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1. Introduction 

A. Introduction to the Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice 
Washington County has prepared an Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice to satisfy 
requirements of the Housing and Community Development Act of 1974, as amended.  This Act requires 
that HUD grantees receiving Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) affirmatively further fair 
housing. 

HUD grantees are required to:  

§ Examine and attempt to alleviate housing discrimination within their jurisdiction 
§ Promote fair housing choice for all persons 
§ Provide opportunities for all persons to reside in any given housing development, regardless of race, 

color, religion, sex, disability, familial status, or national origin 
§ Promote housing that is accessible to and usable by persons with disabilities, and 
§ Comply with the non-discrimination requirements of the Fair Housing Act.    

 
These requirements can be achieved through the preparation of an Analysis of Impediments to Fair 
Housing Choice (AI).  

The AI is a review of a jurisdiction’s laws, regulations, and administrative policies, procedures, and 
practices affecting the location, availability, and accessibility of housing, as well as an assessment of 
conditions, both public and private, affecting fair housing choice. 

B. Fair Housing Choice 
Equal and free access to residential housing (housing choice) is a fundamental right that enables members 
of the protected classes to pursue personal, educational, employment or other goals.  Because housing 
choice is so critical to personal development, fair housing is a goal that government, public officials and 
private citizens must embrace if equality of opportunity is to become a reality. 

Under federal law, fair housing choice is defined as the right to housing free from discrimination based on 
one’s race, color, religion, sex, disability, familial status, or national origin.  In addition, the Pennsylvania 
Human Relations Act prohibits discrimination based on ancestry, age (40 and over), pregnancy, and the 
use of a support animal or because the user is a handler or trainer of support animals. Persons who are 
protected from discrimination by fair housing laws are referred to as members of the protected classes. 

This Analysis encompasses the following five areas related to fair housing choice: 

§ The sale or rental of dwellings (public and private) 
§ The provision of financing assistance for dwellings 
§ Public policies and actions affecting the approval of sites and other building requirements used in the 

approval process for the construction of publicly assisted housing 
§ The administrative policies concerning community development and housing activities, and 
§ Where there is a determination of unlawful segregation or other housing discrimination by a court or 

a finding of noncompliance by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) 
regarding assisted housing in a recipient's jurisdiction, an analysis of the actions which could be taken 
by the recipient to remedy the discriminatory condition, including actions involving the expenditure 
of funds made available under 24 CFR Part 570 (i.e., the CDBG program regulations). 
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As recipients of federal CDBG, HOME, and ESG funds, Washington County has specific fair housing 
planning responsibilities.  These include: 

§ Conducting an Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice 
§ Developing actions to overcome the effects of identified impediments to fair housing, and 
§ Maintaining records to support the jurisdiction’s initiatives to affirmatively further fair housing. 

HUD interprets these three certifying elements to include: 

§ Analyzing housing discrimination in a jurisdiction and working toward its elimination 
§ Promoting fair housing choice for all people 
§ Providing racially and ethnically inclusive patterns of housing occupancy 
§ Promoting housing that is physically accessible to, and usable by, all people, particularly individuals 

with disabilities, and 
§ Fostering compliance with the nondiscrimination provisions of the Fair Housing Act. 

This Analysis will:   

§ Evaluate population, household, income and housing characteristics by protected classes in 
Washington County 

§ Evaluate public and private sector policies that impact fair housing choice 
§ Identify blatant or de facto impediments to fair housing choice, where any may exist, and 
§ Recommend specific strategies to overcome the effects of any identified impediments. 

HUD defines an impediment to fair housing choice as any actions, omissions, or decisions that restrict, or 
have the effect of restricting, the availability of housing choices, based on race, color, religion, sex, 
disability, familial status, or national origin. 

This Analysis serves as the basis for fair housing planning, provides essential information to policy makers, 
administrative staff, housing providers, lenders, and fair housing advocates, and assists in building public 
support for fair housing efforts.  The elected governmental body is expected to review and approve the 
Analysis and use it for direction, leadership, and resources for future fair housing planning. 

The Analysis will serve as a “point-in-time” baseline against which future progress in terms of 
implementing fair housing initiatives will be evaluated and recorded. 
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2. Demographic Information 

A. Demographic Profile 

i. Population Trends 

The population of Washington County has increased by 2.3% since 2000, to 207,661 residents in 
2017. The County’s rate of population growth is less than the rest of Pennsylvania, which has 
grown by 4.1% in the past 17 years. Blaine Township, California Borough, Cecil Township, 
Claysville Borough, North Strabane Township, and Peters Township experienced population 
growth of more than 20% compared to most of the other municipalities that saw their 
populations contract.  The majority of the County’s growth occurred between 2000 and 2010 
when its population increased by 4,923. Between 2010 and 2017, the County’s population has 
remained relatively constant, decreasing by only 159. 

