population has fluctuated since 2000. It is predominately White but has grown more diverse
since the turn of the century.

Fell Township Population

Demographic Characteristics 2000 2010 2020 |2023 Estimate
Total Population 2,331 2,215 2,338 2,205
Under 20 469 510 550 519
20to 34 378 373 392 308
35to 54 589 639 601 711
55 to 64 230 292 329 312
65 and older 665 401 466 355
White 98.1% 96.2% 89.8% 93.4%
Black/African American 0.3% 0.5% 0.5% 0.3%
Asian/Asian American 0.3% 0.3% 0.4% 0.0%
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
American Indian/Alaska Native 0.0% 0.1% 0.3% 0.0%
Some other race 0.1% 0.0% 0.3% 0.9%
Two or more races 0.4% 0.6% 3.8% 5.4%
Hispanic/Latino 0.8% 2.4% 4.9% *2.8%
Male 1,094 1,109 1,150 1,050
Female 1,237 1,106 1,188 1,155

Source: U.S. Census Bureau. *Not part of the total%

The number of housing units in the township remained relatively steady between 2000 and 2023. Vacancy
rates fluctuated. The share of renter-occupied units decreased, while the proportion of owner-occupied units
grew (the majority of the units continue to be occupied by homeowners).

Fell Township Housing Stock

2000 2010 2020 | 2023 Estimate
Total Housing Units 1,035 1,045 1,163 1,029
% Owner Occupied 66.3% 63.3% 58.6% 73.6%
% Renter Occupied 23.8% 25.2% 26.6% 14.6%
Vacancy Rate 10.0% 11.5% 14.8% 11.9%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau

Furthermore, a majority of Fell Township’s housing consists of single-family units. A majority of the units were
built before 1980. Most homes are heated by utility gas.

Among homeowners in Fell Township, household incomes are broadly distributed across income brackets.
Majority shares of homeowners are categorized in the top two income brackets; close to half report incomes
above $75,000 per year. The most housing-insecure homeowners report income below $20,000 annually, with
related costs that exceed 30 percent of the income each month.

The household incomes for over half of renters are less than $35,000 per year, and for many, their housing
costs exceed 30 percent of theirincomes each month. Renters typically face greater housing insecurity than
homeowners.



Housing Affordabilit

(Homeowners)

Monthly Housing Costs as a
Percentage of Income 2000 |2023 Estimate
Median Household Income
Less than $20,000 27.8% 7.0%
Less than 20 percent 9.1% 0.0%
20to 29 percent 39.9% 11.3%
30 percent or more 42.7% 88.7%
$20,000 to $34,999 26.3% 11.8%
Less than 20 percent 60.7% 13.5%
2000 2023 Estimate 20to 29 percent 11.1% 19.1%
s g Ui 932 907 30 percent or more 28.1% 67.4%
1, detached 61.6% 83.1% $35,000 to $49,999 17.5% 16.2%
1 attached 3.7% 3.3% Less than 20 percent 38.9% 55.3%
2 apartments 19.5% 7.1% 20to 29 percent 21.1% 8.1%
3 or 4 apartments 8.6% 6.5% 30 percent or more 40.0% 36.6%
5to 9 apartments 1.6% 0.0% $50,000 to $74,999 10.9% 21.8%
10 + apartments 0.0% 0.0% Less than 20 percent 91.1% 49.1%
Mobile home/other 4.9% 0.0% 20to 29 percent 8.9% 50.9%
YEAR BUILT 30 percent or more 0.0% 0.0%
2020 or later X 0.0% $75,000 or more 17.5% 43.2%
2010to 2019 X 10.3% Less than 20 percent 94.4% 64.5%
2000 to 2009 X 3.1% 20to 29 percent 0.0% 30.3%
1980 to 1999 12.5% 23.3% 30 percent or more 5.6% 5.2%
1960 to 1979 23.1% 17.0% 0 g Affordab Rente
1940 to 1959 10.2% 16.2% Monthly Housing Costs as a
1939 or earlier 54.2% 30.2% Percentage of Income 2000 | 2023 Estimate
ROOMS Median Household Income
1room 0.0% 2.0% Less than $20,000 39.4% 33.3%
20r3rooms 4.0% 3.1% Less than 20 percent 4.1% 22.0%
4or5rooms 33.3% 17.6% 20t0 29 percent 12.4% 0.0%
6or 7rooms 41.7% 47.5% 30 percent or more 58.8% 78.0%
8+ rooms 21.0% 29.4% $20,000 to $34,999 31.7% 17.3%
ziD:;cr)x)Sm 0.0% % Less than 20 percent 44.9% 0.0%
Lbedroom 5 5% 6.5% 20to 29 percent 43.6% 0.0%
> or 3 bedrooms 80.4% 68.A% 30 percent or more 5.1% 100.0%
4+ bedrooms 14.1% 22.6% $35,000 to $49,999 17.5% 24.7%
COMPLETE FACILITIES Less than 20 percent 67.4% 0.0%
Plumbing facilities 99.6% 100.0% 20to 29 percent 0.0% 89.2%
Kitchen facilities 99.6% 100.0% 30 percent or more 0.0% 10.8%
HOUSE HEATING FUEL $50,000 to $74,999 8.1% 8.0%
Utility gas 29.6% 32.3% Less than 20 percent 100.0% 33.3%
Bottled, tank, or LP gas 7.2% 16.2% 20to 29 percent 0.0% 66.7%
Electricity 16.5% 22.9% 30 percent or more 0.0% 0.0%
Fuel oil, kerosene, etc. 41.4% 21.6% $75,000 or more 3.3% 13.3%
Coal or coke 4.8% 3.5% Less than 20 percent 100.0% 0.0%
All other fuels 0.4% 3.4% 20to 29 percent 0.0% 100.0%
No fuel used 0.0% 0.0% 30 percent or more 0.0% 0.0%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau

Source: U.S. Census Bureau




Glenburn Township

Glenburn Township’s population has increased since 2000. Majority shares of the population have remained
between 35 and 54 years old and under 20 years old. It is predominately White but has grown more diverse
since the turn of the century.

Glenburn Township Population

Demographic Characteristics 2000 2010 2020 [2023 Estimate
Total Population 1,212 1,306 1,434 1,361
Under 20 332 447 353 341
20to 34 155 97 220 156
35to 54 424 473 327 422
55to 64 120 148 255 196
65 and older 181 141 279 246
White 96.3% 94.8% 89.6% 90.1%
Black/African American 0.1% 0.7% 0.7% 0.4%
Asian/Asian American 1.2% 1.1% 2.6% 6.8%
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
American Indian/Alaska Native 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Some other race 0.0% 0.0% 0.3% 0.0%
Two or more races 0.6% 1.4% 3.4% 2.7%
Hispanic/Latino 1.6% 1.9% 3.3% *2.8%
Male 581 680 713 695
Female 631 626 721 666

Source: U.S. Census Bureau. *Not part of the total%

The number of housing units in the township rose between 2000 and 2023. Vacancy rates have increased over
the years. The share of renter-occupied units also increased, while the proportion of owner-occupied units
shrunk (though the majority of the units continue to be occupied by homeowners).

Glenburn Township Housing Stock

2000 2010 2020 | 2023 Estimate
Total Housing Units 503 547 610 607
% Owner Occupied | 81.9% 81.4% 78.7% 69.5%
% Renter Occupied | 11.7% 9.7% 13.3% 20.1%
Vacancy Rate 6.4% 9.0% 8.0% 10.4%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau

Furthermore, a majority of Glenburn Township’s housing consists of single-family units. All units reported by
the decennial census were built prior to 2000, and in 2023 a majority share of the units were built between
1960 to 1999. Most homes are heated by utility gas.

A majority of homeowners are categorized in the top income bracket. The most housing-insecure
homeowners report income below $20,000 annually, with related costs that exceed 30 percent of the income
each month.

The household incomes for nearly five percent of renters are less than $20,000 per year, and for many, their
housing costs exceed 30 percent of theirincomes each month. Renters typically face greater housing
insecurity than homeowners.



Housing Affordability (Homeowners)

Monthly Housing Costs as a
Percentage of Income 2000 | 2023 Estimate
Median Household Income
Less than $20,000 14.3% 4.7%
Less than 20 percent 18.8% 0.0%
20to 29 percent 31.3% 15.0%
30 percent or more 33.3% 85.0%
. . e | 520,000 to $34,999 17.3% 7.1%
Less than 20 percent 60.3% 23.3%
2000 2023 Estimate {150 t5 29 percent 15.5% 33.3%
Housing units 471 544 30 percent or more 24.1% 43.3%
1, detached 83.1% 85.8% $35,000 to $49,999 16.1% 11.8%
1, attached 3.6% 1.1% Less than 20 percent 53.7% 44.0%
2 apartments 1.6% 1.3% 20to 29 percent 18.5% 26.0%
3 or 4 apartments 0.8% 6.6% 30 percent or more 27.8% 30.0%
>0 9 apartments L.0% 0.0% $50,000 to $74,999 18.8% 9.2%
10 + apartments 0.0% 0.0% Less than 20 percent 49.2% 25.6%
Mobile home/other 9.9% 5.1% 2010 29 percent 39.7% o2.1%
YEAR BUILT 30 percent or more 11.1% 10.3%
2020 or later . 2.8% $75,000 or more 33.0% 67.1%
2010 to 2019 - 6.4% Les; than 20 percent 81.3% 72.4%
2000 to 2009 X 7.4%
1980 to 1999 22.3% 32.9% 20to 29 percent 12.5% 17.7%
1960 to 1979 38.4% 26.7% 30 percent or mre L 6.3% 9.9%
1940t 1959 155% oy Housing Affordability (Renters)
1939 or earlier 23.9% 16.4% Monthly Housing Costs as a
ROOMS Percentage of Income 2000 |2023 Estimate
1room 0.4% 1.3% Median Household Income
2 or 3 rooms 3.4% 0.0% Less than $20,000 18.2% 4.1%
4 0r 5 rooms 28.0% 24.3% Less than 20 percent 0.0% 0.0%
6 or 7 rooms 31.0% 31.3% 20to 29 percent 20.0% 0.0%
8+ rooms 37.2% 43.2% 30 percent or more 80.0% 100.0%
BEDROOMS $20,000 to $34,999 30.9% 13.1%
No bedroom 0.4% 1.3% Less than 20 percent 29.4% 0.0%
1 bedroom 3.0% 5.0% 20to 29 percent 47.1% 0.0%
2 or 3bedrooms 62.6% 57.4% 30 percent or more 23.5% 100.0%
4+ bedrooms 34.0% 36.4% $35,000 to $49,999 32.7% 9.8%
COMPLETE FACILITIES Less than 20 percent 22.2% 0.0%
Plumbing facilities 99.2% 100.0% 20to 29 percent 27.8% 0.0%
Kitchen facilities 100.0% 100.0% 30 percent or more 11.1% 100.0%
HOUSE HEATING FUEL $50,000 to $74,999 10.9% 7.4%
Utility gas 41.6% 52.2% Less than 20 percent 100.0% 33.3%
Bottled, tank, or LP gas 8.3% 14.9% 20to 29 percent 0.0% 33.3%
Electricity 14.6% 18.0% 30 percent or more 0.0% 33.3%
Fuel oil, kerosene, etc. 29.1% 12.9% $75,000 or more 7.3% 33.6%
Coal or coke 1.3% 0.0% Less than 20 percent 100.0% 100.0%
All other fuels 5.1% 2.0% 20to 29 percent 0.0% 0.0%
No fuel used 0.0% 0.0% 30 percent or more 0.0% 0.0%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau Source: U.S. Census Bureau



Greenfield Township

Greenfield Township’s population has increased since 2000, though majority shares of the population have
remained between 35 and 54 years old and under 20 years old. It is predominately White but has grown
slightly more diverse since the turn of the century.

Greenfield Township Population

Demographic Characteristics 2000 2010 2020 |2023 Estimate
Total Population 1,990 2,433 2,260 2,687
Under 20 511 618 503 678
20to 34 348 350 327 291
35to 54 627 733 567 811
55to 64 203 321 410 417
65 and older 301 411 453 490
White 98.4% 98.4% 95.6% 94.4%
Black/African American 0.6% 0.2% 0.3% 0.2%
Asian/Asian American 0.3% 0.3% 0.3% 1.3%
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
American Indian/Alaska Native 0.2% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0%
Some other race 0.0% 0.0% 0.3% 0.0%
Two or more races 0.2% 0.6% 1.9% 4.1%
Hispanic/Latino 0.4% 0.4% 1.7% *0.3%
Male 974 1,190 1,159 1,212
Female 1,016 1,243 1,101 1,475

Source: U.S. Census Bureau. *Not part of the total%

The number of housing units in the township increased slightly between 2000 and 2023. Vacancy rates have
declined over the years. The share of renter-occupied units increased, and the majority of the units continue
to be occupied by homeowners.

Greenfield Township Housing Stock

2000 2010 2020 | 2023 Estimate
Total Housing Units 983 1,001 1,062 1,130
% Owner Occupied 71.1% 72.7% 76.0% 74.7%
% Renter Occupied 6.9% 10.0% 9.1% 13.0%
Vacancy Rate 22.0% 17.3% 14.9% 12.3%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau

Furthermore, a majority of Greenfield Township’s housing consists of single-family units. A majority of the
units were built before 1980. Most homes are heated by bottled, tank, or LP gas.

Most homeowners are categorized in the top income bracket. The most housing-insecure homeowners report
income below $20,000 annually, with related costs that exceed 30 percent of the income each month.

The household incomes for approximately one-third of renters are less than $35,000 per year, and their
housing costs exceed 30 percent of theirincomes each month. Renters typically face greater housing
insecurity than homeowners.



Housing Affordability (Homeowners)

Monthly Housing Costs as a
Percentage of Income 2000 |2023 Estimate
Median Household Income
Less than $20,000 12.6% 7.9%
Less than 20 percent 11.7% 7.5%
20to 29 percent 30.0% 9.0%
30 percent or more 51.7% 83.6%
$20,000 to $34,999 21.2% 7.3%
Less than 20 percent 42.6% 46.8%
20to 29 percent 8.9% 17.7%
30 percent or more 48.5% 35.5%
2000 2023 Estimate  [|$35,000 to $49,999 21.8% 7.5%
Housing units 767 991 Less than 20 percent 38.5% 15.9%
1, detached 84.6% 91.5% 20to 29 percent 28.8% 23.8%
1, attached 1.5% 0.0% 30 percent or more 32.7% 60.3%
2 apartments 0.6% 2.4% $50,000 to $74,999 26.0% 8.4%
i :c: : :z::::s:: gé:z 82:;2 Less than 20 percent 50.0% 23.9%
10+ apartments 0.0% 0.0% 20to 29 percent 35.5% 52.1%
Mobile home/other 13.0% 5.2% 30 percent or more 14.5% 23.9%
YEAR BUILT $75,000 or more 18.4% 68.8%
2020 or later X 0.0% Less than 20 percent 73.9% 87.3%
2010 to 2019 X 7.2% 20to 29 percent 23.9% 11.5%
2000 to 2009 X 21.1% 30 percent or more 2.3% 1.2%
1980 to 1999 30.9% 22.1% O g Affordab Rente
1960 to 1979 32.1% 29.1% Monthly Housing Costs as a
194010 1959 12.6% 12.3% Percentage of Income 2000 | 2023 Estimate
1939 or earlier 24.3% 8.3% Median Household Income
ROOMS _ _ Less than $20,000 38.7% 12.2%
; ;c;o?awr]ooms gg;j (3)2;2 Less than 20 percent 0.0% 0.0%
4015 rooms 33.1% 22.8% 20to 29 percent 8.3% 0.0%
60r 7 rooms 22.7% 39.7% 30 percent or more 66.7% 100.0%
8+ rooms 20.8% 34.0% $20,000 to $34,999 27.4% 19.7%
BEDROOMS Less than 20 percent 47.1% 0.0%
No bedroom 0.4% 0.0% 20to0 29 percent 23.5% 0.0%
1 bedroom 3.8% 4.1% 30 percent or more 11.8% 100.0%
2 or 3 bedrooms 77.1% 66.1% $35,000 to $49,999 19.4% 15.6%
4+ bedrooms 18.7% 29.8% Less than 20 percent 41.7% 73.9%
COMPI.'ETE FA.(?”.'ITIES 20to 29 percent 41.7% 0.0%
Plumbing facilities 99.7% 100.0%
Kitchen facilities 100.0% 100.0% 30 percent or more 0.0% 26.1%
HOUSE HEATING FUEL $50,000 to $74,999 9.7% 18.4%
Utility gas 1.6% 3.8% Less than 20 percent 66.7% 37.0%
Bottled, tank, or LP gas 20.9% 40.1% 20to 29 percent 0.0% 63.0%
Electricity 13.3% 12.8% 30 percent or more 0.0% 0.0%
Fuel oil, kerosene, etc. 55.1% 21.8% $75,000 or more 4.8% 5.4%
Coal or coke 7.4% 1.4% Less than 20 percent 100.0% 100.0%
All other fuels 1.7% 20.1% 20to 29 percent 0.0% 0.0%
No fuel used 0.0% 0.0% 30 percent or more 0.0% 0.0%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau Source: U.S. Census Bureau



Jefferson Township

Jefferson Township’s population has increased since 2000, though majority shares of the population have
remained between 35 and 54 years old and under 20 years old. It is predominately White but has grown more
diverse since the turn of the century.

Jefferson Township Population

Demographic Characteristics 2000 2010 2020 |2023 Estimate
Total Population 3,592 3,690 3,765 3,804
Under 20 964 1,029 859 784
20to 34 594 470 503 747
35to 54 1,238 1,491 961 988
55to 64 380 365 653 664
65and older 416 335 789 621
White 98.4% 97.8% 94,0% 93.4%
Black/African American 0.3% 0.4% 0.5% 0.3%
Asian/Asian American 0.2% 0.3% 0.4% 2.1%
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
American Indian/Alaska Native 0.1% 0.2% 0.2% 0.0%
Some other race 0.1% 0.0% 0.2% 0.0%
Two or more races 0.6% 0.3% 2.7% 4.2%
Hispanic/Latino 0.4% 1.0% 2.2% *3.3%
Male 1,805 1,985 1,904 1,847
Female 1,787 1,705 1,861 1,957

Source: U.S. Census Bureau. *Not part of the total%

Vacancy rates have declined since 2000. The share of renter-occupied units increased, while the proportion
of owner-occupied units shrunk (the majority of the units continue to be occupied by homeowners).

Jefferson Township Housing Stock

2000 2010 2020 | 2023 Estimate
Total Housing Units| 1,529 1,698 1,717 1,486
% Owner Occupied | 79.2% 76.1% 76.5% 77.3%
% Renter Occupied 7.2% 9.8% 10.4% 10.0%
Vacancy Rate 13.6% 14.0% 13.2% 12.8%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau

Furthermore, a majority of Jefferson Township’s housing consists of single-family units. Most units were built
between 1960 and 2000. Most homes are heated by electricity.

Among homeowners in Jefferson Township, household incomes are distributed across the upperincome
brackets. Majority shares of homeowners are categorized in the top income bracket. The most housing-
insecure homeowners report income below $20,000 annually, with related costs that exceed 30 percent of
the income each month.

The household incomes for over half of renters are more than $75,000 per year, and their housing costs do not
exceed 20 percent of their incomes each month. Renters typically face greater housing insecurity than
homeowners.



Housing Affordability (Homeowners)

Monthly Housing Costs as a
Percentage of Income 2000 | 2023 Estimate
Median Household Income
Less than $20,000 14.8% 4.9%
Less than 20 percent 28.4% 0.0%
20to 29 percent 18.7% 0.0%
30 percent or more 41.8% 100.0%
$20,000 to $34,999 12.7% 2.0%
Less than 20 percent 56.5% 0.0%
20to 29 percent 20.9% 0.0%
30 percent or more 22.6% 100.0%
2000 2023 Estimate $35,000 to $49,999 25.5% 2.4%
Housing units 1321 129 Less than 20 percent 24.8% 63.0%
1 detached 82.9% 85.1% 20to 29 percent 39.1% 0.0%
1, attached 0.7% 0.0% 30 percent or more 36.1% 37.0%
2 apartments 2.4% 7.9% $50,000 to $74,999 22.4% 28.5%
3 or 4 apartments 0.5% 0.0% Less than 20 percent 62.9% 51.1%
5to 9apartments 0.8% 0.0% 20to 29 percent 33.7% 36.1%
10 +apartments 0.0% 0.0% 30 percent or more 3.5% 12.8%
Mobile home/other 12.7% 6.9% $75,000 or more 24.6% 61.8%
EAS VT Less than 20 percent 81.1% 87.6%
zgig E’Or 'zaotfgr i gg; 20to 29 percent 18.9% 7.6%
30 percent or more 0.0% 4.8%
2000 to 2009 X 10.1% . e
1980 to 1999 28.2% 29.7% Housing Affordability (Renters)
1960 to 1979 38.7% 39.0% Monthly Housing Costs as a
1940 to 1959 14.7% 4.9% Percentage of Income 2000 | 2023 Estimate
1939 or earlier 18.4% 8.0% Median Household Income
ROOMS Less than $20,000 33.6% 6.8%
1room 0.5% 0.0% Less than 20 percent 0.0% 0.0%
2or3rooms 5.0% 2.9% 20to 29 percent 0.0% 0.0%
4 or 5rooms 28.8% 25.2% 30 percent or more 62.2% 100.0%
6or 7rooms 10.4% 30.4% $20,000 to $34,999 27.3% 4.1%
g;&:grg;ﬂs 25.2% 35.5% Less than 20 percent 76.7% 0.0%
No bedroom 0.5% 0.0% 20to 29 percent 23.3% 100.0%
1 bedroom 3.5% 1.2% 30 percent or more 0.0% 0.0%
2 or 3 bedrooms 78.8% 76.7% $35,000 to $49,999 5.5% 6.8%
4+ bedrooms 17.2% 22.1% Less than 20 percent 100.0% 0.0%
COMPLETE FACILITIES 20to 29 percent 0.0% 0.0%
Plumbing facilities 100.0% 100.0% 30 percent or more 0.0% 100.0%
Kitchen facilities 100.0% 100.0% $50,000 to $74,999 33.6% 13.5%
ES::;Z:EATING FUEL 0.5% 6.3% Less than 20 percent 75.7% 100.0%
20to 29 percent 0.0% 0.0%
Bottle.d., tank, or LP gas 20.1% 17.9% 30 percent or more 0.0% 0.0%
Electricity 23.7% 41.0%
Fuel oil, kerosene, etc. 46.4% 26.7% $75,000 or more 0.0% 58.1%
Coal or coke 3.3% 15% Less than 20 percent 0.0% 100.0%
All other fuels 5.7% 6.6% 20to 29 percent 0.0% 0.0%
No fuel used 0.0% 0.0% 30 percent or more 0.0% 0.0%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau Source: U.S. Census Bureau



Jermyn Borough

Jermyn Borough’s population has decreased since 2000, and the largest shares of the population are
between 35 and 54 years old and under 20 years old. It is predominately White but has grown slightly more
diverse since the turn of the century.

Jermyn Borough Population

Demographic Characteristics 2000 2010 2020 |2023 Estimate
Total Population 2,287 2,278 2,150 2,026
Under 20 568 458 445 452
20to 34 387 411 371 298
35to 54 654 754 565 540
55to 64 226 264 323 347
65 and older 452 391 446 389
White 98.2% 96.5% 91.6% 95.8%
Black/African American 0.7% 0.9% 0.9% 0.8%
Asian/Asian American 0.4% 0.4% 0.4% 0.3%
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
American Indian/Alaska Native 0.2% 0.3% 0.0% 0.0%
Some other race 0.0% 0.0% 0.2% 0.3%
Two or more races 0.1% 0.7% 3.0% 2.7%
Hispanic/Latino 0.3% 1.2% 4.0% *0%
Male 1,103 1,060 1,047 1,047
Female 1,184 1,218 1,103 979

Source: U.S. Census Bureau. *Not part of the total%

The number of housing units in the borough rose slightly between 2000 and 2023. Recent estimates suggest
an uptick in vacancy rates. The share of renter-occupied units increased, while the proportion of owner-
occupied units decreased (the majority of the units continue to be occupied by homeowners).

Jermyn Borough Housing Stock

2000 2010 2020 2023 Estimate
Total Housing Units 1,012 1,017 1,037 1,062
% Owner Occupied 66.8% 63.6% 61.9% 62.1%
% Renter Occupied 26.3% 29.9% 32.9% 27.3%
Vacancy Rate 6.9% 6.5% 5.2% 10.5%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau

Furthermore, a majority of Jermyn Borough’s housing consists of single-family units. A majority of the units
were built prior to 1960. Most homes are heated by utility gas.

Among homeowners in Jermyn Borough, household incomes are broadly distributed across all income
brackets. Majority shares of homeowners are categorized in the top two income brackets. The most housing-
insecure homeowners report income below $20,000 annually, with related costs that exceed 30 percent of
the income each month.

The household incomes for approximately one-third of renters are less than $35,000 per year, and for many,
their housing costs exceed 30 percent of their incomes each month. Renters typically face greater housing
insecurity than homeowners.



Housing Affordability (Homeowners)

Monthly Housing Costs as a

Percentage of Income 2000 |2023 Estimate
Median Household Income
Less than $20,000 26.0% 8.2%
Less than 20 percent 16.7% 0.0%
20to 29 percent 22.7% 0.0%
30 percent or more 50.0% 100.0%
$20,000 to $34,999 13.7% 11.7%
Less than 20 percent 50.6% 53.2%
20to 29 percent 29.1% 29.9%
30 percent or more 20.3% 16.9%
Jermyn Borough Housing Characteristics |EEEAUSSAISGINEY 23.4% 13.8%
2000 2023 Estimate  ||Less than 20 percent 57.0% 47.3%
Housing units 942 950 20to 29 percent 23.0% 12.1%
1, detached 66.6% 74.2% 30 percent or more 20.0% 40.7%
1, attached 2.7% 5.8% $50,000 to $74,999 21.9% 27.4%
gapzrtme:ts t 172'74/”’ 2;; Less than 20 percent 87.3% 35.4%
or 4 apartments 7% .9% o o
5to 9 apartments 4.7% 2.8% 20to 29 percent 12‘706 48'6f
10 + apartments 0.6% 2.1% 30 percent or more 0.0% 16.0%
Mobile home/other 5.3% 0.0% $75,000 or more 14.9% 38.9%
YEAR BUILT Less than 20 percent 90.7% 87.9%
2020 or later X 0.0% 20to 29 percent 9.3% 7.0%
2010to 2019 X 0.6% 30 percent or more 0.0% 5.1%
2000 to 2009 X 4.1% Housing Affordability (Renters)
1980 to 1999 9.5% 8'5/: Monthly Housing Costs as a
1960to 1979 20.1% 22.3% Percentage of Income 2000 | 2023 Estimate
1940 to 1959 16.0% 30.8% K
- Median Household Income
1939 or earlier 54.4% 33.6% . >
ROOMS Less than $20,000 48.9% 17.9%
1 room 0.0% 1.8% Less than 20 percent 2.3% 0.0%
2 or 3rooms 9.2% 8.0% 20to 29 percent 23.8% 11.5%
4or5rooms 31.8% 29.1% 30 percent or more 49.2% 88.5%
6or 7rooms 38.6% 34.2% $20,000 to $34,999 21.4% 15.9%
8 +rooms 20.4% 26.9% Less than 20 percent 59.6% 10.9%
BEDROOMS 20to 29 percent 33.3% 10.9%
No bedroom 0.9% 1.8% 30 percent or more 0.0% 78.3%
1bedroom 10.7% 12.5% $35,000 to $49,999 15.49 10.3%
2 or 3bedrooms 74.2% 68.4% ,000t0 549, == =
4+ bedrooms 14.2% 17.3% Less than 20 percent 85.4% 20.0%
COMPLETE FACILITIES 20to 29 percent 7.3% 60.0%
Plumbing facilities 100.0% 100.0% 30 percent or more 0.0% 20.0%
Kitchen facilities 99.6% 98.7% $50,000 to $74,999 12.8% 27.9%
HOUSE HEATING FUEL Less than 20 percent 91.2% 44.4%
Utility gas 55.0% 81.4% 20to0 29 percent 0.0% 55.6%
E;)ttle.d.,ttank, orLP gas 11675/:/ 11083/; 30 percent or more 0.0% 0.0%
serey =2 =2 $75,000 or more 1.5% 13.1%
Fuel oil, kerosene, etc. 21.5% 5.8% H " -
Coal or coke 2.2% 0.6% Less than 20 percent 0.0% 100.0%
All other fuels 1.1% 0.1% 20to 29 percent 0.0% 0.0%
No fuel used 0.0% 0.0% 30 percent or more 0.0% 0.0%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau

Source: U.S. Census Bureau




Jessup Borough

Jessup Borough’s population has decreased since 2000, and majority shares of the population are between
35 and 54 years old and under 20 years old. It is predominately White but has grown more diverse since the

turn of the century.

Jessup Borough Population

Demographic Characteristics 2000 2010 2020 |2023 Estimate
Total Population 4,718 4,673 4,520 4,506
Under 20 1,090 1,162 924 950
20to 34 813 757 827 574
35to 54 1,335 1,262 1,169 1,390
55to 64 445 620 656 760
65and older 1,035 872 944 832
White 98.6% 97.1% 91.1% 84.0%
Black/African American 0.3% 0.6% 1.0% 0.8%
Asian/Asian American 0.3% 0.4% 0.7% 0.8%
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 0.0% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0%
American Indian/Alaska Native 0.0% 0.2% 0.3% 0.6%
Some other race 0.0% 0.0% 0.3% 0.0%
Two or more races 0.6% 0.5% 2.9% 13.8%
Hispanic/Latino 0.3% 1.2% 3.7% *8.9%
Male 2,193 2,235 2,170 2,185
Female 2,525 2,438 2,350 2,321

Source: U.S. Census Bureau. *Not part of the total%

The number of housing units in the borough remained relatively steady between 2010 and 2023. Vacancy
rates have risen, with a decline in recent estimates. The share of renter-occupied units increased, while the
proportion of owner-occupied units shrunk (though the majority of the units continue to be occupied by

homeowners).

Jessup Borough Housing Stock

2000 2010 2020 2023 Estimate
Total Housing Units 2,073 2,134 2,149 2,149
% Owner Occupied 72.7% 67.8% 65.1% 63.2%
% Renter Occupied 22.6% 26.3% 28.1% 31.3%
Vacancy Rate 4.7% 6.0% 6.8% 5.5%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau

Furthermore, a majority of Jessup Borough’s housing consists of single-family units. A majority was built
before 1980. Most homes are heated by utility gas.

Among homeowners in Jessup Borough, household incomes are broadly distributed across allincome
brackets. Majority shares of homeowners are categorized in the top income bracket. The most housing-
insecure homeowners report income below $20,000 annually, with related costs that exceed 30 percent of
the income each month.

The household incomes for over half of renters are less than $35,000 per year, and their housing costs exceed
30 percent of theirincomes each month. Renters typically face greater housing insecurity than homeowners.



Housing Affordability (Homeowners)

Monthly Housing Costs as a

Percentage of Income 2000 | 2023 Estimate
Median Household Income
Less than $20,000 29.2% 10.6%
Less than 20 percent 21.0% 0.0%
20to 29 percent 38.9% 16.7%
30 percent or more 40.2% 83.3%
$20,000 to $34,999 15.9% 2.5%
Less than 20 percent 28.2% 47.1%
2000 2023 Estimate 30 percent or more 46.8% 52.9%
Housing units 1,976 2,031 $35,000 to $49,999 16.2% 11.0%
1, detached 71.3% 71.8% Less than 20 percent 72.1% 49.7%
1, attached 4.1% 8.0% 20to 29 percent 15.1% 30.9%
2 apartments 15.1% 7.9% 30 percent or more 12.8% 19.5%
3 or 4 apartments 5.9% 9.6% $50,000 to $74,999 22.0% 16.9%
5to 9 apartments 2.1% 2.7% Less than 20 percent 59.4% 44.8%
10 + apartments 0.0% 0.0% 20to 29 percent 27.5% 31.3%
Mobile home/gther 1.5% 0.0% 30 percent or more 13.1% 23.9%
MEARIECIN $75,000 or more 16.7% 59.0%
2020 or later X 0.0% Less than 20 percent 96.9% 75.3%
2010to 2019 X 13.2% 20to 29 percent 0.0% 24.7%
20000 2009 X >.6% 30 percent or more 3.1% 0.0%
1980 to 1999 15.5% 8.6% . e
1960 t0 1979 16.0% 2% Housing Affordability (Renters)
1940 to 1959 16.5% 16.8% Monthly Housing Costs as a
1939 or earlier 52.0% 30.5% Percentage of Income 2000 | 2023 Estimate
ROOMS Median Household Income
1room 0.5% 0.0% Less than $20,000 52.5% 31.8%
2 or 3rooms 2.1% 7.8% Less than 20 percent 0.0% 0.0%
4 0r 5 rooms 34.0% 26.1% 20to 29 percent 4.5% 0.0%
6 or 7rooms 43.1% 39.1% 30 percent or more 71.5% 100.0%
8+rooms 20.3% 27.0% $20,000 to $34,999 22.0% 25.7%
BEDROOMS Less than 20 percent 30.1% 0.0%
No bedroom 0.5% 0.0% 20to 29 percent 35.9% 0.0%
1bedroom 5.2% 10.2% 30 percent or more 19.4% 100.0%
2 or 3bedrooms 79.9% 74.4% $35,000 to $49,999 10.2% 12.2%
4+ bedrooms 14.4% 15.4% Less than 20 percent 77.1% 24.4%
SO FLENE FACILIT 25 2010 29 percent 0.0% 41.5%
Plumbing facilities 100.0% 98.3% 30 percent or more 0.0% 34.1%
Egﬂ‘:E”J:;':It'\'fGSFUEL 100.0% 57.2% $50,000 to $74,999 8.5% 10.3%
Utility gas 63.1% 78.1% Less than 20 percent 60.0% 39.1%
Bottled, tank, or LP gas 4.2% 2.9% 20to 29 percent 20.0% 33.3%
Electricity 8.4% 13.5% 30 percent or more 0.0% 27.5%
Fuel oil, kerosene, etc. 21.4% 3.1% $75,000 or more 6.8% 0.0%
Coal or coke 1.5% 0.9% Less than 20 percent 100.0% 0.0%
All other fuels 0.5% 1.5% 20to 29 percent 0.0% 0.0%
No fuel used 0.9% 0.0% 30 percent or more 0.0% 0.0%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau

Source: U.S. Census Bureau




La Plume Township

La Plume Township’s population has decreased since 2000. It is predominately White.

LaPlume Township Population

The number of housing units in the township declined between 2000 and 2023. The share of renter-occupied
units increased, while owner-occupied units decreased(though the majority of the units continue to be

Demographic Characteristics 2000 2010 2020 (2023 Estimate
Total Population 603 730 476 380
Under 20 158 134 101 57
20to 34 112 118 74 89
35to 54 192 276 132 71
55to 64 55 126 76 53
65 and older 86 76 93 110
White 95.7% 97.0% 94.3% 97.4%
Black/African American 0.5% 0.7% 1.1% 0.0%
Asian/Asian American 2.2% 0.9% 1.1% 0.0%
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
American Indian/Alaska Native 0.0% 0.2% 0.0% 0.0%
Some other race 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Two or more races 0.7% 0.7% 2.3% 2.6%
Hispanic/Latino 1.0% 0.7% 1.3% *0%
Male 290 393 236 183
Female 313 337 240 197

Source: U.S. Census Bureau. *Not part of the total%

occupied by homeowners).

LaPlume Township Housing Stock

Furthermore, a majority of La Plume Township’s housing consists of single-family units. Most were built
before 1980. Most homes are heated by some type of fuel oil.

Among homeowners in La Plume Township, household incomes are broadly distributed across all income
brackets. Over one-third of homeowners are categorized in the top income bracket. The most housing-
insecure homeowners report income below $20,000 annually, with related costs that exceed 30 percent of

the income each month.

The household incomes for over one-third of renters are less than $35,000 per year, and their housing costs
exceed 30 percent of their incomes each month. Renters typically face greater housing insecurity than

homeowners.

2000 2010 2020 | 2023 Estimate
Total Housing Units 275 280 258 209
% Owner Occupied 75.3% 73.2% 57.8% 67.5%
% Renter Occupied 17.8% 17.5% 23.3% 26.3%
Vacancy Rate 6.9% 9.3% 19.0% 6.2%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau




Housing Affordability (Homeowners)

Monthly Housing Costs as a

Percentage of Income 2000 | 2023 Estimate
Median Household Income
Less than $20,000 21.9% 20.6%
Less than 20 percent 8.7% 0.0%
20to 29 percent 30.4% 0.0%
30 percent or more 43.5% 100.0%
$20,000 to $34,999 21.0% 12.1%
Less than 20 percent 45.5% 29.4%
20to 29 percent 18.2% 52.9%
: : — 30 percent or more 36.4% 17.6%
| La Plume Township Housing Characteristics |y ywgymymss 2.9% | 17.0%
S 2;502 2023 i;tslmate Less than 20 percent 41.7% 12.0%
1 detached 47.6% 61.2% 20to 29 percent 33.3% 8.0%
1 attached 2% 1.5% 30 percent or more 25.0% 80.0%
2 apartments 7.6% 3.1% $50,000 to $74,999 17.1% 13.5%
3 or4apartments 1.1% 0.0% Less than 20 percent 66.7% 89.5%
5to 9 apartments 1.1% 0.0% 20to 29 percent 22.2% 0.0%
10 + apartments 0.0% 0.0% 30 percent or more 11.1% 10.5%
Mobile home/other 40.4% 34.2% $75,000 or more 17.1% 36.2%
YEAR BUILT Less than 20 percent 61.1% 92.2%
2020 or later X 0.0% 2010 29 percent 27.8% 7.8%
2010 to 2019 a 4.6% 30 percent or more 11.1% 0.0%
2000 to 2009 X 4.1% . L.
1980 to 1999 36.4% 21.9% Housing Affordability (Renters)
1960 to 1979 21.8% 21.9% Monthly Housing Costs as a
1940 to 1959 15.3% 19.9% Percentage of Income 2000 | 2023 Estimate
1939 or earlier 26.5% 27.6% Median Household Income
ROOMS Less than $20,000 34.8% 0.0%
1room 0.0% 1.5% Less than 20 percent 0.0% 0.0%
2 or 3rooms 3.6% 8.2% 20to 29 percent 37.5% 0.0%
4or5rooms 50.5% 35.7% 30 percent or more 62.5% 0.0%
bor 7 rooms 28.4% 29.1% $20,000 to $34,999 23.9% 34.5%
8 + rooms 17.5% 2.5% Less than 20 percent 81.8% 0.0%
2?:;?(’)\2; 0.0% 15% 20to 29 percent 18.2% 0.0%
1 bedroom 6.5% 71% 30 percent or more 0.0% 100.0%
2 or 3 bedrooms 85.1% 77.0% $35,000 to $49,999 17.4% 0.0%
4+ bedrooms 8.4% 14.3% Less than 20 percent 100.0% 0.0%
COMPLETE FACILITIES 20to 29 percent 0.0% 0.0%
Plumbing facilities 100.0% 98.5% 30 percent or more 0.0% 0.0%
Kitchen facilities 100.0% 98.5% $50,000 to $74,999 23.9% 18.2%
HOUSE HEATING FUEL Less than 20 percent 100.0% 80.0%
Utility gas 22.7% 28.6% 20to 29 percent 0.0% 20.0%
Bottled, tank, or LP gas 24.6% 26.5% 30 percent or more 0.0% 0.0%
Electricity 4.7% 7.1% $75,000 or more 0.0% 14.5%
Fuel oil, kerosene, etc. 43.8% 32.1% - - -
Coal or coke 2.3% 21% Less than 20 percent 0.0% 100.0%
All other fuels 0.8% 0.0% 20to 29 percent 0.0% 0.0%
No fuel used 1.2% 1.5% 30 percent or more 0.0% 0.0%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau

Source: U.S. Census Bureau




Madison Township

Madison Township’s population has decreased since 2000, and majority shares of the population are
between 35 to 64 years old. It is predominately White but has grown slightly more diverse since the turn of the
century.