 

Figure 2-1  
Change in Population, 2000 – 2017 

  2000 2010 2017 
% Change 

2000 - 2017 
Allenport Borough 549 537 495 -9.8% 
Amwell Township 3,960 3,751 3,706 -6.4% 
Beallsville Borough 511 466 506 -1.0% 
Bentleyville Borough 2,502 2,581 2,528 1.0% 
Blaine Township 597 690 771 29.1% 
Buffalo Township 2,100 2,069 2,084 -0.8% 
Burgettstown Borough 1,576 1,388 1,387 -12.0% 
California Borough 5,274 6,795 6,513 23.5% 
Canonsburg Borough 8,607 8,992 8,913 3.6% 
Canton Township 8,826 8,375 8,211 -7.0% 
Carroll Township 5,677 5,640 5,543 -2.4% 
Cecil Township 9,756 11,271 12,039 23.4% 
Centerville Borough 3,390 3,263 3,200 -5.6% 
Charleroi Borough 4,871 4,120 4,004 -17.8% 
Chartiers Township 7,154 7,818 7,919 10.7% 
Claysville Borough 724 829 974 34.5% 
Coal Center Borough 134 139 82 -38.8% 
Cokeburg Borough 705 630 551 -21.8% 
Cross Creek Township 1,685 1,556 1,528 -9.3% 
Deemston Borough 809 722 792 -2.1% 
Donegal Township 2,428 2,465 2,089 -14.0% 
Donora Borough 5,653 4,781 4,650 -17.7% 
Dunlevy Borough 397 381 364 -8.3% 
East Bethlehem Township 2,524 2,354 2,280 -9.7% 
East Finley Township 1,489 1,392 1,400 -6.0% 
East Washington Borough 1,930 2,234 2,134 10.6% 
Elco Borough 362 323 321 -11.3% 
Ellsworth Borough 1,083 1,027 696 -35.7% 
Fallowfield Township 4,461 4,321 4,246 -4.8% 
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  2000 2010 2017 
% Change 

2000 - 2017 
Finleyville Borough 459 461 335 -27.0% 
Green Hills Borough 18 29 36 100.0% 
Hanover Township 2,795 2,673 2,625 -6.1% 
Hopewell Township 992 957 931 -6.1% 
Houston Borough 1,314 1,296 1,326 0.9% 
Independence Township 1,676 1,557 1,670 -0.4% 
Jefferson Township 1,218 1,162 1,161 -4.7% 
Long Branch Borough 539 447 441 -18.2% 
McDonald Borough* 1,866 1,766 1,624 -13.0% 
Marianna Borough 626 494 507 -19.0% 
Midway Borough 982 913 785 -20.1% 
Monongahela City 4,761 4,300 4,194 -11.9% 
Morris Township 1,272 1,105 1,056 -17.0% 
Mount Pleasant Township 3,422 3,515 3,509 2.5% 
New Eagle Borough 2,262 2,184 2,143 -5.3% 
North Bethlehem              
Township 1,746 1,631 1,544 -11.6% 
North Charleroi Borough 1,409 1,313 1,358 -3.6% 
North Franklin Township 4,818 4,583 4,558 -5.4% 
North Strabane Township 10,057 13,408 14,233 41.5% 
Nottingham Township 2,522 3,036 3,015 19.5% 
Peters Township 17,566 21,213 21,881 24.6% 
Robinson Township 2,193 1,931 1,975 -9.9% 
Roscoe Borough 848 812 819 -3.4% 
Smith Township 4,567 4,476 4,417 -3.3% 
Somerset Township 2,701 2,684 2,664 -1.4% 
South Franklin Township 3,796 3,310 3,238 -14.7% 
South Strabane Township 7,987 9,346 9,482 18.7% 
Speers Borough 1,241 1,154 1,175 -5.3% 
Stockdale Borough 555 502 432 -22.2% 
Twilight Borough 241 233 189 -21.6% 
Union Township 5,599 5,700 5,742 2.6% 
Washington City 15,268 13,663 13,624 -10.8% 
West Bethlehem Township 1,432 1,460 1,343 -6.2% 
West Brownsville Borough 1,075 992 969 -9.9% 
West Finley Township 951 878 957 0.6% 
West Middletown Borough 144 139 127 -11.8% 
West Pike Run Township 1,925 1,587 1,650 -14.3% 

Washington County 202,897 207,820 207,661 2.3% 
Pennsylvania 12,281,054 12,702,379 12,790,505 4.1% 
*McDonald is also partially in Allegheny County. These data are for the entire borough.  