Madison Township Population

Demographic Characteristics 2000 2010 2020 |2023 Estimate
Total Population 2,542 2,604 2,469 2,382
Under 20 751 743 543 478
20to 34 486 332 362 289
35to 54 834 882 649 685
55to 64 220 374 449 547
65 and older 251 273 466 383
White 98.4% 98.3% 94.0% 94.9%
Black/African American 0.4% 0.2% 0.4% 0.0%
Asian/Asian American 0.1% 0.3% 0.3% 0.0%
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
American Indian/Alaska Native 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Some other race 0.0% 0.0% 0.5% 0.0%
Two or more races 0.4% 0.5% 2.7% 5.1%
Hispanic/Latino 0.5% 0.6% 2.1% *4.3%
Male 1,249 1,331 1,211 1,148
Female 1,293 1,273 1,258 1,234

Source: U.S. Census Bureau. *Not part of the total%

The number of housing units in the township increased slightly between 2000 and 2023. Vacancy rates have
increased as well. The share of renter-occupied units increased and the share of owner-occupied units
shrunk (though the majority of the units continue to be occupied by homeowners).

Madison Township Housing Stock

2000 2010 2020 | 2023 Estimate
Total Housing Units 987 1,094 1,023 1,060
% Owner Occupied 85.4% 84.5% 84.1% 81.0%
% Renter Occupied 8.6% 9.2% 9.9% 9.1%
Vacancy Rate 6.0% 6.3% 6.1% 9.9%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau

Furthermore, a majority of Madison Township’s housing consists of single-family units. A majority were built
between 1960 to 1999. Most homes are heated by some type of fuel oil.

A majority homeowners are categorized in the top income bracket. The most housing-insecure homeowners
report income below $20,000 annually, with related costs that exceed 30 percent of the income each month.

The household incomes for over half the renters are less than $35,000 per year, and their housing costs
exceed 30 percent of their incomes each month. Renters typically face greater housing insecurity than
homeowners.



Housing Affordability (Homeowners)

Monthly Housing Costs as a

Percentage of Income 2000 | 2023 Estimate
Median Household Income
Less than $20,000 8.6% 8.1%
Less than 20 percent 9.8% 0.0%
20to 29 percent 9.8% 8.6%
30 percent or more 70.7% 91.4%
$20,000 to $34,999 15.6% 5.1%
Less than 20 percent 40.5% 11.4%
2000 2023 Estimate 30 percent or more 41.9% 77.3%
T 928 955 $35,000 to $49,999 26.7% 16.8%
1, detached 69.4% 80.1% Less than 20 percent 47.2% 16.7%
1, attached 1.0% 0.9% 20to 29 percent 35.4% 52.1%
2 apartments 1.2% 0.0% 30 percent or more 17.3% 31.3%
3 or4apartments 0.4% 1.6% $50,000 to $74,999 24.2% 8.0%
5to 9 apartments 0.0% 0.0% Less than 20 percent 57.4% 69.6%
10 + apartments 0.0% 0.0% 20to 29 percent 25.2% 15.9%
Mobile home/other 28.0% 17.4% 30 percent or more 17.4% 14.5%
LR $75,000 or more 24.8% 60.5%
2020 or later X 0.0% Less than 20 percent 89.8% 62.5%
201010 2019 X 1.7% 2010 29 percent 3.4% 23.5%
iggg :z iggg 49.X6% ;;1(5);: 30 percent or ore . .8% 14.0%
195010 1979 3L 1% 28.2% Housing Affordability (Renters)
1940 to 1959 73% 9.2% Monthly Housing Costs as a
1939 or earlier 12.0% 11.4% Percentage of Income 2000 | 2023 Estimate
ROOMS Median Household Income
1 room 0.0% 0.5% Less than $20,000 39.4% 34.4%
2 or 3rooms 3.0% 8.8% Less than 20 percent 0.0% 0.0%
40r5rooms 33.5% 22.3% 20to 29 percent 14.3% 0.0%
6 or 7rooms 42.7% 48.3% 30 percent or more 39.3% 100.0%
8+rooms 20.8% 20.1% $20,000 to $34,999 35.2% 17.7%
BEDROOMS Less than 20 percent 24.0% 0.0%
No bedroom 0.0% 0.5% 20to 29 percent 44.0% 0.0%
1bedroom 4.3% 8.1% 30 percent or more 20.0% 100.0%
2 or 3 bedrooms 79.7% 69.9% $35,000 to 349,999 15.5% 0.0%
4+ bedrooms 16.0% 21.5% Less than 20 percent 63.6% 0.0%
COMPLETE FACILITIES _ _ 20t0 29 percent 36.4% 0.0%
S8 RE R TG EUEL $50,000 to $74,999 5.6% 29.2%
Utility gas 11% 0.0% Less than 20 percent 100.0% 64.3%
Bottled, tank, or LP gas 21.8% 32.6% 20to 29 percent 0.0% 0.0%
Electricity 13.6% 13.5% 30 percent or more 0.0% 35.7%
Fuel oil, kerosene, etc. 55.8% 34.0% $75,000 or more 4.2% 0.0%
Coal or coke 4.0% 3.5% Less than 20 percent 0.0% 0.0%
All other fuels 3.3% 16.0% 20to 29 percent 0.0% 0.0%
No fuel used 0.4% 0.0% 30 percent or more 0.0% 0.0%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau

Source: U.S. Census Bureau




Mayfield Borough

Mayfield Borough’s population increased since 2000, and the largest share of the population is between 20 to
34 years old. It is predominately White but has grown more diverse since the turn of the century.

Mayfield Borough Population

Demographic Characteristics 2000 2010 2020 |2023 Estimate
Total Population 1,756 1,857 1,763 1,813
Under 20 388 471 377 392
20to 34 286 237 298 469
35to 54 528 670 457 361
55 to 64 181 184 275 333
65 and older 373 295 356 258
White 99.1% 98.0% 93.0% 86.7%
Black/African American 0.0% 0.4% 1.4% 0.0%
Asian/Asian American 0.2% 0.4% 0.2% 0.1%
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
American Indian/Alaska Native 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1%
Some other race 0.0% 0.0% 0.2% 0.0%
Two or more races 0.2% 0.3% 2.9% 13.1%
Hispanic/Latino 0.4% 0.8% 2.2% *2.2%
Male 828 855 872 821
Female 928 1,002 891 992

Source: U.S. Census Bureau. *Not part of the total%

The number of housing units in the borough grew between 2000 and 2023. The share of renter-occupied units
decreased, while the proportion of owner-occupied units grew (the majority of the units continue to be
occupied by homeowners).

Mayfield Borough Housing Stock

2000 2010 2020 | 2023 Estimate
Total Housing Units 801 800 821 862
% Owner Occupied 72.2% 72.5% 69.3% 77.0%
% Renter Occupied 20.7% 19.9% 23.0% 16.2%
Vacancy Rate 7.1% 7.6% 7.7% 6.7%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau

Furthermore, a majority of Mayfield Borough’s housing consists of single-family units. Most were built before
1960. Most homes are heated by utility gas.

Majority shares of homeowners are categorized in the top income bracket. The most housing-insecure
homeowners report income below $20,000 annually, with related costs that exceed 30 percent of the income
each month.

The household incomes for 40 percent of renters are less than $35,000 per year, and for many, their housing
costs exceed 30 percent of theirincomes each month. Renters typically face greater housing insecurity than
homeowners.



Housing Affordability (Homeowners)

Monthly Housing Costs as a

Percentage of Income 2000 | 2023 Estimate
Median Household Income
Less than $20,000 28.5% 8.1%
Less than 20 percent 8.8% 0.0%
20to 29 percent 24.8% 0.0%
30 percent or more 66.4% 100.0%
| Mayfield Borough Housing Characteristics [EPTYRNIEEEREed 25% | 57%
2000 2023 Estimate Less than 20 percent 47.2% 23.7%
Housing units 744 804 20to 29 percent 29.6% 44.7%
1, detached 69.8% 89.7% 30 percent or more 23.1% 31.6%
1, attached 1.4% 0.6% $35,000 to $49,999 19.6% 9.0%
2 apartments 17.0% 4.6% Less than 20 percent 46.8% 43.3%
3 or 4 apartments 10.6% 4.6% 20to 29 percent 36.2% 25.0%
5to 9 apartments 0.0% 0.0% 30 percent or more 17.0% 31.7%
10 + apartments 0.0% 0.5% $50,000 to $74,999 14.4% 13.3%
Mobile home/other 1.2% 0.0% Less than 20 percent 69.6% 68.2%
YEAR BUILT 20to 29 percent 11.6% 25.0%
2020 or later X 0.0% 30 percent or more 18.8% 6.8%
2010 to 2019 X 0.9% $75,000 or more 15.0% 61.6%
2000 to 2009 X 6.6% Less than 20 percent 73.6% 94.4%
1980 to 1999 10.9% 12.6% 20to 29 percent 26.4% 2.9%
1960 to 1979 15.7% 15.2% 30 percent or more 0.0% 2.7%
1940 to 1959 11.5% 17.0% O g Aftoraa Rente
1939 or earlier 61.9% 47.8% Monthly Housing Costs as a
ROOMS Percentage of Income 2000 2023 Estimate
1room 0.5% 0.0% Median Household Income
2or3rooms 4.1% 0.0% Less than $20,000 42.8% 28.6%
4 or 5rooms 33.0% 22.5% Less than 20 percent 0.0% 0.0%
6 or7rooms 37.6% 41.3% 20to 29 percent 21.1% 0.0%
8+rooms 24.8% 36.2% 30 percent or more 45.1% 100.0%
BEDROOMS $20,000 to $34,999 34.3% 11.4%
No bedroom 0.5% 0.0% Less than 20 percent 52.6% 0.0%
1bedroom 7.4% 3.9% 20to 29 percent 42.1% 25.0%
2 or 3 bedrooms 75.3% 75.2% 30 percent or more 0.0% 75.0%
4+ bedrooms 16.9% 20.9% $35,000 to $49,999 14.5% 20.0%
COMPLETE FACILITIES Less than 20 percent 100.0% 14.3%
Plumbing facilities 100.0% 99.8% 20to 29 percent 0.0% 28.6%
Kitchen facilities 100.0% 100.0% 30 percent or more 0.0% 57.1%
HOUSE HEATING FUEL $50,000 to $74,999 8.4% 7.1%
Utility gas 65.7% 79.5% Less than 20 percent 100.0% 60.0%
Bottled, tank, or LP gas 0.8% 1.7% 20to 29 percent 0.0% 40.0%
Electricity 9.9% 12.1% 30 percent or more 0.0% 0.0%
Fuel oil, kerosene, etc. 20.3% 6.0% $75,000 or more 0.0% 16.4%
Coal or coke 3.2% 0.7% Less than 20 percent 0.0% 73.9%
All other fuels 0.0% 0.0% 20to 29 percent 0.0% 26.1%
No fuel used 0.0% 0.0% 30 percent or more 0.0% 0.0%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau

Source: U.S. Census Bureau




Moosic Borough

Moosic Borough’s population has increased since 2000. It is predominately White but has grown more diverse

since the turn of the century.

Moosic Borough Population

Demographic Characteristics 2000 2010 2020 | 2023 Estimate
Total Population 5,575 5,598 5,959 5,954
Under 20 1,183 1,175 1,160 1,284
20to 34 891 943 861 1,247
35to 54 1,585 1,538 1,505 1,239
55to 64 654 803 920 877
65and older 1,262 1,139 1,513 1,307
White 98.4% 94.1% 86.2% 82.4%
Black/African American 0.3% 0.7% 1.4% 3.7%
Asian/Asian American 0.4% 1.6% 2.5% 3.9%
Native Hawaiian/Pacificlslander | 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
American Indian/Alaska Native 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 0.0%
Some other race 0.1% 0.2% 0.3% 2.7%
Two or more races 0.2% 0.4% 2.6% 7.3%
Hispanic/Latino 0.5% 3.0% 7.0% *4.6%
Male 2,638 2,709 2,907 3,306
Female 2,937 2,889 3,052 2,648

Source: U.S. Census Bureau. *Not part of the total%

The number of housing units in the borough increased from 2000 to 2023. Vacancy rates have increased over
the years. The share of renter-occupied units also increased, while the proportion of owner-occupied units
shrunk (though the majority of the units continue to be occupied by homeowners).

Moosic Borough Housing Stock

2000 2010 2020 |2023 Estimate
Total Housing Units 2,206 2,500 2,895 2,593
% Owner Occupied 76.5% 73.6% 67.6% 57.6%
% Renter Occupied 17.8% 20.9% 23.5% 32.0%
Vacancy Rate 5.7% 5.5% 8.9% 10.5%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau

Furthermore, a small majority of Moosic Borough’s housing consists of single-family units. Most were built
before 1980. Most homes are heated by utility gas.

Majority shares of homeowners are categorized in the top income bracket. The most housing-insecure
homeowners report income below $20,000 annually, with related costs that exceed 30 percent of the income

each month.

The household incomes for over one-quarter of renters are less than $35,000 per year, and their housing
costs exceed 30 percent of theirincomes each month. Renters typically face greater housing insecurity than

homeowners.



Housing Affordability (Homeowners)

Monthly Housing Costs as a 2023
Percentage of Income 2000 |Estimate
Median Household Income
Less than $20,000 18.0% 9.7%
Less than 20 percent 20.7% 0.0%
20to 29 percent 20.7% 0.0%
30 percent or more 55.6% 100.0%
520,000 to 534,999 15.5% | 7.4%
2000 | 2023 Estimate ||Less than 20 percent 60.5% 45.5%
Housing units 2,080 2,322 20to 29 percent 7.5% 18.2%
1, detached 64.3% 59.0% 30 percent or more 32.0% 36.4%
1, attached 3.3% 13.6% $35,000 to $49,999 18.2% | 9.2%
2 apartments 11.1% 2.6% Less than 20 percent 53.2% | 76.6%
3 or 4 apartments 6.7% 6.5% 20to 29 percent 27.2% | 12.4%
5to 9 apartments 2.3% 4.9% 30 percent or more 19.6% | 10.9%
10 + apartments 0.3% 1.8% $50,000 to $74,999 200% | 11.5%
Mobile home/other 12.0% 11.7% Less than 20 percent 81.3% 80.7%
YEAR BUILT 20to 29 percent 10.9% | 7.6%
2020 or later X 0.9% 30 percent or more 7.8% 11.7%
2010to 2019 X 15.7% $75,000 or more 28.3% 61.2%
2000 to 2009 X 14.0% Less than 20 percent 88.5% 75.1%
1980 to 1999 20.9% 10.6% 20to 29 percent 7.1% 23.6%
1960 to 1979 32.4% 17.9% 30 percent or more 4.4% 1.3%
1940 to 1959 14.9% 17.3% Housing Affordability (Renters)
1939 or earlier 31.8% 23.6% Monthly Housing Costs as a 2023
ROOMS Percentage of Income 2000 [Estimate
1room 0.0% 0.0% Median Household Income
2 or 3rooms 7.1% 4.1% Less than $20,000 29.3% 14.2%
4or5rooms 31.2% 28.3% Less than 20 percent 21.7% 0.0%
6 or 7rooms 41.6% 34.6% 20to 29 percent 13.9% 0.0%
8 +rooms 20.0% 32.9% 30 percent or more 50.4% 100.0%
BEDROOMS $20,000 to $34,999 28.1% 12.2%
No bedroom 0.0% 0.0% Less than 20 percent 51.8% 0.0%
1 bedroom 7.1% 8.0% 20to 29 percent 40.9% 0.0%
2 or 3 bedrooms 75.0% 75.6% 30 percent or more 7.3% 100.0%
4+ bedrooms 17.9% 16.5% $35,000 to $49,999 25.5% 22.4%
COMPLETE FACILITIES Less than 20 percent 76.0% 0.0%
Plumbing facilities 100.0% 100.0% 20to 29 percent 24.0% 37.1%
Kitchen facilities 100.0% 98.2% 30 percent or more 0.0% 62.9%
HOUSE HEATING FUEL $50,000 to $74,999 11.5% 19.5%
Utility gas 59.3% 72.6% Less than 20 percent 77.8% 32.1%
Bottled, tank, or LP gas 5.3% 6.0% 20to 29 percent 22.2% 37.7%
Electricity 14.8% 11.8% 30 percent or more 0.0% 30.2%
Fuel oil, kerosene, etc. 19.0% 8.2% $75,000 or more 5.6% 29.6%
Coal or coke 1.3% 0.0% Less than 20 percent 100.0% | 83.3%
All other fuels 0.3% 1.3% 20to 29 percent 0.0% 16.7%
No fuel used 0.0% 0.0% 30 percent or more 0.0% 0.0%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau

Source: U.S. Census Bureau




Moscow Borough

Moscow Borough’s population decreased slightly since 2000. It is predominately White but has grown more
diverse since the turn of the century.

Moscow Borough Population

Demographic Characteristics 2000 2010 2020 | 2023 Estimate
Total Population 1,883 2,410 2,039 1,825
Under 20 608 634 455 462
20to 34 275 361 321 208
35to 54 626 734 497 484
55to 64 160 338 329 297
65 and older 214 343 437 374
White 98.5% 97.6% 90.5% 91.8%
Black/African American 0.3% 0.4% 1.5% 1.7%
Asian/Asian American 0.4% 0.9% 0.8% 0.7%
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander| 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
American Indian/Alaska Native 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Some other race 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.8%
Two or more races 0.2% 0.2% 3.2% 5.0%
Hispanic/Latino 0.6% 0.9% 3.9% *4.4%
Male 933 1,139 1,010 787
Female 950 1,271 1,029 1,038

Source: U.S. Census Bureau. *Not part of the total%

The number of housing units in the borough grew from 2000 to 2023. The share of renter-occupied units
decreased, while the proportion of owner-occupied units increased (the majority of the units continue to be
occupied by homeowners).

Moscow Borough Housing Stock

2000 2010 2020 (2023 Estimate
Total Housing Units 714 789 906 810
% Owner Occupied 72.5% 73.9% 64.6% 77.5%
% Renter Occupied 21.8% 21.3% 27.7% 17.4%
Vacancy Rate 5.6% 4.8% 7.7% 5.1%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau

Furthermore, a majority of Moscow Borough’s housing consists of single-family units. Most were built before
1980. Most homes are heated by some type of fuel oil.

Among homeowners in Moscow Borough, household incomes are broadly distributed across all income
brackets. Majority shares of homeowners are categorized in the top income bracket. The most housing-
insecure homeowners report income below $20,000 annually, with related costs that exceed 30 percent of
the income each month.

The household incomes for over 60 percent of renters are less than $35,000 per year, and for many, their
housing costs exceed 30 percent of theirincomes each month. Renters typically face greater housing
insecurity than homeowners.



Housing Affordability (Homeowners)

Monthly Housing Costs as a 2023
Percentage of Income 2000 |Estimate
Median Household Income
Less than $20,000 11.8% 4.5%
Less than 20 percent 14.0% 0.0%
20to 29 percent 17.5% 0.0%
30 percent or more 68.4% 100.0%
$20,000 to $34,999 14.8% 14.8%
Less than 20 percent 52.8% 0.0%
2000 (2023 Estimate||20 to 29 percent 13.9% 4.3%
Housing units 674 769 30 percent or more 33.3% 95.7%
1, detached 78.3% 79.7% $35,000 to $49,999 13.2% 8.8%
1, attached 1.8% 2.6% Less than 20 percent 34.4% 58.2%
2 apartments 6.6% 1.7% 20to 29 percent 21.9% 18.2%
3 or 4 apartments 4.9% 1.4% 30 percent or more 43.8% 23.6%
5to 9 apartments 1.4% 0.7% $50,000 to $74,999 27.2% | 11.8%
10 + apartments 6.2% 12.7% Less than 20 percent 53.8% | 54.1%
Mobile home/other 0.8% 1.2% 20to 29 percent 31.8% 28.4%
YEAR BUILT 30 percent or more 14.4% 17.6%
2020 or later X 0.0% 175,000 or more 33.0% | 60.2%
2010to 2019 X 13.1% Less than 20 percent 77.5% 73.0%
20000 2009 X 10.7% 150+t 29 percent 22.5% | 20.6%
1980t 1999 30.8% 20.5% 30 percent or more 0.0% 6.3%
1960to 1979 18.1% 25.6% Housing Affordability (Renters)
1940 to 1959 24.9% 17.2% 3
- Monthly Housing Costs as a 2023
1939 or earlier 26.2% 12.9% Percentage of Income 2000 |Estimate
ROOMS ,
1room 0.8% 12% Median Household Income
2 or 3 rooms 1.2% 11.3% Less than $20,000 36.8% 44.0%
4 or 5 rooms 22.3% 12.5% Less than 20 percent 3.5% 0.0%
6 or 7 rooms 39.1% 39.5% 20to 29 percent 3.5% 0.0%
8+ rooms 33.6% 35.5% 30 percent or more 80.7% 100.0%
BEDROOMS $20,000 to $34,999 27.7% 17.7%
No bedroom 0.8% 12% Less than 20 percent 23.3% 0.0%
1 bedroom 5.7% 11.3% 20to 29 percent 32.6% 32.0%
2 or 3 bedrooms 62.9% 60.3% 30 percent or more 34.9% 68.0%
4+ bedrooms 30.5% 27.2% $35,000 to $49,999 12.3% 13.5%
COMPLETE FACILITIES Less than 20 percent 68.4% 0.0%
Plumbing facilities 100.0% | 100.0% ||20to 29 percent 10.5% | 26.3%
Kitchen facilities 100.0% | 100.0% _||30percent or more 0.0% | 73.7%
HOUSE HEATING EUEL $50,000 to $74,999 14.8% 4.3%
Utility gas 1.5% 0.4% Less than 20 percent 100.0% 0.0%
Bottled, tank, or LP gas 7.9% 17.4%  ||20to 29 percent 0.0% | 100.0%
Electricity 21.5% 30.0% 30 percent or more 0.0% 0.0%
Fuel oil, kerosene, etc. 64.2% 48.9% $75,000 or more 8.4% 12.8%
Coal or coke 3.4% 2.0% Less than 20 percent 100.0% 83.3%
All other fuels 1.2% 1.3% 20to 29 percent 0.0% 16.7%
No fuel used 0.3% 0.0% 30 percent or more 0.0% 0.0%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau Source: U.S. Census Bureau




Newton Township

Newton Township’s population has increased since 2000. It is predominately White but has grown more
diverse since the turn of the century.

Newton Township Population

Demographic Characteristics 2000 2010 2020 | 2023 Estimate
Total Population 2,699 2,803 2,816 2,881
Under 20 680 679 659 736
20to 34 350 349 370 260
35to 54 962 798 723 777
55to 64 331 510 490 432
65 and older 376 467 574 676
White 98.7% 97.8% 93.8% 91.6%
Black/African American 0.3% 0.4% 0.5% 1.7%
Asian/Asian American 0.4% 0.5% 1.0% 0.2%
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander| 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
American Indian/Alaska Native 0.1% 0.0% 0.1% 0.0%
Some other race 0.0% 0.0% 0.3% 1.0%
Two or more races 0.0% 0.4% 2.4% 5.4%
Hispanic/Latino 0.4% 0.9% 1.9% *2.8%
Male 1,399 1,367 1,449 1,387
Female 1,300 1,436 1,367 1,494

Source: U.S. Census Bureau. *Not part of the total%

The number of housing units in the township increased between 2000 and 2023. Vacancy rates have
increased. The share of renter-occupied units decreased, while the proportion of owner-occupied units grew
(the majority of the units continue to be occupied by homeowners).

Newton Township Housing Stock

2000 2010 2020 (2023 Estimate
Total Housing Units 958 1,043 1,073 1,058
% Owner Occupied 82.7% 81.3% 82.8% 86.3%
% Renter Occupied 13.3% 12.8% 12.7% 8.3%
Vacancy Rate 4.1% 5.8% 4.6% 5.4%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau

Furthermore, a majority of Newton Township’s housing consists of single-family units. A majority were built
before 1980. Most homes are heated by some type of fuel oil.

Among homeowners in Newton Township, household incomes are mostly distributed across the upper
income brackets. Most are categorized in the top income bracket. The most housing-insecure homeowners
report income below $20,000 annually, with related costs that exceed 30 percent of the income each month.

The household incomes for nearly half of renters are greater than $75,000 per year, and their housing costs do
not exceed 20 percent of theirincomes each month. Renters typically face greater housing insecurity than
homeowners.



Housing Affordability (Homeowners)

Monthly Housing Costs as a 2023
Percentage of Income 2000 |Estimate
Median Household Income
Less than $20,000 10.2% 8.5%
Less than 20 percent 23.4% 0.0%
20to 29 percent 7.8% 10.3%
30 percent or more 62.5% 89.7%
$20,000 to $34,999 17.0% 6.6%
Less than 20 percent 45.8% 18.3%
ewto 0 p Ho g aracte 20to 29 percent 25.2% 8.3%
2000 2023 Estimate[|30 percent or more 29.0% 73.3%
Housing units 919 1001 [$35,000 to $49,999 193% | 7.6%
1, detached 87.1% 7.7% Less than 20 percent 45.5% 36.2%
1, attached 1.4% 0.7% __ I70to 29 percent 21.5% | 13.0%
2apartments 3.2% 0.2% 30 percent or more 33.1% 50.7%
3 or 4 apartments 2.5% 1.0%
5to 9 apartments 0.0% 0.0% $50,000 to $74,999 18.9% 15.1%
10 + apartments 0.0% 0.4% Less than 20 percent 36.1% 51.4%
Mobile home/other 5.8% 0.0% 20to 29 percent 44.5% | 27.5%
YEAR BUILT 30 percent or more 19.3% 21.0%
2020 or later X 0.0% $75,000 or more 34.6% 61.1%
2010to 2019 X 2.6% Less than 20 percent 70.5% 72.2%
2000 to 2009 X 10.2% 20to 29 percent 22.6% 20.8%
1980 to 1999 33.6% 31.1% 30 percent or more 6.9% 7.0%
1960 to 1979 37.0% 30.8% Hou sing Affordability (Renters)
1940 to 1959 13.2% 11.5% Monthly Housing Costs as a 2023
1939 or earlier 16.3% 13.9% Percentage of Income 2000 |Estimate
ROOMS Median Household Income
1room 0.0% 0.0% Less than $20,000 26.0% 4.5%
2 or3rooms 3.0% 1.6% Less than 20 percent 0.0% 0.0%
4 or 5rooms 22.0% 18.8% 20 to 29 percent 12.5% 0.0%
6or 7 rooms 46.7% 39.1% 30 percent or more 87.5% | 100.0%
8 +rooms 28.3% 40.6% $20,000 to $34,999 39.0% 0.0%
BEDROOMS Less than 20 percent 37.5% 0.0%
No bedroom 0.5% 0.0% 20to 29 percent 16.7% | 0.0%
1 bedroom 4.1% 1.4% 30 percent or more 27.1% 0.0%
2 or 3 bedrooms 71.0% 66.6% $35,000 to $49,999 25.29% 15.9%
4+ bedrooms 24.4% 32.0% Less than 20 percent 45.2% 0.0%
Emﬁiz ﬁlthleTsl = 1000% | 100.0% |oro2dpercent 19.4% | 50.0%
. (o] . 0
Kitchen facilities 100.0% | 100.0% |oopercentor more 16.1% | °0.0%
HOUSE HEATING FUEL $50,000 to $74,999 5.7% 0.0%
Utility gas 1.4% 5.4% Less than 20 percent 100.0% 0.0%
Bottled, tank, or LP gas 10.4% 30.0% || 29t 29 percent 0.0% 0.0%
Electricity 32.3% 21.3% 30 percent or more 0.0% 0.0%
Fuel oil, kerosene, etc. 48.1% 34.7% $75,000 or more 4.1% 48.9%
Coal or coke 4.7% 3.4% Less than 20 percent 100.0% | 100.0%
All other fuels 3.0% 5.3% 20to 29 percent 0.0% 0.0%
No fuel used 0.0% 0.0% 30 percent or more 0.0% 0.0%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau Source: U.S. Census Bureau



North Abington Township

North Abington Township’s population has increased since 2000, and the largest shares of the population are
65 years and older and under 20 years old. It is predominately White but has grown more diverse since the
turn of the century.

North Abington Township Population

Demographic Characteristics 2000 2010 2020 |2023 Estimate
Total Population 782 666 706 928
Under 20 210 159 165 218
20to 34 92 102 108 162
35to0 54 289 218 175 207
55 to 64 87 106 113 105
65 and older 104 81 145 236
White 95.3% 96.7% 90.8% 89.0%
Black/African American 0.6% 0.0% 0.0% 0.1%
Asian/Asian American 2.2% 1.4% 1.8% 1.5%
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
American Indian/Alaska Native 0.1% 0.2% 0.0% 0.1%
Some other race 0.0% 0.0% 0.6% 1.0%
Two or more races 1.2% 0.6% 2.8% 8.3%
Hispanic/Latino 0.6% 1.2% 4.0% *4.1%
Male 415 317 354 448
Female 367 349 352 480

Source: U.S. Census Bureau. *Not part of the total%

The number of housing units in the township rose between 2000 and 2023. Vacancy rates have declined over
the years. The share of renter-occupied units decreased and the share of owner-occupied units grew (though
the majority of the units continue to be occupied by homeowners).

North Abington Township Housing Stock

2000 2010 2020 [2023 Estimate
Total Housing Units 274 280 277 351
% Owner Occupied 86.1% 81.8% 82.7% 83.8%
% Renter Occupied 5.8% 7.9% 7.6% 9.1%
Vacancy Rate 8.0% 10.4% 9.7% 7.1%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau

Furthermore, a majority of North Abington Township’s housing consists of single-family units. Most were built
between 1940 to 1980. Most homes are heated by bottled, tank, or LP gas.

Over three-quarter of homeowners are categorized in the top income bracket. The most housing-insecure
homeowners report income below $20,000 annually, with related costs that exceed 30 percent of the income
each month.

The household incomes for over half of renters are less than $50,000 per year, and for many, their housing
costs exceed 30 percent of theirincomes each month. Renters typically face greater housing insecurity than
homeowners.



Housing Affordability (Homeowners)

Monthly Housing Costs as a 2023
Percentage of Income 2000 |Estimate
Median Household Income
Less than $20,000 9.2% 2.7%
Less than 20 percent 0.0% 0.0%
20to 29 percent 11.8% 25.0%
30 percent or more 76.5% 75.0%
$20,000 to $34,999 15.8% 3.1%
Less than 20 percent 44.8% 0.0%
20to 29 percent 20.7% 22.2%
30 percent or more 34.5% 77.8%
$35,000 to $49,999 15.8% 7.1%
Less than 20 percent 51.7% 28.6%
20to 29 percent 20.7% 33.3%
0, 0,
North Abington Township Housing Characteristics 30 percent or more 27.6% 38.1%
2000 2023 Estimate |[220,000 to $74,999 19.0% 7.5%
Housing units 252 326 Less than 20 percent 45.7% 36.4%
1, detached 96.0% 98.8% 20to 29 percent 42.9% | 54.5%
L, attached 2.6% 0.0% 30 percent or more 11.4% 9.1%
2 apartments 1.5% 0.9% . -
3or 4 apartments 0.0% 0.0% $75,000 or more 40.2% 79.6%
5to 9 apartments 0.0% 0.0% Less than 20 percent 75.7% 79.1%
10 + apartments 0.0% 0.0% 20to 29 percent 21.6% 14.5%
Mobile home/other 0.0% 0.3% 30 percent or more 2.7% 6.4%
YEAR BUILT H . Affordability (Rent
2020 or later X 0.0% ousing Affordability (Renters)
2010 to 2019 X 1.5% Monthly Housing Costs as a 2023
2000 to 2009 X 9.5% Percentage of Income 2000 |Estimate
1980 t0 1999 28.1% 19.3% Median Household Income
% 44.8%
1960to 1979 SL4% % lLess than $20,000 182% | 0.0%
1940 to 1959 15.3% 10.7% - "
1939 or earlier 25.2% 14.1% Less than 20 percent 0.0% 0.0%
ROOMS 20to 29 percent 0.0% 0.0%
1room 0.0% 0.0% 30 percent or more 0.0% 0.0%
i"rzm"ms g;j 23; $20,000 to $34,999 54.5% | 9.4%
or >rooms .0% 7%
6 or 7rooms 7% 5 5% Less than 20 percent 33.3% 100.0%
8+ rooms 48.5% 67.8% 20to 29 percent 0.0% 0.0%
BEDROOMS 30 percent or more 66.7% 0.0%
No bedroom 0.0% 0.0% $35,000 to $49,999 0.0% 46.9%
1 bedroom 0.7% 0.0% Less than 20 percent 0.0% 0.0%
2 or 3bedrooms 59.1% 39.0% " "
2+ bedrooms 20.1% 61.0% 20to 29 percent 0.0% 0.0%
COMPLETE FACILITIES 30 percent or more 0.0% 100.0%
Plumbing facilities 100.0% 100.0% $50,000 to $74,999 0.0% 3.1%
Kitchen facilities 100.0% 100.0% Less than 20 percent 0.0% 100.0%
HOUSE HEATING FUEL " ”
Utility gas 20.2% 25.2% 20to 29 percent 0.0% 0.0%
Bottled, tank, or LP gas 8.3% 27.0% 30 percent or more 0.0% 0.0%
Electricity 15.1% 19.3% $75,000 or more 27.3% 31.3%
Fuel oil, kerosene, etc. 49.2% 17.2% Less than 20 percent 100.0% 100.0%
Coal or coke 4.0% 1.5% o o
All other fuels 3.2% 9.8% 20to 29 percent O'OOA O'OOA
No fuel used 0.0% 0.0% 30 percent or more 0.0% 0.0%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau Source: U.S. Census Bureau




Old Forge Borough

Old Forge Borough’s population has decreased since 2000, though majority shares of the population have
remained between 35 and 54 years old and 65 years and older. It is predominately White but has grown more

diverse since the turn of the century.

Old Forge Borough Population

Demographic Characteristics 2000 2010 2020 (2023 Estimate
Total Population 8,798 8,374 8,497 8,533
Under 20 1,894 1,870 1,692 1,679
20to 34 1,512 1,383 1,478 1,640
35to 54 2,461 2,433 2,119 2,031
55 to 64 908 1,070 1,306 1,344
65 and older 2,023 1,618 1,902 1,839
White 98.8% 96.3% 88.4% 84.1%
Black/African American 0.2% 0.6% 1.8% 0.6%
Asian/Asian American 0.4% 0.6% 1.4% 1.2%
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
American Indian/Alaska Native 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 0.0%
Some other race 0.0% 0.0% 0.2% 0.8%
Two or more races 0.3% 0.3% 2.2% 13.4%
Hispanic/Latino 0.3% 2.1% 5.9% *9,3%
Male 4,063 4,124 4,093 4,229
Female 4,735 4,250 4,404 4,304

Source: U.S. Census Bureau. *Not part of the total%

The number of housing units in the borough fluctuated slightly between 2000 and 2023. Despite some
fluctuation, tenure has remained largely unchanged as well.

Old Forge Borough Housing Stock

2000 2010 2020 | 2023 Estimate
Total Housing Units 3,981 4,040 4,125 3,949
% Owner Occupied 67.7% 63.2% 60.2% 67.6%
% Renter Occupied 26.4% 29.3% 31.5% 27.4%
Vacancy Rate 5.9% 7.6% 8.3% 5.0%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau

Furthermore, a majority of Old Forge Borough’s housing consists of single-family units. Most were built before
1980. Most homes are heated by utility gas.

Among homeowners in Old Forge Borough, household incomes are broadly distributed across allincome
brackets. Most are categorized in the top income bracket. The most housing-insecure homeowners report
income below $20,000 annually, along related costs that exceed 30 percent of the income each month.

The household incomes for more than one-third of renters are less than $35,000 per year, and for many, their
housing costs exceed 30 percent of theirincomes each month. Renters typically face greater housing

insecurity than homeowners.