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Decennial Census (P001); 2013 – 2017 American Community Survey (B01003) 
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Figure 2-2  
Population Trends, 2000 – 2017 

 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Decennial Census (P001); 2013 – 2017 American Community Survey (B01003) 

 

The racial make-up of Washington County has gradually shifted, with the number of minority 
residents increasing from 10,386 in 2000 to 15,495 in 2017, a growth rate of 49.2%. Most of this 
growth was in the number of Asian/Pacific Islanders and Hispanics living in the region. The 
County experienced a small decrease of 0.2% in its White population, as well as a 6.6% decrease 
in its Black population.  

 

Figure 2-3  
Change in Population by Race, 2000 – 2017 

 
 

Despite the rapid pace of growth in minority populations across Washington County, minorities 
still represent a small fraction of the population. In total, minorities only represent 7.5% of the 
population, increasing from 5.5% at the time of the County’s prior AI.  Black residents are the 
largest minority group at 2.9%. Hispanics are the fastest growing population group, but still 
represent less than 2% of the population, underscoring how even small increases in their 
population lead to a rapid rate of change. 

 

Black Asian/Pacific 
Islander

All Other** Hispanic Total Minority

2000 202,897             94.9% 3.2% 0.4% 0.9% 0.6% 5.1%

2010 207,820             93.4% 3.2% 0.6% 1.6% 1.1% 6.6%

2017 207,661             92.5% 2.9% 0.9% 2.1% 1.6% 7.5%

% Change 2000 - 2017 2.3% -0.2% -6.6% 148.7% 122.3% 178.5% 49.2%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Decennial Census (P4); 2013 – 2017 American Community Survey (B03002)

*All races are of non-Hispanic ethnicity

** All Other includes Native American, Other, and two or more races.

Total Population White*

Minority
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Figure 2-4  
Racial/Ethnic Minority Characteristics, 2000 – 2017 

 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Decennial Census (P4); 2013 – 2017 American Community Survey (B03002) 

 

An analysis of data at the municipality level can reveal the extent to which minorities live in separate 
areas of the County.  While the existence of such segregation is not definitive proof of discrimination 
in the housing market, it may indicate that such discrimination exists or else suggest that other 
factors are at work, which limit the housing choices of minorities.  

In the following chart, municipalities with higher rates of minorities than the County’s rate of 7.5% 
are shown in bold text. 

Figure 2-5 Minority Population by Municipality, 2017 

  

Total 
Population 

2017 

Minority 
Population 

Minority % 
of 

Population 

Allenport Borough 495 3 0.6% 

Amwell Township 3,706 183 4.9% 

Beallsville Borough 506 5 1.0% 

Bentleyville Borough 2,528 98 3.9% 

Blaine Township 771 20 2.6% 

Buffalo Township 2,084 45 2.2% 

Burgettstown Borough 1,387 45 3.2% 

California Borough 6,513 667 10.2% 

Canonsburg Borough 8,913 1,463 16.4% 

Canton Township 8,211 647 7.9% 

Carroll Township 5,543 295 5.3% 

Cecil Township 12,039 685 5.7% 
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Total 
Population 