Housing Affordability (Homeowners)

Monthly Housing Costs as a 2023
Percentage of Income 2000 |Estimate
Median Household Income
Less than $20,000 17.1% 4.8%
Less than 20 percent 11.5% 0.0%
Old Forge Boroug g aracte 20to 29 percent 27.8% 20.9%
2000 2023 Estimate||30 percent or more 56.4% 79.1%
Housing units 3,746 3,750 $20,000 to $34,999 21.5% 12.2%
1, detached 64.8% 73.8% Less than 20 percent 68.3% 33.7%
1, attached 2.0% 5.2% 20to 29 percent 9.0% 37.1%
2 apartments 18.5% 11.6% 30 percent or more 22.8% 29.1%
3 or4apartments 10.6% 4.4% $35,000 to $49,999 19.5% 5.1%
5to 9 apartments 2.2% 2.6% Less than 20 percent 52.3% 55.5%
10 + apartments 0.5% 1.0% 20to 29 percent 30.1% 16.8%
Mobile home/other 1.5% 1.4% 30 percent or more 15.6% 27.7%
YEAR BUILT $50,000 to $74,999 22.0% 18.1%
2020 or later " 0.3% Less than 20 percent 75.6% 56.8%
2010 to 2019 1.2% 20to 29 percent 21.8% 35.5%
2000 to 2009 x 5 0% 30 percent or more 2.5% 7.7%
1980 t0 1999 7.5% 14.6% $75,000 or more 19.8% 59.5%
Less than 20 percent 79.9% 80.8%
1960 to 1979 18.6% 288%  1H0to 29 percent 17.3% | 17.3%
194010 1959 18.7% 17.7% 30 percent or more 2.8% 2.0%
1939 or earlier 45.3% 32.4% Housing Affordability (Renters)
ROOMS Monthly Housing Costs as a 2023
lroom 0.0% 0.5% Percentage of Income 2000 |Estimate
2 or3rooms 6.6% 9.2% Median Household Income
4 or 5rooms 36.1% 25.3% Less than $20,000 48.6% 18.6%
6 or 7rooms 39.0% 46.5% Less than 20 percent 2.9% 11.4%
8+ rooms 18.4% 18.5% 20to 29 percent 23.1% 8.5%
BEDROOMS 30 percent or more 54.5% 80.1%
No bedroom 0.4% 1.5% $20,000 to $34,999 25.5% 17.2%
1 bedroom 10.1% 9.8% Less than 20 percent 28.7% 0.0%
2 or 3 bedrooms 75.0% 75.0% 20to 29 percent 46.3% 18.8%
4+ bedrooms 14.4% 13.6% 30 percent or more 9.0% 81.2%
COMPLETE FACILITIES $35,000 to $49,999 14.8% | 13.4%
Plumbing facilities 99.8% 100.0% |Less than 20 percent 8.8% | 0.0%
Kitchen facilities 100.0% 08.4%  |[2ote 29 percent 3.5% | 84.1%
30 percent or more 0.0% 15.9%
HO.l.JSE HEATING FUEL $50,000 to $74,999 7.4% 17.0%
Utility gas 64.9% 76.7% Less than 20 percent 82.1% 78.3%
Bottled, tank, or LP gas 3.3% 1.5% 2010 29 percent 0.0% 21.7%
Electricity 15.9% 14.4% 30 percent or more 0.0% 0.0%
Fuel oil, kerosene, etc. 13.5% 7.1% $75,000 or more 3.6% 21.6%
Coal or coke 1.7% 0.3% Less than 20 percent 63.2% 70.1%
All other fuels 0.5% 0.0% 20to 29 percent 0.0% 24.8%
No fuel used 0.2% 0.0% 30 percent or more 0.0% 5.1%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau

Source: U.S. Census Bureau




Olyphant Borough

Olyphant Borough’s population has increased since 2000. Majority shares of the population have remained
between 35 and 54 years old and under 20 years old. It is predominately White but has grown more diverse
since the turn of the century.

Olyphant Borough Population

Demographic Characteristics 2000 2010 2020 |2023 Estimate
Total Population 4,978 5,113 5,383 5,370
Under 20 1,142 1,174 1,181 1,261
20to 34 909 814 924 1,108
35to 54 1,503 1,536 1,394 1,372
55to 64 402 850 783 642
65and older 1,022 739 1,101 987
White 98.1% 96.1% 86.6% 89.7%
Black/African American 0.4% 0.8% 1.6% 0.0%
Asian/Asian American 0.4% 0.3% 0.8% 0.2%
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
American Indian/Alaska Native 0.0% 0.1% 0.1% 0.0%
Some other race 0.0% 0.1% 0.3% 5.9%
Two or more races 0.5% 0.5% 4.2% 4.2%
Hispanic/Latino 0.5% 2.1% 6.3% *11.1%
Male 2,328 2,459 2,609 2,775
Female 2,650 2,654 2,774 2,585

Source: U.S. Census Bureau. *Not part of the total%

The number of housing units in the borough increased between 2000 and 2023. Vacancy rates have also
increased over the years. The share of renter-occupied units decreased, while the proportion of owner-
occupied units grew (the majority of the units continue to be occupied by homeowners).

Olyphant Borough Housing Stock

2000 2010 2020 |2023 Estimate
Total Housing Units 2,381 2,521 2,633 2,607
% Owner Occupied 58.7% 58.9% 56.0% 62.6%
% Renter Occupied 33.6% 33.3% 35.5% 29.0%
Vacancy Rate 7.7% 7.8% 8.5% 8.4%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau

Furthermore, a majority of Olyphant Borough’s housing consists of single-family units. Most were built before
1980. Most homes are heated by utility gas.

Among homeowners in Olyphant Borough, household incomes are largely distributed across the upper
income brackets. Most are categorized in the top income bracket. The most housing-insecure homeowners
report income below $20,000 annually, with related costs that exceed 30 percent of the income each month.

The household incomes for approximately 44 percent of renters are less than $35,000 per year, and for many,
their housing costs exceed 30 percent of theirincomes each month. Renters typically face greater housing

insecurity than homeowners.



Housing Affordability (Homeowners)

Source: U.S. Census Bureau

Source: U.S. Census Bureau

Monthly Housing Costs as 2023
a Percentage of Income 2000 |Estimate
Median Household Income
Less than $20,000 20.0% 4.2%
Less than 20 percent 12.6% 15.9%
20to 29 percent 24.4% 0.0%
30 percent or more 53.5% 84.1%
$20,000 to $34,999 20.0% 9.3%
Less than 20 percent 57.1% 32.9%
2000  |2023 Estimate|| 20 to 29 percent 26.0% 0.0%
Housing units 2,197 2,387 30 percent or more 16.9% | 67.1%
1, detached 59.1% 67.0% _||$35,000 to $49,999 17.5% | 6.9%
1, attached 3.7% 3.7% Less than 20 percent 53.2% | 21.4%
2 apartments 13.3% 9.1% 120029 percent 36.9% | 12.5%
3 or 4 apartments 6.4% 4.3% 30 percent or more 9.9% 66.1%
> 1o 9 apartments 7.3% 2.6% 450,000 to $74,999 23.4% | 22.4%
10+ apartments 2.4% 3.8% Less than 20 percent 71.1% 49.7%
Mobile home/other 0.8% 2.5% 20to 29 percent 26.5% 39.1%
;f)g()R:rl:!:;r » 0.0% 30 percent or more 2.3% 11.2%
50100 2019 ” 2% $75,000 or more 19.2% 57.1%
2000 to 2000 ” 14.2% Less than 20 percent 88.5% 81.5%
1930 to 1999 19.0% 15.6% 20to 29 percent 11.5% 15.7%
1960 t0 1979 15.4% 18.9% 30 percentor more L 0.0% 2.8%
1940 to 1959 12.0% 6.8% Housing Affordability (Renters)
1939 or earlier 52.8% 21.2% || Monthly Housing Costs as 2023
ROOMS a Percentage of Income 2000 |Estimate
1room 2.2% 3.1% Median Household Income
2 or 3100ms 13.0% 3.6% Less than $20,000 62.4% 29.5%
4 or 5 rooms 27.1% 28.2% Less than 20 percent 4.0% 0.0%
6or 7 rooms 38.3% 23.4% 20to 29 percent 25.5% 0.0%
8+ rooms 19.4% 21.6% 30 percent or more 61.1% 100.0%
BEDROOMS $20,000 to $34,999 16.6% 14.6%
No bedroom 2.2% 3.1% Less than 20 percent 39.1% 0.0%
1 bedroom 17.7% 3.3% 20to 29 percent 39.8% 12.7%
2 or 3 bedrooms 63.0% 78.8% 30 percent or more 6.8% 87.3%
4+ bedrooms 17.1% 14.7% $35,000 to $49,999 14.3% 4.1%
COMPLETE FACILITIES Less than 20 percent 93.0% 0.0%
Plumbing facilities 100.0% 100.0% _||2010 29 percent 7.0% | 0.0%
Kitchen facilities 99.6% 100.0% |30 percent or more 0.0% | 100.0%
HOUSE HEATING FUEL $50,000 to $74,999 2.6% 44.7%
Utility gas 61.6% 79.5% Less than 20 percent 100.0% | 47.3%
Bottled, tank, or LP gas 1.4% 0.5% 20to 29 percent 0.0% 52.7%
Electricity 10.9% 9.1% 30 percent or more 0.0% 0.0%
Fuel oil, kerosene, etc. 23.9% 10.3% $75,000 or more 4.1% 2.6%
Coal or coke 2.2% 0.7% Less than 20 percent 100.0% | 100.0%
All other fuels 0.0% 0.0% 20to 29 percent 0.0% 0.0%
No fuel used 0.0% 0.0% 30 percent or more 0.0% 0.0%




Ransom Township

Ransom Township’s population has slightly decreased since 2000, and majority shares of the population are
between 35 and 54 years old and under 20 years old. It is predominately White.

Ransom Township Population

Demographic Characteristics 2000 2010 2020 |2023 Estimate
Total Population 1,429 1,421 1,397 1,411
Under 20 377 335 269 296
20to 34 261 213 190 235
35to 54 473 432 352 300
55to 64 154 239 261 297
65 and older 164 202 325 283
White 99.1% 97.6% 93.3% 96.1%
Black/African American 0.1% 0.9% 0.5% 0.4%
Asian/Asian American 0.0% 0.3% 0.8% 0.3%
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
American Indian/Alaska Native 0.3% 0.0% 0.1% 0.0%
Some other race 0.0% 0.0% 0.3% 0.0%
Two or more races 0.1% 0.8% 3.4% 3.3%
Hispanic/Latino 0.3% 0.3% 1.6% *1.8%
Male 715 774 694 722
Female 714 647 703 689

Source: U.S. Census Bureau. *Not part of the total%

The number of housing units in the township increased slightly between 2000 and 2023. Vacancy rates have
increased over the years. The share of renter-occupied units also increased, while the proportion of owner-
occupied units shrunk (though the majority of the units continue to be occupied by homeowners).

Ransom Township Housing Stock

2000 2010 2020 |[2023 Estimate
Total Housing Units 582 599 627 635
% Owner Occupied 79.0% 80.0% 76.6% 71.5%
% Renter Occupied 14.1% 14.2% 16.1% 20.6%
Vacancy Rate 6.9% 5.8% 7.3% 7.9%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau

Furthermore, a majority of Ransom Township’s housing consists of single-family units. Most were built before
1980. Most homes are heated either by some type of fuel oil or by electricity.

Among homeowners in Ransom Township, household incomes are broadly distributed across allincome
brackets. Close to half of homeowners are categorized in the top income bracket. The most housing-insecure
homeowners report income below $20,000 annually, with related costs that exceed 30 percent of the income
each month.

The household incomes for approximately one-fifth of renters are less than $35,000 per year, and their
housing costs exceed 30 percent of theirincomes each month. Renters typically face greater housing
insecurity than homeowners.



Housing Affordability (Homeowners)

Monthly Housing Costs as a 2023
Percentage of Income 2000 |Estimate
Median Household Income
Less than $20,000 15.0% 11.5%
Less than 20 percent 21.2% 3.8%
20to 29 percent 13.5% 0.0%
30 percent or more 55.8% 96.2%
|_Ransom Township Housing Characteristics |ERIUIRTErEe 17.1% | 104%
2000 | 2023 Estimate [Less than 20 percent 47.5% 19.1%
Housing units 542 585 20to 29 percent 13.6% 17.0%
1, detached 73.7% 74.4% 30 percent or more 39.0% 63.8%
1, attached 1.4% 2.2% $35,000 to $49,999 16.8% 20.7%
2 apartments 6.7% 4.4% Less than 20 percent 62.1% 39.4%
3 or4apartments 3.4% 3.1% 20to 29 percent 27.6% 39.4%
5to 9 apartments 0.9% 3.9% 30 percent or more 10.3% 21.3%
10 + apartments 0.0% 0.0% $50,000 to $74,999 29.5% 13.7%
Mobile home/other 13.9% 12.0% Less than 20 percent 57.8% | 62.9%
YEAR BUILT 20to 29 percent 27.5% 22.6%
2020 or later 0.5% 30 percent or more 14.7% | 14.5%
2010 to 2019 0.5% $75,000 or more 21.7% | 41.9%
2000 to 2009 9.7% Less than 20 percent 63.0% | 77.9%
1980 to 1999 28.9% 30.4% 20to 29 percent 29.3% | 21.1%
1960 to 1979 33.2% 19.8% 30 percent or more 2.7% 1.1%
1940 to 1959 10.5% 9.1% Housing Affordability (Renters)
1939 or earlier 27.5% 29.9% Monthly Housing Costs as a 2023
ROOMS Percentage of Income 2000 [Estimate
1room 0.0% 0.0% Median Household Income
2or3rooms 2.4% 1.4% Less than $20,000 26.3% 13.0%
40r5rooms 32.3% 35.4% Less than 20 percent 0.0% 0.0%
6 or 7rooms 38.3% 42.9% 20to 29 percent 20.0% 0.0%
8+rooms 27.0% 20.3% 30 percent or more 65.0% 100.0%
BEDROOMS $20,000 to $34,999 31.6% 8.4%
No bedroom 0.0% 0.0% Less than 20 percent 54.2% 0.0%
1 bedroom 2.1% 2.9% 20to 29 percent 29.2% 0.0%
2 or 3bedrooms 79.7% 76.1% 30 percent or more 16.7% | 100.0%
4+ bedrooms 18.2% 21.0% $35,000 to $49,999 18.4% 3.8%
COMPLETE FACILITIES Less than 20 percent 50.0% 0.0%
Plumbing facilities 99.6% 100.0% 20to 29 percent 50.0% | 100.0%
Kitchen facilities 99.6% 100.0% 30 percent or more 0.0% 0.0%
HOUSE HEATING FUEL $50,000 to $74,999 10.5% 47.3%
Utility gas 7.9% 13.3% Less than 20 percent 75.0% 95.2%
Bottled, tank, or LP gas 11.4% 12.8% 20to 29 percent 0.0% 4.8%
Electricity 17.9% 28.9% 30 percent or more 0.0% 0.0%
Fuel oil, kerosene, etc. 57.2% 32.6% $75,000 or more 13.2% 20.6%
Coal or coke 3.5% 3.9% Less than 20 percent 80.0% 88.9%
All other fuels 1.5% 8.4% 20to 29 percent 0.0% 11.1%
No fuel used 0.6% 0.0% 30 percent or more 0.0% 0.0%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau

Source: U.S. Census Bureau




Roaring Brook Township

Roaring Brook Township’s population has increased since 2000, though majority shares of the population
have remained between 35 and 54 years old and under 20 years old. It is predominately White but has grown
more diverse since the turn of the century.

Roaring Brook Township Population

Demographic Characteristics 2000 2010 2020 (2023 Estimate
Total Population 1,637 1,479 2,273 2,318
Under 20 369 334 589 629
20to 34 215 153 295 222
35to0 54 521 427 633 633
55 to 64 236 273 293 345
65 and older 296 292 463 489
White 98.2% 97.5% 94.6% 90.0%
Black/African American 0.2% 0.5% 0.5% 0.9%
Asian/Asian American 0.5% 0.6% 0.6% 1.0%
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander | 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
American Indian/Alaska Native 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Some other race 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 0.8%
Two or more races 0.7% 0.4% 2.3% 7.3%
Hispanic/Latino 0.3% 1.0% 1.8% *3.1%
Male 818 740 1,126 1,194
Female 819 739 1,147 1,124

Source: U.S. Census Bureau. *Not part of the total%

The number of housing units in the township increased between 2000 and 2023. Vacancy rates have
increased over the years. The share of renter-occupied units increased, while the proportion of owner-
occupied units shrunk (though the majority of the units continue to be occupied by homeowners).

Roaring Brook Township Housing Stock

2000 2010 2020 |2023 Estimate
Total Housing Units 648 759 826 877
% Owner Occupied 92.0% 90.8% 92.4% 90.1%
% Renter Occupied 5.2% 5.1% 5.4% 6.0%
Vacancy Rate 2.8% 4.1% 2.2% 3.9%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau

Furthermore, a majority of Roaring Brook Township’s housing consists of single-family units. Most were built
before 1980. Most homes are heated by electricity or bottled, tank, or LP gas.

Among homeowners in Roaring Brook Township, most are categorized in the top income bracket. The most
housing-insecure homeowners report income below $20,000 annually, with related costs that exceed 30
percent of the income each month.

The household incomes for nearly one-fifth of renters are less than $35,000 per year, and their housing costs
exceed 30 percent of their incomes each month. Renters typically face greater housing insecurity than
homeowners.



Housing Affordability (Homeowners)

Monthly Housing Costs as a 2023
Percentage of Income 2000 |Estimate
Median Household Income
Less than $20,000 11.0% 2.2%
Less than 20 percent 13.6% 0.0%
20to 29 percent 13.6% 0.0%
30 percent or more 72.9% 100.0%
$20,000 to $34,999 15.8% 10.3%
Less than 20 percent 30.6% 0.0%
20to 29 percent 29.4% 9.9%
30 percent or more 40.0% 90.1%
2000 | 2023 Estimate ||$35 000 to $49,999 15.8% | 8.0%
Housing units 630 843 Less than 20 percent 56.5% 15.9%
1, detached 91.5% 96.7% __ 150to0 29 percent 2.4% | 34.9%
1, attached 2.6% 2.8% 30 percent or more 21.2% 49.2%
2 apartments 2.8% 0.0%
3 or 4 apartments 0.0% 0.5% $50,000 to $74,999 26.1% 10.8%
5 to 9 apartments 0.0% 0.0% Less than 20 percent 58.6% 22.4%
10+ apartments 0.0% 0.0% 20to 29 percent 30.7% 20.0%
Mobile home/other 3.1% 0.0% 30 percent or more 10.7% 57.6%
YEAR BUILT $75,000 or more 31.3% | 68.5%
2020 or later X 0.0% Less than 20 percent 85.7% 73.4%
2010to 2019 X 5.9% 20to 29 percent 14.3% 23.3%
2000 to 2009 X 21.0% 30 percent or more 0.0% 3.3%
1980 to 1899 3% | 1L0%
196010 1979 65.6% 47.9% Monthly Housing Costs as a 2023
1940 to 1959 14.0% 8.8% Percentage of Income 2000 |Estimate
1939 or earlier 7.1% 5.3% Median Household Income
ROOMS
L room 0.0% 07% Less than $20,000 17.6% 7.5%
> or 3 rooms L4% 0.0% Less than 20 percent 0.0% 0.0%
4 or 5 rooms 15.3% 8.5% 20to 29 percent 0.0% 0.0%
6 or 7 rooms 45.7% 45.6% 30 percent or more 0.0% 100.0%
8+ rooms 37.7% 45.2% $20,000 to $34,999 32.4% 11.3%
BEDROOMS Less than 20 percent 0.0% 0.0%
No bedroom 0.0% 0.7% 20to 29 percent 100.0% 0.0%
1 bedroom 1.1% 0.0% 30 percent or more 0.0% 100.0%
2 or 3 bedrooms 78.4% 58.5% $35,000 to $49,999 14.7% 9.4%
4+ bedrooms 20.5% 40.8% Less than 20 percent 60.0% 0.0%
COMPLETE FACILITIES 20to 29 percent 0.0% | 100.0%
Plumbing facilities 98.9% 100.0% 30 percent or more 0.0% 0.0%
Kitchen facilities 99.5% 100.0% $50,000 to $74,999 8.8% 43.4%
E:l?;E;EATING FUEL 1.1% 0.2% Less than 20 percent 100.0% 30.4%
. (1] . (1]
Bottled, tank, or LP gas 11.1% s |22to 29 percent 0.0% | 69.6%
Electricity 33.8% 35.3% 30 percent or more 0.0% 0.0%
Fuel oil, kerosene, etc. 48.3% 22.2% $75,000 or more 26.5% 11.3%
Coal or coke 4.4% 3.4% Less than 20 percent 100.0% 50.0%
All other fuels 1.3% 3.6% 20to 29 percent 0.0% 50.0%
No fuel used 0.0% 0.0% 30 percent or more 0.0% 0.0%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau Source: U.S. Census Bureau




Scott Township

Scott Township’s population decreased since 2000, and majority shares of the population are 55 years and
older. It is predominately White.

Scott Township Population

Demographic Characteristics 2000 2010 2020 [2023 Estimate
Total Population 4,931 4,849 4,629 4,635
Under 20 1,268 831 904 723
20to 34 723 539 626 580
35to0 54 1,662 1,639 1,130 949
55 to 64 577 1,057 830 1,062
65 and older 701 783 1,139 1,321
White 97.9% 97.6% 94.6% 98.7%
Black/African American 0.6% 0.4% 0.5% 0.0%
Asian/Asian American 0.4% 0.5% 0.7% 0.0%
Native Hawaiian/PacificIslander| 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
American Indian/Alaska Native 0.0% 0.1% 0.1% 0.0%
Some other race 0.0% 0.1% 0.1% 0.5%
Two or more races 0.4% 0.6% 2.3% 0.8%
Hispanic/Latino 0.7% 0.9% 1.8% *1.3%
Male 2,496 2,371 2,350 2,182
Female 2,435 2,478 2,279 2,453

Source: U.S. Census Bureau. *Not part of the total%

The number of housing units in the township increased between 2000 and 2023. Vacancy rates have
fluctuated over the years. The share of renter-occupied units decreased, while the proportion of owner-
occupied units grew (the majority of the units continue to be occupied by homeowners).

Scott Township Housing Stock

2000 2010 2020 | 2023 Estimate
Total Housing Units 2,123 2,260 2,260 2,214
% Owner Occupied 75.7% 75.1% 72.0% 82.8%
% Renter Occupied 11.0% 12.4% 12.7% 3.8%
Vacancy Rate 13.3% 12.5% 15.3% 13.4%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau

Furthermore, a majority of Scott Township’s housing consists of single-family units. Most were built prior to
1980. A plurality of homes are heated by utility gas.

Majority shares of homeowners are categorized in the top income bracket. The most housing-insecure
homeowners report income below $20,000 annually, along related costs that exceed 30 percent of the
income each month.

The household incomes for nearly half of renters are $75,000 per year or greater, and their housing costs do
not exceed 20 percent of theirincomes each month. Renters typically face greater housing insecurity than
homeowners.



Housing Affordability (Homeowners)

Source: U.S. Census Bureau

Source: U.S. Census Bureau

Monthly Housing Costs as a 2023
Percentage of Income 2000 |Estimate
Median Household Income
Less than $20,000 13.9% 6.1%
Less than 20 percent 14.1% 0.0%
20to 29 percent 16.2% 13.4%
30 percent or more 69.7% 86.6%
$20,000 to $34,999 20.4% 6.9%
Less than 20 percent 57.7% | 13.5%
2000 (2023 Estimatel|20to 29 percent 22.8% 54.0%
Housing units 1,841 1,918 30 percent or more 19.5% 32.5%
1, detached 87.0% 94.4% $35,000 to $49,999 19.4% 6.3%
1, attached 1.2% 1.3% Less than 20 percent 47.1% 19.8%
2 apartments 1.9% 0.6% 20to 29 percent 25.9% 29.3%
3 or 4 apartments 3.0% 1.1% 30 percent or more 27.0% 50.9%
5to S apartments 0.0% 0.0% $50,000 to $74,999 23.3% 11.7%
10 + apartments 0.0% 0.0% Less than 20 percent 60.5% | 59.3%
Mobile home/other 7.0% 2.6% 20to 29 percent 30.2% 7.9%
YEAR BUILT 30 percent or more 9.3% 32.7%
2020 or [ater 0.0% $75,000 or more 23.0% | 66.0%
2010to 2019 6.8% Less than 20 percent 71.6% | 86.2%
2000 to 2009 X 6.6% 20to0 29 percent 2.9% | 11.7%
198010 1999 25.7% 27.3% 30 percent or more 5.6% 2.1%
1960 to 1979 37.1% 33.2% Housing Affordability (Renters)
1940 to 1959 20.3% 13.5% Monthly Housing Costs as a 2023
1939 or earlier 16.9% 12.7% Percentage of Income 2000 |Estimate
FOCIE Median Household Income
1room 0.0% 0.0% __Il|ess than $20,000 15.6% | 0.0%
2or 3 rooms 2.2% 0.8% Less than 20 percent 0.0% 0.0%
4or > rooms 26.2% 16.2%  150to 29 percent 0.0% | 0.0%
:::Z::Sms 32;:2 :2;:2 30 percent or more 75.0% 0.0%
BEDROONE $20,000 to $34,999 49.3% 0.0%
No bedroom 0.0% 0.0% Less than 20 percent 31.7% 0.0%
1bedroom 2.7% 0.8% 20to 29 percent 24.8% 0.0%
2 or 3 bedrooms 73.2% 76.1% 30 percent or more 14.9% 0.0%
4+ bedrooms 22.1% 23.1% $35,000 to $49,999 25.4% 13.1%
COMPLETE FACILITIES Less than 20 percent 71.2% 0.0%
Plumbing facilities 99.5% | 97.5% |29t0 29 percent 28.8% | 00%
Kitchen facilities 99.5% 97.5% |[30percentor more 0.0% | 100.0%
HOUSE HEATING FUEL $50,000 to $74,999 9.8% 11.9%
Utility gas 12.1% 31.6% Less than 20 percent 100.0% 0.0%
Bottled, tank, or LP gas 13.3% 27.7% 20to 29 percent 0.0% | 100.0%
Electricity 19.8% 12.7% 30 percent or more 0.0% 0.0%
Fuel oil, kerosene, etc. 41.9% 18.6% $75,000 or more 0.0% 45.2%
Coal or coke 10.2% 4.7% Less than 20 percent 0.0% 100.0%
All other fuels 2.7% 4.7% 20to 29 percent 0.0% 0.0%
No fuel used 0.0% 0.0% 30 percent or more 0.0% 0.0%




Scranton City

Scranton City’s population has decreased slightly since 2000. It is predominately White but has grown more

diverse since the turn of the century.

Scranton City Population

Demographic Characteristics 2000 2010 2020 |2023 Estimate
Total Population 76,415 76,065 76,328 76,074
Under 20 19,095 18,663 18,638 18,989
20to 34 15,228 17,105 16,465 16,376
35to 54 20,083 18,427 17,339 17,598
55to 64 6,646 8,739 9,955 9,202
65 and older 15,363 | 13,131 | 13,931 13,909
White 92.3% 84.0% 66.7% 71.6%
Black/African American 2.9% 4.1% 7.2% 6.6%
Asian/Asian American 1.1% 3.0% 5.5% 4.7%
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander| 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.1%
American Indian/Alaska Native 0.1% 0.1% 0.2% 0.1%
Some other race 0.2% 0.2% 0.6% 5.9%
Two or more races 0.9% 1.1% 3.7% 11.0%
Hispanic/Latino 2.6% 7.5% 16.0% *16.5%
Male 35,543 36,265 37,278 37,689
Female 40,872 39,800 39,050 38,385

Source: U.S. Census Bureau. *Not part of the total%

The number of housing units in the city fluctuated between 2000 and 2023. Vacancy rates have increased
over the years. The share of renter-occupied units increased, while the proportion of owner-occupied units

shrunk (though the majority of the units continue to be occupied by homeowners).

Scranton City Housing Stock

2000 2010 2020 |2023 Estimate
Total Housing Units 35,336 33,853 34,723 35,623
% Owner Occupied 48.3% 45.5% 40.7% 43.2%
% Renter Occupied 40.3% 43.3% 46.2% 42.0%
Vacancy Rate 11.4% 11.2% 13.1% 14.8%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau

Furthermore, a small majority of Scranton City’s housing consists of single-family units. Most were built
before 1960. Most homes are heated by utility gas.
Among homeowners in Scranton City, household incomes are broadly distributed across all income brackets.

Near majority shares of homeowners are categorized in the top income bracket. The most housing-insecure
homeowners report income below $20,000 annually, with related costs that exceed 30 percent of the income

each month.

The household incomes for nearly half the renters are less than $35,000 per year, and for many, their housing
costs exceed 30 percent of theirincomes each month. Renters typically face greater housing insecurity than

homeowners.



Housing Affordability (Homeowners)

Monthly Housing Costs as a 2023
Percentage of Income 2000 |Estimate
Median Household Income
Less than $20,000 21.9% 8.6%
Less than 20 percent 13.1% 0.8%
20to 29 percent 19.5% 3.0%
30 percent or more 64.5% 96.2%
$20,000 to $34,999 20.1% 10.6%
Less than 20 percent 50.1% 11.6%
20 t0 29 percent 20.1% | 24.3%
: : 2000 |2023 Estimate|( 3 hercent or more 25.8% 64.1%
;'°(;‘:t';‘fh”er:ts 32233 ‘z(i'zi‘/f $35,000 to $49,999 18.8% | 13.9%
1 attached 6.2% 10.3% Less than 20 percent 51.5% 36.2%
2 apartments 21.2% 13.6% 20to 29 percent 32.6% 31.9%
3 or 4 apartments 13.8% 9.6% 30 percent or more 15.9% 31.9%
5to 9 apartments 6.3% 250  |1$50,000 to $74,999 22.2% | 17.5%
10 + apartments 8.1% 10.6% Less than 20 percent 74.7% 54.5%
Mobile home/other 0.2% 0.3% 20to 29 percent 19.8% | 30.5%
YEAR BUILT 30 percent or more 5.5% 15.0%
2020 or later X 0.1% $75,000 or more 16.9% 48.2%
2010 to 2019 X 2.7% Less than 20 percent 88.4% 86.9%
2000 to 2009 X 2.6% 20to 29 percent 9.3% 11.2%
1980 to 1999 6.1% 9.1% 30 percent or more 2.0% 1.9%
1960 to 1979 12.3% 15.9% 0 g Affordab Rente
1940 to 1959 18.8% 20.8% Monthly Housing Costs as a 2023
1939 or earlier 62.9% 48.9% Percentage of Income 2000 |Estimate
ROOMS Median Household Income
1room 0.7% 2.0% Less than $20,000 51.7% | 25.5%
2or3rooms 12.0% 12.6% Less than 20 percent 7.5% 2.7%
4 or 5rooms 33.0% 30.4%  |120to0 29 percent 23.0% | 14.5%
6or 7 rooms 36.8% 35.8% 30 percent or more 60.4% | 82.8%
8 +rooms 17.6% 19.3% 120,000 to $34,999 24.4% | 19.3%
BEDROOMS Less than 20 percent 40.3% 3.7%
No bedroom 0.9% 2.0% __ |[70t0 29 percent 39.0% | 13.0%
1 bedroom 17.1% 14.8% 30 percent or more 14.3% 83.3%
2 or 3 bedrooms 66.4% 66.0% $35,000 to $49,999 12.4% 17.1%
4+ bedrooms 15.6% 17.2% Less than 20 percent 84.2% 5.0%
COMPI_'ETE FA_C_”_'ITlES 20to 29 percent 10.0% 51.0%
Plumbing facilities 99.6% 99.9%
Kitchen facilities 99.4% 99.4% |loobercent or more 0.6% | 44.0%
HOUSE HEATING FUEL $50,000 to $74,999 7.8% 13.7%
Utility gas 78.8% 75.0% Less than 20 percent 95.4% 35.9%
Bottled, tank, or LP gas 1.3% 2.1% 20to 29 percent 0.0% 49.1%
Electricity 9.7% 18.6% 30 percent or more 0.0% 14.9%
Fuel oil, kerosene, etc. 8.5% 2.3% $75,000 or more 3.8% 16.8%
Coal or coke 0.8% 0.4% Less than 20 percent 93.3% 84.0%
All other fuels 0.6% 0.9% 20to 29 percent 0.0% 13.0%
No fuel used 0.3% 0.6% 30 percent or more 0.0% 3.0%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau

Source: U.S. Census Bureau




South Abington Township

South Abington Township’s population has increased since 2000. Majority shares of the population have
remained between 35 and 54 years old and under 20 years old in most years. It is predominately White but
has grown more diverse since the turn of the century.

South Abington Township Population

Demographic Characteristics 2000 2010 2020 | 2023 Estimate
Total Population 8,638 8,968 9,532 9,533
Under 20 2,629 1,949 2,244 2,867
20to 34 1,438 1,450 1,577 1,625
35to 54 2,698 2,309 2,265 2,047
55to 64 770 1,035 1,280 1,041
65and older 1,103 2,225 2,166 1,953
White 95.5% 93.5% 84.4% 86.9%
Black/African American 0.7% 1.0% 1.6% 1.0%
Asian/Asian American 2.3% 3.1% 7.7% 7.9%
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
American Indian/Alaska Native 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Some other race 0.0% 0.1% 0.4% 0.9%
Two or more races 0.4% 0.6% 2.8% 3.4%
Hispanic/Latino 1.1% 1.6% 3.2% *2.2%
Male 4,146 4,299 4,574 4,503
Female 4,492 4,669 4,958 5,030

Source: U.S. Census Bureau. *Not part of the total%

The number of housing units in the township increased between 2000 and 2023. Vacancy rates have
fluctuated over the years. The share of renter-occupied units increased, while the proportion of owner-
occupied units declined (the majority of the units continue to be occupied by homeowners).

South Abington Township Housing Stock

2000 2010 2020 | 2023 Estimate
Total Housing Units 3,077 3,604 3,909 3,517
% Owner Occupied | 76.0% 71.4% 70.1% 71.4%
% Renter Occupied | 20.0% 22.0% 23.4% 24.8%
Vacancy Rate 4.0% 6.7% 6.5% 3.8%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau

Furthermore, a majority of South Abington Township’s housing consists of single-family units. Most were built
between 1960 to 2000. Most homes are heated by utility gas.

Nearly three-quarters shares of homeowners are categorized in the top income bracket. The most housing-
insecure homeowners report income below $20,000 annually, with related costs that exceed 30 percent of
the income each month.

The household incomes for one-quarter of renters are less than $35,000 per year, and their housing costs
exceed 30 percent of their incomes each month. Renters typically face greater housing insecurity than
homeowners.



Housing Affordability (Homeowners)

Monthly Housing Costs as a 2023
Percentage of Income 2000 |Estimate
Median Household Income
Less than $20,000 7.4% 3.1%
Less than 20 percent 5.0% 0.0%
20to 29 percent 0.0% 0.0%
30 percent or more 95.0% 100.0%
$20,000 to $34,999 11.9% 5.3%
Less than 20 percent 45.1% 0.0%
|South Abington Township Housing Characteristics Eakaatatt S R
2000 2023 Estimate 30 percent or more 43.2% 71.4%
Housing units 2,954 3,385 $35,000 to $49,999 14.7% 11.4%
1, detached 77.2% 72.7% Less than 20 percent 56.0% | 43.6%
1, attached 5.4% 9.7% 20to 29 percent 23.0% 3.8%
2 apartments 2.1% 0.4% 30 percent or more 21.1% 52.6%
3 or 4 apartments 4.1% 4.3% $50,000 to $74,999 23.9% 8.8%
5to 9apartments 4.5% 1.6% Less than 20 percent 48.1% 71.6%
10 + apartments 5.6% 10.9% 20to 29 percent 32.0% | 10.4%
Mobile home/other 1.2% 0.4% 30 percent or more 19.9% | 18.0%
LT $75,000 or more 421% | 71.3%
2020 or later 0'4?’ Less than 20 percent 81.5% 74.5%
;8(1)8 :Z igég X 13764// 20 to 29 percent 155% | 18.3%
1980 to 1999 13.5% 36.0% 30 percent r more L 3.1% 7.2%
1960 to 1979 36.0% ZE “S' N9 Afordab' lity (Ren te
5 5 onthly Housing Costs as a
12:2 ::, i:?ﬁ or 172:, A’o 19011;) Per;:entage of Ihnclc;me 2000 |Estimate
Median Household Income
??;':/Ins 0.0% 2.8% Less than $20,000 19.7% 7.2%
2or3rooms 5.7% 8.7% Less than 20 percent 14.9% 0.0%
40r5rooms 21.4% 20.1% 20to 29 percent 14.9% 0.0%
6 or 7rooms 34.1% 31.5% 30 percent or more 59.5% 100.0%
8+rooms 38.8% 36.9% $20,000 to $34,999 26.4% 17.9%
BEDROOMS Less than 20 percent 0.0% 0.0%
No bedroom 0.3% 2.8% 20to 29 percent 34.0% 0.0%
1bedroom 7.9% 8.4% 30 percent or more 66.0% | 100.0%
2 or 3 bedrooms 58.8% 56.7% $35,000 to $49,999 28.2% 9.7%
4+ bedrooms 33.0% 32.1% Less than 20 percent 62.4% 18.8%
CObr L S 20t0 29 percent 37.6% | 47.1%
P!umbingf{ac.il-ities 99.8% 100.0% 30 percent or more 0.0% 34.1%
Kitchen facilities 99.6% 95.1% $50,000 to 574,999 3.3% 3%
HOUSE HEATING FUEL Less than 20 percent 100.0% 17.2%
Utility gas 59.3% 69.2%
Bottled, tank, or LP gas 0.9% 3.9% 20to 29 percent 0.0% 78.1%
Electricity 26.6% 24.4% 30 percent or more 0.0% 4.7%
Fuel oil, kerosene, etc. 12.1% 1.7% $75,000 or more 17.4% 53.3%
Coal or coke 0.8% 0.0% Less than 20 percent 89.7% 82.8%
All other fuels 0.3% 0.9% 20to 29 percent 0.0% 17.2%
No fuel used 0.0% 0.0% 30 percent or more 10.3% 0.0%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau

Source: U.S. Census Bureau




Spring Brook Township

Spring Brook Township’s population has increased since 2000, though majority shares of the population have
remained between 35 and 54 years old and under 20 years old. It is predominately White but has grown more
diverse since the turn of the century.

Spring Brook Township Population

Demographic Characteristics 2000 2010 2020 |2023 Estimate
Total Population 2,367 2,663 2,748 2,759
Under 20 625 686 631 527
20to 34 341 380 392 507
35t0 54 784 930 740 734
55 to 64 267 241 448 488
65 and older 350 426 537 503
White 98.1% 97.5% 91.3% 87.0%
Black/African American 0.3% 0.3% 0.9% 0.9%
Asian/Asian American 0.2% 0.6% 0.6% 0.4%
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
American Indian/Alaska Native 0.1% 0.0% 0.1% 0.0%
Some other race 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 2.9%
Two or more races 0.3% 0.4% 4.0% 8.8%
Hispanic/Latino 1.0% 1.1% 2.9% *4.2%
Male 1,167 1,281 1,399 1,454
Female 1,200 1,382 1,349 1,305

Source: U.S. Census Bureau. *Not part of the total%

The number of housing units in the township have risen between 2000 and 2023. Vacancy rates have
increased over the years, with an uptick in recent estimates. The share of renter-occupied units fluctuated
and the share owner-occupied units shrunk (though the majority of the units continue to be occupied by
homeowners).