2017 

Minority 
Population 

Minority % 
of 

Population 

Centerville Borough 3,200 75 2.3% 

Charleroi Borough 4,004 334 8.3% 

Chartiers Township 7,919 751 9.5% 

Claysville Borough 974 59 6.1% 

Coal Center Borough 82 15 18.3% 

Cokeburg Borough 551 20 3.6% 

Cross Creek Township 1,528 42 2.7% 

Deemston Borough 792 18 2.3% 

Donegal Township 2,089 36 1.7% 

Donora Borough 4,650 876 18.8% 

Dunlevy Borough 364 20 5.5% 

East Bethlehem Township 2,280 93 4.1% 

East Finley Township 1,400 44 3.1% 

East Washington Borough 2,134 410 19.2% 

Elco Borough 321 5 1.6% 

Ellsworth Borough 696 74 10.6% 

Fallowfield Township 4,246 277 6.5% 

Finleyville Borough 335 7 2.1% 

Green Hills Borough 36 0 0.0% 

Hanover Township 2,625 69 2.6% 

Hopewell Township 931 41 4.4% 

Houston Borough 1,326 130 9.8% 

Independence Township 1,670 16 1.0% 

Jefferson Township 1,161 39 3.4% 

Long Branch Borough 441 46 10.4% 

McDonald Borough* 1,624 100 6.2% 

Marianna Borough 507 61 12.0% 

Midway Borough 785 26 3.3% 

Monongahela City 4,194 331 7.9% 

Morris Township 1,056 104 9.8% 

Mount Pleasant Township 3,509 110 3.1% 

New Eagle Borough 2,143 212 9.9% 

North Bethlehem Township 1,544 54 3.5% 

North Charleroi Borough 1,358 143 10.5% 

North Franklin Township 4,558 331 7.3% 

North Strabane Township 14,233 1,175 8.3% 

Nottingham Township 3,015 175 5.8% 
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Total 
Population 

2017 

Minority 
Population 

Minority % 
of 

Population 

Peters Township 21,881 1,189 5.4% 

Robinson Township 1,975 205 10.4% 

Roscoe Borough 819 13 1.6% 

Smith Township 4,417 9 0.2% 

Somerset Township 2,664 75 2.8% 

South Franklin Township 3,238 33 1.0% 

South Strabane Township 9,482 360 3.8% 

Speers Borough 1,175 56 4.8% 

Stockdale Borough 432 11 2.5% 

Twilight Borough 189 7 3.7% 

Union Township 5,742 110 1.9% 

Washington City 13,624 2,799 20.5% 

West Bethlehem Township 1,343 30 2.2% 

West Brownsville Borough 969 32 3.3% 

West Finley Township 957 6 0.6% 

West Middletown Borough 127 13 10.2% 

West Pike Run Township 1,650 72 4.4% 

Washington County 207,661 15,495 7.5% 

Pennsylvania 12,790,505 2,909,370 22.7% 

*McDonald is also partially in Allegheny County. These data are for the entire borough.  
Minority population includes Black, American Indian/Alaska Native, Asian/Pacific 
Islander, Other, Two or more races, and Hispanic. Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2013 – 
2017 American Community Survey (B01003) 

 

ii. Areas of Racial and Ethnic Minority Concentration 

There exists a gap in income and wealth between White and minority households that is 
exacerbated by the concentration of minorities in particular municipalities that often have far 
less opportunity for minority children to access the tools associated with social mobility.1  

For the purposes of this AI, concentration is defined by a census tract where the total minority 
population is ten percentage points higher in that census tract than its proportion in Washington 
County. In Washington County, minorities are 7.5% of the total population; a census tract with a 
minority concentration will have a total minority population of 17.5% or higher. Eight of the 
County’s 59 census tracts meet this threshold as depicted in Map 1 on the following page. Of the 
eight census tracts with minority concentrations, four are located in Washington City and 
represent 13.3% of all minorities in the County. The other four census tracts correspond to 

 

1 Nancy MCardle, Dolores Acevedo-Garcia Consequences of Segregation for Children’s Opportunity and Wellbeing A Shared Future: Fostering 
Communities of Inclusion in an Era of Inequality 2017. 
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portions of East Washington, Canonsburg, and Donora. The composition of each census tract is 
listed in Figure A-1 in the Appendix, in which blue highlights signal an area of racial and ethnic 
minority concentration. 

These are areas where the minority population comprises over 17.5% of each census tract’s 
population compared to 7.5% of the County’s entire population.  

Map 1: Racial and Ethnic Minority Concentration, 2017 

 

Eight of the County’s 59 census tracts are areas of concentration of racial and ethnic 
minority residents. 
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iii. Residential Segregation Patterns 

Residential segregation is a measure of the degree of separation of racial or ethnic groups living 
in a neighborhood or community.  Typically, the pattern of residential segregation involves the 
existence of predominantly homogenous, White suburban communities and lower income 
minority inner-city neighborhoods.  A potential impediment to fair housing is created where 
either latent factors, such as attitudes, or overt factors, such as real estate practices, limit the 
range of housing opportunities for minorities.  A lack of racial or ethnic integration in a 
community creates other problems, such as reinforcing prejudicial attitudes and behaviors, 
narrowing opportunities for interaction, and reducing the degree to which community life is 
considered harmonious.  Areas of extreme minority isolation often experience poverty and social 
problems at rates that are disproportionately high.  Racial segregation has been linked to 
diminished employment prospects, poor educational attainment, increased infant and adult 
mortality rates, and increased homicide rates.  

The distribution of racial or ethnic groups across a geographic area can be analyzed using the 
index of dissimilarity (DI).  This method allows for comparisons between subpopulations, 
indicating how much one group is spatially separated from another within a community.  The DI 
is rated on a scale from 0 to 100, in which a score of 0 corresponds to perfect integration and a 
score of 100 represents total segregation. 2   The index is typically interpreted as the percentage 
of a specific racial or ethnic population that would have to move in order for a community or 
neighborhood to achieve full integration.  A DI of less than 30 indicates a low degree of 
segregation, while values between 30 and 60 indicate moderate segregation, and values above 
60 indicate high segregation. The DI of Washington County’s largest racial and ethnic groups is 
displayed below. 

Figure 2-6  
Dissimilarity Index, 2017 

 
 

Each group is considered moderately segregated according to the DI. Hispanics are the least 
segregated with a score of 39.8, meaning that more than a third of Hispanics would have to 
move in order to achieve full integration of the populations. Blacks have a score of 50.9 and 
Asians a score of 57.5, which means over half of each group would have to move to new 
neighborhoods in order to achieve full integration. 

 
2 The index of dissimilarity is a commonly used demographic tool for measuring inequality.  For a given geographic area, the index is 
equal to 1/2 * ABS S[(b/B)-(a/A)], where b is the subgroup population of a census tract, B is the total subgroup population in a city, 
a is the majority population of a census tract, and A is the total majority population in the city.  ABS refers to the absolute value of 
the calculation that follows. 

White - 192,166                92.5%

Black 50.9 6,122                     2.9%

Asian 57.5 1,855                     0.9%

Hispanic* 39.8 3,258                     1.6%

2017 DI with 
White 

Population
Population % of Total

* Hispanic ethnicity is counted independently of race

Souce: 2013 – 2017 American Community Survey (B03002)
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iv. Race/Ethnicity and Income 

Household income is one of several factors that determine a household’s ability to qualify for a 
mortgage. It is also a determining factor in what type of rental housing a household will be able 
to obtain. Asians had the highest median household income of all racial groups in 2017 followed 
by Whites. In Washington County, 20.2% of Black persons were living in poverty while earning 
the lowest median household income. Asian persons were the least likely to be living in poverty 
with a rate of 3.9%. 

Adjusted for inflation, the County median household income has increased by just over $3,000 to 
$59,309. The total number of people living in poverty has decreased by 0.7% from 2010 to 2017. 
The rate of poverty has decreased among Black residents across the County; however, it still 
remains the highest of all racial and ethnic groups. Overall, Black and Hispanic residents have a 
higher poverty rate than Whites. The tendency of minorities to have lower incomes and higher 
rates of poverty will impact their ability to find and obtain housing that fits their needs. The 
differences in incomes across racial/ethnic groups could be part of the explanation for the 
segregation patterns observed in Washington County; the trend of lower incomes and higher 
than average poverty rates imply that housing will continue to be difficult for these households 
to obtain. These difficulties can lead to increasingly concentrated neighborhoods of poverty, 
which in turn leads to more challenges for residents of these neighborhoods that can last for 
generations.3 

Figure 2-7  
Median Household Income and Poverty by Race/Ethnicity, 2010 – 2017 

 

Lower incomes and higher rates of poverty make it particularly burdensome for minority 
households to find and obtain housing that meets their needs. This can lead to further 

obstacles for these households as they become locked in areas of concentrated poverty.   

 
3 “The Growth and Spread of Concentrated Poverty, 2000 to 2008 – 2012,” by Elizabeth Kneebone, 2014, The Brookings Institute, 
https://www.brookings.edu/interactives/the-growth-and-spread-of-concentrated-poverty-2000-to-2008-2012/ 

Washington County $55,983 10.4% $59,309 9.7%

White $57,316 9.3% $59,930 9.2%

Black $35,459 29.2% $36,292 20.2%

Asian $63,519 16.1% $113,981 ** 3.9%

Hispanic* $49,002 25.4% $57,889 13.1%

* Hispanic ethnicity is counted independently of race.

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2006 – 2010 & 2013 – 2017 American Community Survey (B19013, B19013A, B19013B, B19013D, 
B19013I, B17001, B17001A, B17001B, B17001D, B17001I)

Median Household 
Income 2010 (in 2017 

dollars)

Poverty Rate 
2010

Median Household 
Income 2017

Poverty Rate 
2017

** Asian median household income for 2017 has a margin of error of +/- 51,424.

From 2010 to 2017, the real median income increased by just over $3,000. During this 
period, poverty rates decreased but remained high for Black and Hispanic minorities. 
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The difference in income between minority groups is illustrated in the table and graph below. 
Black households are more heavily represented in the lower two income groups than White and 
other minority households. White and Asian households are more likely to be among the top 
income earners in the County, though the small sample size of Asian households makes it difficult 
to draw conclusions concerning the larger population.  