Spring Brook Township Housing Stock

2000 2010 2020 (2023 Estimate
Total Housing Units 983 1,178 1,143 1,247
% Owner Occupied 81.4% 77.8% 78.0% 76.3%
% Renter Occupied 11.0% 14.9% 15.9% 14.2%
Vacancy Rate 7.6% 7.4% 6.0% 9.5%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau

Furthermore, a majority of Spring Brook Township’s housing consists of single-family units. Most were built
between 1960 and 2000. Nearly 40 percent are heated by some type of fuel oil.

Among homeowners in Spring Brook Township, household incomes are broadly distributed across all income
brackets. A small majority of homeowners are categorized in the top income bracket. The most housing-
insecure homeowners report income below $20,000 annually, with related costs that exceed 30 percent of
the income each month.

The household incomes for nearly one-quarter of renters are less than $20,000 per year, and their housing
costs exceed 30 percent of theirincomes each month. Renters typically face greater housing insecurity than
homeowners.



Housing Affordability (Homeowners)

Monthly Housing Costs as a
Percentage of Income

2023
2000 |Estimate

Median Household Income

Less than $20,000

16.1% 5.0%

Less than 20 percent

7.7% 37.5%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau

20to 29 percent 26.0% 0.0%
30 percent or more 62.5% 62.5%
$20,000 to $34,999 13.0% 8.1%
Less than 20 percent 41.7% 10.4%
0, 0,
Spring Brook Township Housing Characteristics 200 29 percent 26.2% 22.1%
[) 0,
2000 2023 Estimate 30 percent or more 32.1% 67.5%
Housing units 908 1,128 $35,000 to $49,999 21.7% 15.0%
1, detached 82.3% 86.2% Less than 20 percent 51.4% 36.4%
1, attached 0.9% 0.7% 20to 29 percent 25.0% 16.8%
2 apartments 3.2% 0.6% 30 percent or more 23.6% 46.9%
3 or 4 apartments 0.4% 2.9% $50,000 to $74,999 25.4% 17.8%
5to 9 apartments 3.9% 0.4% Less than 20 percent 56.7% | 61.5%
10 + apartments 0.0% 0.0% 20to 29 percent 38.4% 23.7%
Mobile home/other 9.4% 9.2% 30 percent or more 4.9% 14.8%
YIS $75,000 or more 23.8% | 51.5%
2020 or later X 0.0% Less than 20 percent 83.1% 75.7%
2010 to 2019 X >.7 ©___1120to 29 percent 16.9% | 20.0%
iggg :O iggg 31X7‘V ;;:;’ 30 percent or more 0.0% 4.3%
(0] . .27 . i
> Housing Affordability (Renters)
1960 to 1979 40.2% 29.8% .
Monthly Housing Costs as a 2023
1940 to 1959 15.0% 18.5% P t £l 2000 |Estimat
1939 or earlier 13.1% 4.3% creentage o7 _ncome stimate
ROOMS Median Household Income _ _
1room 2.0% 0.0% Less than $20,000 14.9% 22.0%
2 or 3 rooms 3.8% 3.0% Less than 20 percent 20.0% 0.0%
40r 5 rooms 24.7% 30.2% 20to 29 percent 33.3% 0.0%
6 or 7 rooms 43.3% 34.4% 30 percent or more 20.0% 100.0%
8+ rooms 26.1% 32.4% $20,000 to $34,999 34.7% 0.0%
BEDROOMS Less than 20 percent 57.1% 0.0%
No bedroom 2.0% 0.0% 20to 29 percent 20.0% 0.0%
1bedroom 5.8% 4.5% 30 percent or more 0.0% 0.0%
2 or 3 bedrooms 72.2% 70.3% $35,000 to $49,999 20.8% 6.8%
4+ bedrooms 19.9% 25.2% Less than 20 percent 81.0% | 100.0%
COMPLETE FACILITIES 20t0 29 percent 19.0% | 0.0%
H it 0, 0,
E!:nhwbmfg f?I?'t!'t'es :gz;’ 190808(‘)’/6 30 percent or more 0.0% 0.0%
PCnen Tacrities 22 22 11$50,000 to $74,999 22.8% | 27.1%
HOUSE HEATING FUEL
— Less than 20 percent 100.0% | 58.3%
Utility gas 1.9% 1.1% 2010 29 0.0° 6.3%
Bottled, tank, or LP gas 12.8% 24.6% to 29 percent r —
Electricity 17.6% 24.6% 30 percent or more 0.0% 35.4%
Fuel oil, kerosene, etc. 58.1% 39.4% $75,000 or more 6.9% 38.4%
Coal or coke 7.0% 6.1% Less than 20 percent 100.0% | 75.0%
All other fuels 2.5% 4.3% 20to 29 percent 0.0% 25.0%
No fuel used 0.0% 0.0% 30 percent or more 0.0% 0.0%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau




Taylor Borough

Taylor Borough’s population has decreased since 2000. It is predominately White but has grown more diverse
since the turn of the century.

Taylor Borough Population

Demographic Characteristics 2000 2010 2020 2023 Estimate
Total Population 6,475 6,294 6,294 6,261
Under 20 1,510 1,484 1,335 1,584
20to 34 1,122 1,006 1,115 1,163
35to 54 1,814 1,852 1,493 1,167
55to 64 723 721 913 1,035
65and older 1,306 1,231 1,438 1,312
White 98.1% 94.2% 81.0% 79.9%
Black/African American 0.3% 0.7% 2.8% 2.9%
Asian/Asian American 0.6% 0.7% 1.1% 2.4%
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander| 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
American Indian/Alaska Native 0.1% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0%
Some other race 0.1% 0.1% 0.2% 7.9%
Two or more races 0.2% 0.6% 3.5% 7.0%
Hispanic/Latino 0.6% 3.7% 11.4% *14.4%
Male 3,007 2,842 3,028 3,097
Female 3,468 3,452 3,266 3,164

Source: U.S. Census Bureau. *Not part of the total%

The number of housing units in the borough decreased between 2000 and 2023. Vacancy rates have
fluctuated over the years. The share of renter-occupied units grew, while the proportion of owner-occupied
units declined (the majority of the units continue to be occupied by homeowners).

Taylor Borough Housing Stock

2000 2010 2020 |2023 Estimate
Total Housing Units 2,872 2,791 2,986 2,633
% Owner Occupied 64.4% 61.6% 53.1% 60.8%
% Renter Occupied 28.8% 32.7% 37.0% 31.9%
Vacancy Rate 6.8% 5.7% 9.9% 7.3%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau

Furthermore, a majority of Taylor Borough’s housing consists of single-family units. Most were built before
1980. Most homes are heated by utility gas.

Among homeowners in Talor Borough, household incomes are broadly distributed across all income
brackets. The most housing-insecure homeowners report income below $20,000 annually, with related costs
that exceed 30 percent of the income each month.

The household incomes for half the renters are less than $35,000 per year, and for many, their housing costs
exceed 30 percent of their incomes each month. Renters typically face greater housing insecurity than
homeowners.



Housing Affordability (

omeowners)

Monthly Housing Costs as a 2023
Percentage of Income 2000 |Estimate
Median Household Income
Less than $20,000 23.6% 7.5%
Less than 20 percent 12.1% 0.0%
20to 29 percent 25.8% 11.7%
30 percent or more 58.8% 88.3%
$20,000 to $34,999 17.6% 14.4%
Less than 20 percent 59.4% 47.6%
20to 29 percent 16.2% 26.0%
30 percent or more 24.5% 26.4%
$35,000 to $49,999 20.6% 14.1%
aylor Boroug g aracte Less than 20 percent 49.1% 41.6%
S— 2000 | 2023 Estimate ||50 19 29 percent 30.0% | 40.7%
Housing units 2,678 2,441 30 percent or more 21.0% 17.7%
1, detached 49.2% 60.1%
1, attached 6.0% 11.3% $50,000 to $74,999 20.5% 16.6%
2 apartments 18.1% 10.5% Less than 20 percent 62.0% 45.5%
3 or 4 apartments 11.0% 6.4% 20to 29 percent 27.8% 48.1%
5to 9 apartments 3.0% 0.6% 30 percent or more 10.2% 6.4%
10+ apartments 0.7% 1.9% $75,000 or more 17.8% | 46.4%
Mobile home/other 11.5% 9.3% Less than 20 percent 91.8% | 86.7%
YEARBUILT 20 to 29 percent 3.5% | 10.4%
2020 or later X 3.4%
2010 to 2019 » 11.0% 30 percent or more 4.8% 3.0%
2000 to 2009 x 0.0% Housing Affordability (Renters)
1980 to 1999 14.7% 8.4% Monthly Housing Costs as a 2023
1960 to 1979 28.7% 30.6% Percentage of Income 2000 |Estimate
1940to 1959 14.8% 15.4% Median Household Income
1939 or earlier 41.8% 31.1% Less than $20,000 52.6% 22.4%
TOSOMS 6 07 Less than 20 percent 2.3% 0.0%
room .6% .7%
> or 3 rooms 8% 3.6% 20to 29 percent 32.4% 19.1%
4 or 5 rooms 35.5% 36.1% 30 percent or more 52.9% 80.9%
60r 7 rooms 41.3% 36.3% $20,000 to $34,999 18.5% 27.1%
8+ rooms 14.9% 23.3% Less than 20 percent 37.9% 0.0%
BEDROOMS 20to 29 percent 41.2% 23.2%
No bedroom 0.6% 1.4% 30 percent or more 5.9% 76.8%
1bedroom 10.0% 98% __ 11$35,000 to $49,999 17.0% | 6.8%
20r 3 bedrooms 77.4% 68.5% Less than 20 percent 100.0% 0.0%
4+ bedrooms 12.0% 20.4%
COMPLETE FACILITIES 20to 29 percent 0.0% 31.6%
Plumbing facilities 99.7% 100.0% __||30percent or more 0.0% | 68.4%
Kitchen facilities 99.3% 100.0%  [|$50,000 to $74,999 8.9% 19.9%
HOUSE HEATING FUEL Less than 20 percent 60.8% 41.3%
Utility gas 55.9% 65.4% 20to 29 percent 13.5% 19.8%
Bottled, tank, or LP gas 9.4% 8.1% 30 percent or more 0.0% 38.9%
Electricity 14.8% 19.1% $75,000 or more 2.9% 22.5%
Fuel oil, kerosene, etc. 18.1% 5.3% . o
Coal or coke 5% 14% Less than 20 percent 100.0% 90.5%
All other fuels 0.0% 0.7% 20to 29 percent 0.0% 9.5%
No fuel used 0.3% 0.0% 30 percent or more 0.0% 0.0%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau

Source: U.S. Census Bureau




Thornhurst Township

Thornhurst Township’s population has fluctuated since 2000, though majority shares of the population have
remained between 35 and 54 years old and under 20 years old. It is predominately White but has grown more
diverse since the turn of the century.

Thornhurst Township Population

Demographic Characteristics 2000 2010 2020 2023 Estimate
Total Population 798 1,104 1,008 880
Under 20 213 270 217 199
20to 34 145 203 167 116
35t0 54 265 385 245 221
55 to 64 82 118 185 159
65 and older 93 128 194 185
White 95.6% 94.6% 87.8% 90.1%
Black/African American 0.1% 1.1% 2.5% 0.6%
Asian/Asian American 0.6% 1.0% 0.1% 0.0%
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
American Indian/Alaska Native 0.4% 0.2% 0.5% 0.0%
Some other race 0.0% 0.1% 0.2% 2.7%
Two or more races 1.8% 0.4% 5.4% 6.6%
Hispanic/Latino 1.5% 2.6% 3.6% *1.4%
Male 400 609 522 426
Female 398 495 486 454

Source: U.S. Census Bureau. *Not part of the total%

The number of housing units in the township fluctuated between 2000 and 2023. Vacancy rates have declined
over the years. The shares of renter-occupied and owner-occupied units grew (the majority of the units
continue to be occupied by homeowners).

Thornhurst Township Housing Stock

2000 2010 2020 |2023 Estimate
Total Housing Units 564 617 606 561
% Owner Occupied 50.5% 62.7% 61.4% 63.6%
% Renter Occupied 5.1% 7.1% 7.3% 6.8%
Vacancy Rate 44.3% 30.1% 31.4% 29.6%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau

Furthermore, a majority of Thornhurst Township’s housing consists of single-family units. Most were built
between 1960 and 2000. A plurality of homes is heated by electricity.

Among homeowners in Thornhurst Township, household incomes are largely distributed across the upper
income brackets. The most housing-insecure homeowners report income below $20,000 annually, with
related costs that exceed 30 percent of the income each month.

The household incomes for half the renters are less than $35,000 per year, and for many, their housing costs
exceed 30 percent of their incomes each month. Renters typically face greater housing insecurity than
homeowners.



Housing Affordability (Homeowners)

Monthly Housing Costs as a 2023
Percentage of Income 2000 |Estimate
Median Household Income
Less than $20,000 12.7% 8.4%
Less than 20 percent 0.0% 0.0%
20to 29 percent 19.4% 0.0%
30 percent or more 74.2% 100.0%
$20,000 to $34,999 20.4% 9.2%
Less than 20 percent 20.0% 12.1%
20to 29 percent 32.0% 30.3%
30 percent or more 48.0% 57.6%
$35,000 to $49,999 22.4% 6.2%
Less than 20 percent 21.8% 50.0%
20to 29 percent 20.0% | 13.6%
2000 | 2023 Estimate {3 0 rcant or more 58.2% | 36.4%
Housing units 314 395
1 detached 94.5% 96.7% $50,000 to $74,999 21.2% 28.6%
1, attached 0.5% 0.0% Less than 20 percent 69.2% 20.6%
2 apartments 0.0% 0.0% 20to 29 percent 30.8% 39.2%
3 or4apartments 0.0% 0.0% 30 percent or more 0.0% 40.2%
5to9 apartments 0.0% 0.0% $75,000 or more 233% 468%
10+ ?partments 0.0% 0.0% Less than 20 percent 80.7% 71.3%
Mobile home/other 5.0% 3.3%
YEAR BUILT 20to 29 percent 19.3% 12.6%
2020 or later X 0.8% 30 percent or more 0.0% 16.2%
2010to 2019 X 5.8% Housing Affordability (Renters)
2000 to 2009 X 12.7% Monthly Housing Costs as a 2023
198010 1999 61.5% 48.9% Percentage of Income 2000 |Estimate
1960to 1979 1>-8% 208% Median Household Income
1940 to 1959 8.7% 2.0%
1939 or earlier 14.0% 9.1% Less than 520,000 29.6% | 0.0%
ROOMS Less than 20 percent 0.0% 0.0%
1room 0.0% 0.0% 20to 29 percent 25.0% 0.0%
2or3rooms 2.7% 7.6% 30 percent or more 50.0% 0.0%
4or5rooms 36.7% 29.%% $20,000 to $34,999 22.2% | 50.0%
6 or 7rooms 47'2?’ 40'0?’ Less than 20 percent 33.3% 0.0%
F 13.5% 225% 10 to 29 percent 0.0% | 15.8%
No bedroom 0.0% 0.0% 30 percent or more 33.3% 84.2%
1bedroom 1.4% 1.3% $35,000 to $49,999 29.6% 0.0%
2or3bedrooms 79.6% 80.8% Less than 20 percent 0.0% 0.0%
4+ bedrooms 19.0% 18.0% 20to 29 percent 100.0% | 0.0%
COMPLETE FACILITIES 30 percent or more 0.0% 0.0%
Plumbing facilities 100.0% 100.0%
Kitchen facilities 100.0% 99.2% 950,000 to $74,999 18.5% 7.9%
HOUSE HEATING FUEL Less than 20 percent 60.0% 0.0%
Utility gas 0.0% 0.0% 20to 29 percent 40.0% 100.0%
Bottled, tank, or LP gas 29.0% 24.6% 30 percent or more 0.0% 0.0%
Electricity 31.5% 38.2% $75,000 or more 0.0% 13.2%
Fuel oil, kerosene, etc. 31.2% 18.5% Less than 20 percent 0.0% 100.0%
Coal or coke 5.1% 8.6%
All other fuels 3.2% 101% |20t 29 percent 0.0% | 0.0%
No fuel used 0.0% 0.0% 30 percent or more 0.0% 0.0%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau

Source: U.S. Census Bureau




Throop Borough

Throop Borough’s population has increased slightly since 2000, and a majority share of the population has
remained between 35 and 54 years old. It is predominately White but has grown more diverse since the turn

of the century.

Throop Borough Population

Demographic Characteristics 2000 2010 2020 (2023 Estimate
Total Population 4,010 4,050 4,065 4,069
Under 20 930 917 848 897
20to 34 750 706 665 754
35to 54 1,119 1,090 1,130 1,229
55to 64 424 595 581 451
65and older 787 742 841 738
White 98.5% 96.4% 90.0% 90.3%
Black/African American 0.4% 0.9% 1.1% 1.0%
Asian/Asian American 0.1% 0.5% 1.1% 3.4%
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
American Indian/Alaska Native 0.0% 0.2% 0.0% 0.0%
Some other race 0.0% 0.2% 0.4% 2.2%
Two or more races 0.2% 0.5% 4.0% 3.0%
Hispanic/Latino 0.7% 1.4% 3.5% *2.9%
Male 1,914 1,846 2,012 2,066
Female 2,096 2,204 2,053 2,003

Source: U.S. Census Bureau. *Not part of the total%

The number of housing units in the borough increased between 2000 and 2023. Vacancy rates have
fluctuated over the years. The share of renter-occupied units decreased, while the proportion of owner-
occupied units grew (the majority of the units continue to be occupied by homeowners).

Throop Borough Housing Stock

2000 2010 2020 | 2023 Estimate
Total Housing Units 1,813 1,937 1,942 1,975
% Owner Occupied 68.5% 65.8% 67.0% 72.8%
% Renter Occupied 25.8% 26.0% 25.0% 19.9%
Vacancy Rate 5.7% 8.2% 8.0% 7.3%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau

Furthermore, a majority of Throop Borough’s housing consists of single-family units. Most were built before
1960. Most homes are heated by utility gas.

Among homeowners in Throop Borough, household incomes are broadly distributed across allincome
brackets. The most housing-insecure homeowners report income below $20,000 annually, with related costs
that exceed 30 percent of the income each month.

The household incomes for nearly one-fifth of renters are less than $35,000 per year, and for many, their
housing costs exceed 30 percent of theirincomes each month. Renters typically face greater housing
insecurity than homeowners.