 

Figure 2-8  
Household Income Distribution by Race, 2017 

 
 

Figure 2-9  
Household Income Distribution by Race, 2017 

 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2013 – 2017 American Community Survey (B19001) 

 

v. Concentrations of LMI Persons 

The CDBG Program includes a statutory requirement that at least 70% of the funds invested 
benefit low and moderate income (LMI) persons.  As a result, HUD provides the percentage of 
LMI persons in each census block group for entitlements such as Washington County. An area of 
LMI concentration is a census tract where at least 51% of residents are LMI. Of the County’s 59 

# % # % # % # %

Washington County 83,897              16,551              19.7% 19,167              22.8% 14,816             17.7% 33,363             39.8%

White Households 80,150              15,349              19.2% 18,366              22.9% 14,219             17.7% 32,216             40.2%

Black Households 2,326                 885                    38.0% 551                    23.7% 379                   16.3% 511                   22.0%

Asian Households 476                    31                      6.5% 77                      16.2% 29                     6.1% 339                   71.2%

Hispanic Households 782                    229                    29.3% 112                    14.3% 189                   24.2% 252                   32.2%

* Hispanic ethnicity is counted independently of race

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2013 – 2017 American Community Survey (B19001, B19001A, B19001B, B19001D, B19001I)

Total
$75,000 and Higher$0 to $24,999 $25,000 to $49,999 $50,000 to $74,999
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census tracts, 31 qualify as areas of concentration of LMI persons. The composition of LMI 
persons in each census tract is listed in Figure A-2 in the Appendix. Areas of LMI concentration 
are scattered throughout the middle and southeastern end of the County as depicted in Map 2. 
Six of the LMI concentrated census tracts overlap with areas of minority concentration. 

 

Map 2: Concentrations of LMI, 2015 

 
 



 17 

 

Providing affordable housing outside of these areas, where and when possible, will increase 
housing choice for minorities and LMI persons. 

 

Map 3: Racially/Ethnically Concentrated Areas of Poverty 

 

Thirty-one of the County’s 59 census tracts are areas of LMI concentration. Six of the LMI 
concentrated census tracts are racially/ethnically concentrated areas of poverty. 
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vi. Disability and Income 

The Census Bureau reports disability status for non-institutionalized disabled persons age 5 and 
over.  As defined by the Census Bureau, a disability is a long-lasting physical, mental, or 
emotional condition that can make it difficult for a person to do activities such as walking, 
climbing stairs, dressing, bathing, learning, or remembering.  This condition can also impede a 
person from being able to go outside the home alone or to work at a job or business.  

The Fair Housing Act prohibits discrimination based on physical, mental, or emotional handicap, 
provided “reasonable accommodation” can be made.  Reasonable accommodation may include 
changes to address the needs of disabled persons, including adaptive structural (e.g., 
constructing an entrance ramp) or administrative changes (e.g., permitting the use of a service 
animal).  In Washington County, 15.8% of the population 5 years and older reported at least one 
disability in 2013, the year with the most recent data available.4   

According to the National Organization on Disabilities, a significant income gap exists for persons 
with disabilities given their lower rate of employment.  In Washington County, 20.7% of residents 
with disabilities were living in poverty compared to 8.4% of residents without disabilities in 2013.  

Poverty among persons with disabilities is both caused and exacerbated by unemployment and 
low wages. In Washington County, only 22.2% of the disabled population age 16 and older were 
employed while 65.5% of residents without a disability were employed in 2017.5 Meanwhile, 
median wages for disabled persons was $20,084 compared to $35,161 for non-disabled persons. 
Even in the absence of discrimination, residents with disabilities have difficulty in securing 
affordable housing that will meet their needs due to the circumstances of lower wages and rates 
of employment.  

There are two major causes of higher rates of poverty: Persons with disabilities are employed 
at less than half the rate of residents without disabilities, and their median income is more 

than $15,000 less than persons without disabilities. 

 

vii. Familial Status and Income 

The Census Bureau divides households into family and non-family households.  Family 
households are married couple families with or without children, single-parent families, and 
other families made up of related persons.  Non-family households are either single persons 
living alone, or two or more non-related persons living together.  

Title VIII of the Civil Rights Act of 1968 protects against gender discrimination in housing.  
Protection for families with children was added in the 1988 amendments to Title VIII.  Except in 
limited circumstances involving elderly housing and owner-occupied buildings of one to four 
units, it is unlawful to refuse to rent or sell to families with children.  

 

 
4 U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey 2011 – 2013 (B18130) 

5 U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey 2013 – 2017 (S1811) 

Persons with disabilities experienced higher rates of poverty than residents without 
disabilities. Poverty creates additional barriers for residents with disabilities in securing 
affordable housing that meets their accessibility needs. 
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In Washington County, there were 55,834 family households comprising 66.6% of all households 
in 2017. Households with children represent 27.0% of all households in the County. Female-
headed households with children can often experience difficulty in obtaining housing, primarily 
as a result of lower incomes and the potential unwillingness of some landlords to rent their units 
to families with children. The number of female-headed households with children has remained 
virtually unchanged from 2000 to 2017, decreasing by only 0.2% to 5.6%. Male-headed 
households with children increased modestly from 1.8% in 2000 to 2.4% of all households in 
2017. 

 

Figure 2-10  
Households by Type and Presence of Children, 2000 – 2017 

 
 

viii. Ancestry, Persons with LEP, and Poverty 

It is illegal to refuse the right to housing based on place of birth or ancestry. In Washington 
County, there were 4,073 foreign-born persons (2.0% of the population) in 2017. Of the 4,073 
foreign-born residents, naturalized citizens numbered 2,303 and accounted for 1.1% of the 
population. Eleven municipalities have a higher percentage of foreign-born residents than the 
County rate of 2.0% and are indicated in bold in the chart below. In Washington County, 2.1% of 
children living in homes with at least one foreign-born parent were living below 200% of the 
poverty level compared to 36.6% of children living in homes with only native-born parents.6 

 

 
6 U.S. Census Bureau, 2013 - 2017 American Community Survey (DP02, B05010) 

Total Households 81,130 100.0% 85,089 100.0% 83,897 100.0%

      Family Households 56,052 69.1% 56,437 66.3% 55,834 66.6%

            Married Couple Households 44,811 55.2% 43,849 51.5% 43,929 52.4%

                  With Children 18,605 22.9% 16,548 19.4% 15,907 19.0%

                  Without Children 26,206 32.3% 27,301 32.1% 28,022 33.4%

            Female-Headed Households 8,390 10.3% 8,917 10.5% 8,549 10.2%

                  With Children 4,710 5.8% 5,032 5.9% 4,732 5.6%

                  Without Children 3,680 4.5% 3,885 4.6% 3,817 4.5%

            Male-Headed Households 2,851 3.5% 3,671 4.3% 3,356 4.0%

                  With Children 1,469 1.8% 1,867 2.2% 1,973 2.4%

                  Without Children 1,382 1.7% 1,804 2.1% 1,383 1.6%

      Non-Family and One-Person Households 25,078 30.9% 28,652 33.7% 28,063 33.4%

Average Household Size 2.44 - 2.37 - 2.41 -

2000 2010 2017

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 and 2010 Census, Summary File 1 (P016,  P18, QT-P11), 2017 ACS 5-Year Estimates (B1105)
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Figure 2-11  
Foreign-Born Population by Municipality, 2017 

  
Total 

Population 

Native-Born Population Foreign-Born Population 

Number Percent 
Naturalized 

Citizens Not Citizens Total Foreign-Born 

Allenport Borough 495 493 99.6% 0 0.0% 2 0.4% 2 0.4% 

Amwell Township 3,706 3696 99.7% 10 0.3% 0 0.0% 10 0.3% 

Beallsville Borough 506 506 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

Bentleyville Borough 2,528 2500 98.9% 24 0.9% 4 0.2% 28 1.1% 

Blaine Township 771 724 93.9% 21 2.7% 26 3.4% 47 6.1% 

Buffalo Township 2,084 2069 99.3% 15 0.7% 0 0.0% 15 0.7% 

Burgettstown Borough 1,387 1374 99.1% 9 0.6% 4 0.3% 13 0.9% 

California Borough 6,513 6385 98.0% 96 1.5% 32 0.5% 128 2.0% 

Canonsburg Borough 8,913 8679 97.4% 112 1.3% 122 1.4% 234 2.6% 

Canton Township 8,211 8178 99.6% 28 0.3% 5 0.1% 33 0.4% 

Carroll Township 5,543 5469 98.7% 74 1.3% 0 0.0% 74 1.3% 

Cecil Township 12,039 11735 97.5% 178 1.5% 126 1.0% 304 2.5% 

Centerville Borough 3,200 3200 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