Housing Affordability (Homeowners)

Source: U.S. Census Bureau

Source: U.S. Census Bureau

Monthly Housing Costs as a 2023
Percentage of Income 2000 |Estimate
Median Household Income
Less than $20,000 24.2% 14.1%
Less than 20 percent 19.5% 8.4%
20to 29 percent 29.3% 23.2%
30 percent or more 44.7% 68.5%
$20,000 to $34,999 22.8% 12.9%
Less than 20 percent 57.8% 45.2%
2000 | 2023 Estimate |51 15 29 percent 10.0% | 37.1%
Housing units 1,709 1,831 30 percent or more 32.3% 17.7%
L, detached 71.3% | 760%  J¢35,000 to $49,999 19.5% | 17.2%
1, attached 18% 5.4% Less than 20 percent 42.8% | 46.8%
2 apartments 10.3% 5.3% 20to 29 percent 51.6% 25.0%
3 or 4apartments 5.5% 4.6% 30 percent or more 5.6% 28.2%
> to 9 apartments >.8% 20% __ I$50,000 to $74,999 24.7% | 10.2%
10+ ?partments 0'72/0 3'2:/0 Less than 20 percent 83.8% 71.9%
\'\(/:;k; 'Beuhlmee/ other 4.7% 0.5% _ I50to 20 percent 8.8% | 19.9%
30 percent or more 7.4% 8.2%
2020 or later 00%  ¥<75,000 or more 8.7% | 40.1%
2010 to 2015 1.3% Les; than 20 percent 94.8% 83.4%
2000 to 2009 6.9%
1980 to 1999 10.9% 9.6% 20to 29 percent 5.2% 16.6%
1960 t0 1979 13.0% 19.9% 30 percent o more - 0.0% 0.0%
1940 to 1959 19.5% 75 6% Hou3|g Affordability (Renters)
1939 or earlier 56.6% 36.8% | Monthly Housing Costs as a 2023
ROOMS Percentage of Income 2000 | Estimate
1 room 0.4% 0.0% Median Household Income
2 or 3 rooms > 1% 4.0% Less than $20,000 41.1% 17.3%
405 rooms 40.6% 35.2% Less than 20 percent 4.2% 0.0%
6 0r 7 rooms 36.7% 37.8% 20to 29 percent 21.4% 38.2%
3 + rooms 19.9% 22.6% 30 percent or more 54.2% 61.8%
BEDROOMS $20,000 to $34,999 18.2% 2.3%
No bedroom 0.4% 0.0% Less than 20 percent 28.2% 0.0%
1 bedroom 7.7% 5.8% 20to 29 percent 48.2% 0.0%
2 or 3 bedrooms 80.0% 84.2% 30 percent or more 16.5% | 100.0%
4+ bedrooms 11.9% 9.9% $35,000 to $49,999 28.1% 28.8%
COMPLETE FACILITIES Less than 20 percent 54.2% 8.0%
Plumbing facilities 100.0% 100.0%  ||20to 29 percent 34.4% 0.0%
Kitchen facilities 99.6% 98.9% 30 percent or more 0.0% 92.0%
HOUSE HEATING FUEL $50,000 to $74,999 8.4% 38.2%
Utility gas 64.1% 73.0% Less than 20 percent 74.4% 31.3%
Bottled, tank, or LP gas 1.8% 1.1% 20to 29 percent 0.0% 60.7%
Electricity 8.2% 18.1% 30 percent or more 0.0% 8.0%
Fuel oil, kerosene, etc. 22.5% 7.3% $75,000 or more 4.3% 13.5%
Coal or coke 3.4% 0.4% Less than 20 percent 100.0% 75.5%
All other fuels 0.0% 0.0% 20to 29 percent 0.0% 24.5%
No fuel used 0.0% 0.0% 30 percent or more 0.0% 0.0%




Vandling Borough

Vandling Borough’s population has increased since 2000, and a majority share of the population is between
55 and 64 years old. It is predominately White.

Vandling Borough Population

Demographic Characteristics 2000 2010 2020 |2023 Estimate
Total Population 738 578 730 866
Under 20 194 100 164 195
20to 34 105 59 126 133
35to 54 225 202 177 173
55to 64 73 82 126 216
65 and older 141 135 137 149
White 98.8% 95.7% 90.1% 97.6%
Black/African American 0.0% 0.3% 0.5% 0.3%
Asian/Asian American 0.8% 0.3% 0.4% 0.0%
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
American Indian/Alaska Native 0.0% 0.3% 0.3% 0.0%
Some other race 0.0% 0.0% 0.4% 0.3%
Two or more races 0.1% 0.9% 5.1% 1.7%
Hispanic/Latino 0.3% 2.4% 3.2% *2.5%
Male 350 293 368 491
Female 388 285 362 375

Source: U.S. Census Bureau. *Not part of the total%

The number of housing units in the borough increased between 2000 and 2023. Vacancy rates have increased
over the years. Tenure has fluctuated, though the majority of the units continue to be occupied by

homeowners.

Vandling Borough Housing Stock

2000 2010 2020 | 2023 Estimate
Total Housing Units 314 340 342 410
% Owner Occupied 77.7% 67.9% 64.0% 70.7%
% Renter Occupied 18.8% 22.9% 25.4% 19.8%
Vacancy Rate 3.5% 9.1% 10.5% 9.5%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau

Furthermore, a majority of Vandling Borough’s housing consists of single-family units. Most were built
between 1960 and 2000. Nearly 40 percent are heated by some type of fuel oil.

Among homeowners in Vandling Borough, household incomes are broadly distributed across allincome
brackets. Majority shares of homeowners are categorized in the top income bracket. The most housing-
insecure homeowners report income below $20,000 annually, with related costs that exceed 30 percent of

the income each month.

The household incomes for approximately one-third of renters are less than $35,000 per year, and their
housing costs exceed 30 percent of theirincomes each month. Renters typically face greater housing
insecurity than homeowners.



Housing Affordability (Homeowners)

Source: U.S. Census Bureau

Monthly Housing Costs as a 2023
Percentage of Income 2000 |Estimate
Median Household Income
Less than $20,000 17.3% 3.4%
Less than 20 percent 10.3% 0.0%
20to 29 percent 5.1% 20.0%
30 percent or more 71.8% 80.0%
$20,000 to $34,999 20.4% 6.6%
Less than 20 percent 52.2% 10.5%
2000 |2023 Estimate[20 to 29 percent 13.0% 57.9%
Housing units 303 371 30 percent or more 34.8% 31.6%
1, detached 80.9% 84.4% $35,000 to $49,999 18.6% 12.4%
1, attached 1.9% 1.6% Less than 20 percent 61.9% 58.3%
2 apartments 5.1% 1.6% 20to 29 percent 14.3% 36.1%
3 or4apartments 5.1% 5.7% 30 percent or more 23.8% 5.6%
5to 9 apartments 6.4% 6.7% $50,000 to $74,999 26.1% 16.2%
10 + apartments 0.0% 0.0% Less than 20 percent 71.2% 78.7%
Mobile home/other 0.6% 0.0% 20to 29 percent 28.8% 21.3%
YEAR BUILT 30 percent or more 0.0% 0.0%
2020 or |ater X 0.0% $75,000 or more 17.7% | 61.4%
2010to 2019 0.8% Less than 20 percent 80.0% | 92.1%
2000 to 2009 9.7% 20to 29 percent 10.0% | 5.6%
1980 to 1999 24.8% 32.6% 30 percent or more 10.0% 2.2%
1960to 1979 16.9% 24.3% Housing Affordability (Renters)
1940to0 1959 11.8% 5.9% Monthly Housing Costs as a 2023
;9033'\c/>lgearlier 46.5% 26.7% Percentage of Income 2000 |Estimate
Median Household Income
1 room 0.0% 0.0% | ess than $20,000 47.5% | 8.6%
2or 3rooms 4.1% 10.2% Less than 20 percent 0.0% 0.0%
4or5rooms 18.2% 127% _ 150t0 29 percent 143% | 0.0%
6 or 7rooms 47'5?) 42'3?’ 30 percent or more 53.6% | 100.0%
ggl)rgggiﬂ " 30.3% 34.8%  1$20,000 to $34,999 40.7% | 24.7%
No bedroom 0.0% 0.0% Less than 20 percent 41.7% 0.0%
1 bedroom 4.8% 9.7% 20to 29 percent 50.0% 0.0%
2 or 3 bedrooms 73.6% 66.6% 30 percent or more 8.3% 100.0%
4+ bedrooms 21.7% 23.7% $35,000 to $49,999 10.2% 4.9%
COMPLETE FACILITIES Less than 20 percent 100.0% 0.0%
Plumbing facilities 100.0% 98.4%  ||20to 29 percent 0.0% | 100.0%
Kitchen facilities 100.0% | 98.4% ||30percentormore 0.0% | 0.0%
HOUSE HEATING FUEL $50,000 to $74,999 1.7% | 34.6%
Utility gas 17.2% 34.2% Less than 20 percent 100.0% | 60.7%
Bottled, tank, or LP gas 6.6% 3.8% 20to 29 percent 0.0% 39.3%
Electricity 15.5% 17.8% 30 percent or more 0.0% 0.0%
Fuel oil, kerosene, etc. 55.8% 39.9% $75,000 or more 0.0% 8.6%
Coal or coke 4.3% 0.8% Less than 20 percent 0.0% 100.0%
All other fuels 0.7% 3.5% 20to 29 percent 0.0% 0.0%
No fuel used 0.0% 0.0% 30 percent or more 0.0% 0.0%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau




Waverly Township

Waverly Township was recognized as Abington Township prior to 2011. Its population has increased since
2000, and majority shares of the population are between 35 and 54 years old and under 20 years old. It is
predominately White.

Waverly Township Population

Demographic Characteristics 2000 2010 2020 | 2023 Estimate
Total Population 1,616 1,707 1,856 2,044
Under 20 455 611 484 575
20to0 34 135 150 209 268
35to 54 559 478 467 510
55t0 64 212 229 256 219
65and older 255 239 440 472
White 96.3% 94.0% 88.5% 94.2%
Black/African American 0.0% 0.1% 0.3% 0.0%
Asian/Asian American 2.7% 4.3% 5.8% 4.5%
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander| 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
American Indian/Alaska Native 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.1%
Some other race 0.0% 0.0% 0.3% 0.0%
Two or more races 0.4% 0.3% 2.7% 1.2%
Hispanic/Latino 0.6% 1.2% 2.4% *1.8%
Male 793 825 920 1,078
Female 823 882 936 966

Source: U.S. Census Bureau. *Not part of the total%

The number of housing units in the township increased between 2000 and 2023, and vacancy rates have
increased as well. The share of renter-occupied units decreased, while the proportion of owner-occupied
units grew (the majority of the units continue to be occupied by homeowners).

Waverly Township Housing Stock

2000 2010 2020 | 2023 Estimate
Total Housing Units 626 686 718 747
% Owner Occupied 91.1% 86.2% 88.3% 92.4%
% Renter Occupied 6.4% 7.0% 6.3% 0.5%
Vacancy Rate 2.6% 6.9% 5.4% 6.7%

Source: 1.5, Census Bureau

Furthermore, a majority of Waverly Township’s housing consists of single-family units. Most homes are
heated by utility gas.

Among homeowners in Waverly Township, most are categorized in the top income bracket. The most housing-
insecure homeowners report income below $20,000 annually, with related costs that exceed 30 percent of
the income each month.

The household incomes for over half of renters are $75,000 per year or greater, and their housing costs do not
exceed 20 percent of their incomes each month. Renters typically face greater housing insecurity than
homeowners.



Housing Affordability (Homeowners)

Monthly Housing Costs as a 2023
Percentage of Income 2000 |Estimate
Median Household Income
Less than $20,000 9.8% 4 6%
Less than 20 percent 4.2% 0.0%
20to 29 percent 8.3% 0.0%
30 percent or more 83.3% | 100.0%
520,000 to 534,999 10.2% 5.4%
Less than 20 percent 30.0% 45.9%
2000 2023 Estimate| 20 to 29 percent 16.0% 0.0%
Housing units 610 697 30 percent or more 54.0% 54.1%
1, detached 95.8% 97.4%  [$35,000 to $49,999 7.2% 3.0%
1, attached 2.2% 1.4% Less than 20 percent 40.0% 0.0%
2 apartments 1.1% 0.0% 20to 29 percent 31.4% 52.4%
3or4 apartments 0.8% 1.1% 30 percent or more 28.6% 47.6%
5to 9 apartments 0.0% 0.0% $50,000 to $74,999 21.7% 3.3%
10 + apartments 0.0% 0.0% Less than 20 percent 50.9% | 21.7%
Mobile home/other 0.0% 0.0% 20to 29 percent 25 5% 34.8%
YEAR BUILT 30 percent or more 23.6% 43.5%
2020 or later X 0.0%  [$75,000 or more 51.0% | 80.6%
20100 2013 X 13% Less than 20 percent 71.1% | 74.8%
2000 to 2009 X 11.2%  [20t0 29 percent 253% | 16.0%
198010 1999 25.9% 28.4% 30 percent or more 3.6% 9.2%
S A B | 2%
1940 to 1959_ 17.4% 21.2% Monthly Housing Costs as a 2023
1939 or earlier 26.8% 15.8% .
ROOMS Percentage of Income 2000 [Estimate
1room 0.0% 0.0% Median Household Income
2 or 3 rooms 0.0% 14% Less than 520,000 28.1% 0.0%
40or5 rooms 10.7% 10.5% Less than 20 percent 0.0% 0.0%
60r7 rooms 29.2% 3199 |20t 29 percent 0.0% | 00%
3+ rooms 60.1% 56.2% 30 percent or more 66.7% 0.0%
BEDROOMS $20,000 to $34,999 21.9% 0.0%
No bedroom 0.0% 0.0% Less than 20 percent 14.3% 0.0%
Ibedroom 0.2% 1a% 20to 29 percent 42.9% 0.0%
> or3 badrooms 49 5% 47 5% 30 percent or more 42.9% 0.0%
4+ bedrooms 50.3% 511 |932.000t0 549,999 s |l cnin
COMPLETE FACILITIES Less than 20 percent 0.0% 0.0%
Plumbing facilities 99.7% 100.0% _ |20to 29 percent 100.0% | 0.0%
Kitchen facilities 100.0% 100.0% | 30percent or more 0.0% | 100.0%
HOUSE HEATING FUEL $50,000 to $74,999 31.3% | 0.0%
Utility gas 57.9% 72.5% Less than 20 percent 40.0% 0.0%
Bottled, tank, or LP gas 0.5% 0.0% 20to 23 percent 30.0% 0.0%
Electricity 20.7% 20.7% 30percent or more 0.0% 0.0%
Fuel oil, kerosene, etc. 19.2% 6.9% $75,000 or more 9.4% 57.1%
Coal or coke 0.5% 0.0% Less than 20 percent 0.0% 100.0%
All other fuels 1.3% 0.0% 20to 29 percent 0.0% 0.0%
No fuel used 0.0% 0.0% 30 percent or more 100.0% 0.0%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau

Source: U.5. Census Bureau




West Abington Township

West Abington Township’s population has decreased since 2000. It is predominately White but has grown
more diverse since the turn of the century.

West Abington Township Population

Demographic Characteristics 2000 2010 2020 |2023 Estimate
Total Population 311 218 300 264
Under 20 69 35 52 44
20to 34 51 26 35 25
35to 54 122 73 75 66
55to 64 31 48 54 61
65 and older 38 36 84 68
White 100.0% | 99.1% 93.0% 92.8%
Black/African American 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Asian/Asian American 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander | 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
American Indian/Alaska Native 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.4%
Some other race 0.0% 0.0% 0.3% 0.8%
Two or more races 0.0% 0.9% 5.7% 6.1%
Hispanic/Latino 0.0% 0.0% 1.0% *0.4%
Male 153 99 149 132
Female 158 119 151 132

Source: U.S. Census Bureau. *Not part of the total%

The number of housing units in the township increased between 2000 and 2023. Vacancy rates have
increased over the years. The share of renter-occupied units and owner-occupied units shrunk (though the
majority of the units continue to be occupied by homeowners).

West Abington Township Housing Stock

2000 2010 2020 2023 Estimate
Total Housing Units 112 114 134 134
% Owner Occupied 87.5% 86.0% 88.8% 77.6%
% Renter Occupied 12.5% 12.3% 9.7% 5.2%
Vacancy Rate 0.0% 1.8% 1.5% 17.2%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau

Furthermore, a majority of West Abington Township’s housing consists of single-family units. Most were built
before 1960. Approximately 45 percent are heated by some type of fuel oil.

Among homeowners in West Abington Township, most are categorized in the top income bracket. The most
housing-insecure homeowners report income below $20,000 annually, with related costs that exceed 30

percent of the income each month.

The household incomes for just over 14 percent of renters are less than $20,000 per year, and their housing
costs exceed 30 percent of theirincomes each month. Renters typically face greater housing insecurity than

homeowners.



Housing Affordability (Homeowners)

Monthly Housing Costs as a 2023
Percentage of Income 2000 |Estimate
Median Household Income
Less than $20,000 7.3% 4.8%
Less than 20 percent 0.0% 0.0%
20to 29 percent 0.0% 0.0%
30 percent or more 100.0% | 100.0%
$20,000 to $34,999 32.7% 3.8%
Less than 20 percent 44.4% 50.0%
20to 29 percent 22.2% 0.0%
| West Abingion Township Housing Characteristics EISILRIITTE T
. b h .07 S
; ; 200 2023 Estimate Less than 20 percent 38.5% 75.0%
Housing units 112 111 : .
1, detached 91.1% 92.8% 20to 29 percent 46.2% 25.0%
1, attached 1.8% 0.0% 30 percent or more 15.4% 0.0%
2 apartments 0.0% 0.0% $50,000 to $74,999 18.2% 9.6%
3 or 4 apartments 0.0% 0.0% Less than 20 percent 60.0% | 70.0%
5to 9 apartments 0.0% 0.0% 20to 29 percent 40.0% | 0.0%
10 + apartments 0.0% 0.0% 30 percent or more 0.0% 30.0%
Mobile home/other 7.1% 7.2% $75,000/ 0 more 18.2% 74.0%
;E?g:::lair » 0.0% Less than 20 percent 70.0% 80.5%
2010 to 2019 x 3.1% 20to 29 percent 30.0% 15.6%
2000 to 2009 " 5 4% 30 percent or more 0.0% 3.9%
1980 to 1999 28.6% 21.6% Hou sing Affordability (Renters)
1960 to 1979 29.5% 13.5% Monthly Housing Costs as a 2023
1940 to 1959 8.9% 7.2% Percentage of Income 2000 |Estimate
1939 or earlier 33.0% 44.1% Median Household Income
ROOMS Less than $20,000 50.0% 14.3%
1room 0.0% 0.0% Less than 20 percent 0.0% 0.0%
2or 3rooms 3.6% 1.8% 20to 29 percent 0.0% 0.0%
4or5rooms 15.2% 17.1% 30 percent or more 50.0% 100.0%
Sor 7 rooms 20.0% DI%  1420,000t0 $34,999 50.0% | 0.0%
:;;:ggli/ls 31.3% 45.9% Less than 20 percent 100.0% 0.0%
No bedroom 0.0% 0.0% 20to 29 percent 0.0% 0.0%
1 bedroom 3.6% 1.8% 30 percent or more 0.0% 0.0%
2 or 3 bedrooms 64.3% 73.9% $35,000 to $49,999 0.0% 0.0%
4+ bedrooms 32.1% 24.3% Less than 20 percent 0.0% 0.0%
COMPLETE FACILITIES 20to 29 percent 0.0% 0.0%
Plumbing facilities 98.2% 100.0% 30 percent or more 0.0% 0.0%
Kitchen facilities 96.4% 99.1% $50,000 to $74,999 0.0% 0.0%
HQQSE HEATING FUEL Less than 20 percent 0.0% 0.0%
Utility gas 0.0% 0.0% 150 t0 29 percent 0.0% | 0.0%
Eloet;:iilttyankl orLP gas 16532; E;‘; 30 percent or more 0.0% 0.0%
Fuel oil, kerosene, etc. 58.0% 45.0% 575,000 or more 0.0% 42.9%
Coal or coke 3.6% 6.3% Less than 20 percent 0.0% 33.3%
All other fuels 17.0% 21.6% 20to 29 percent 0.0% 0.0%
No fuel used 0.0% 1.8% 30 percent or more 0.0% 66.7%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau

Source: U.S. Census Bureau
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