Charleroi Borough 4,004 3974 99.3% 15 0.4% 15 0.4% 30 0.7% 

Chartiers Township 7,919 7778 98.2% 30 0.4% 111 1.4% 141 1.8% 

Claysville Borough 974 960 98.6% 8 0.8% 6 0.6% 14 1.4% 

Coal Center Borough 82 82 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

Cokeburg Borough 551 535 97.1% 6 1.1% 10 1.8% 16 2.9% 

Cross Creek Township 1,528 1513 99.0% 12 0.8% 3 0.2% 15 1.0% 

Deemston Borough 792 789 99.6% 1 0.1% 2 0.3% 3 0.4% 

Donegal Township 2,089 2089 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

Donora Borough 4,650 4608 99.1% 25 0.5% 17 0.4% 42 0.9% 

Dunlevy Borough 364 362 99.5% 1 0.3% 1 0.3% 2 0.5% 

East Bethlehem Township 2,280 2274 99.7% 0 0.0% 6 0.3% 6 0.3% 

East Finley Township 1,400 1378 98.4% 8 0.6% 14 1.0% 22 1.6% 

East Washington Borough 2,134 1898 88.9% 49 2.3% 187 8.8% 236 11.1% 

Elco Borough 321 321 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

Ellsworth Borough 696 692 99.4% 4 0.6% 0 0.0% 4 0.6% 

Fallowfield Township 4,246 4134 97.4% 60 1.4% 52 1.2% 112 2.6% 

Finleyville Borough 335 335 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

Green Hills Borough 36 36 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

Hanover Township 2,625 2580 98.3% 35 1.3% 10 0.4% 45 1.7% 

Hopewell Township 931 913 98.1% 13 1.4% 5 0.5% 18 1.9% 

Houston Borough 1,326 1266 95.5% 31 2.3% 29 2.2% 60 4.5% 
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Total 

Population 

Native-Born Population Foreign-Born Population 

Number Percent 
Naturalized 

Citizens Not Citizens Total Foreign-Born 

Independence Township 1,670 1664 99.6% 3 0.2% 3 0.2% 6 0.4% 

Jefferson Township 1,161 1154 99.4% 7 0.6% 0 0.0% 7 0.6% 

Long Branch Borough 441 441 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

McDonald Borough* 1,624 1600 98.5% 7 0.4% 17 1.0% 24 1.5% 

Marianna Borough 507 507 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

Midway Borough 785 783 99.7% 2 0.3% 0 0.0% 2 0.3% 

Monongahela City 4,194 4052 96.6% 82 2.0% 60 1.4% 142 3.4% 

Morris Township 1,056 1036 98.1% 17 1.6% 3 0.3% 20 1.9% 

Mount Pleasant Township 3,509 3450 98.3% 27 0.8% 32 0.9% 59 1.7% 

New Eagle Borough 2,143 2112 98.6% 18 0.8% 13 0.6% 31 1.4% 

North Bethlehem Township 1,544 1532 99.2% 6 0.4% 6 0.4% 12 0.8% 

North Charleroi Borough 1,358 1351 99.5% 7 0.5% 0 0.0% 7 0.5% 

North Franklin Township 4,558 4459 97.8% 0 0.0% 99 2.2% 99 2.2% 

North Strabane Township 14,233 13851 97.3% 263 1.8% 119 0.8% 382 2.7% 

Nottingham Township 3,015 2983 98.9% 32 1.1% 0 0.0% 32 1.1% 

Peters Township 21,881 20964 95.8% 552 2.5% 365 1.7% 917 4.2% 

Robinson Township 1,975 1940 98.2% 35 1.8% 0 0.0% 35 1.8% 

Roscoe Borough 819 819 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

Smith Township 4,417 4393 99.5% 11 0.2% 13 0.3% 24 0.5% 

Somerset Township 2,664 2654 99.6% 10 0.4% 0 0.0% 10 0.4% 

South Franklin Township 3,238 3224 99.6% 14 0.4% 0 0.0% 14 0.4% 

South Strabane Township 9,482 9268 97.7% 132 1.4% 82 0.9% 214 2.3% 

Speers Borough 1,175 1170 99.6% 2 0.2% 3 0.3% 5 0.4% 

Stockdale Borough 432 432 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

Twilight Borough 189 189 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

Union Township 5,742 5728 99.8% 14 0.2% 0 0.0% 14 0.2% 

Washington City 13,624 13289 97.5% 169 1.2% 166 1.2% 335 2.5% 

West Bethlehem Township 1,343 1337 99.6% 6 0.4% 0 0.0% 6 0.4% 

West Brownsville Borough 969 961 99.2% 8 0.8% 0 0.0% 8 0.8% 

West Finley Township 957 953 99.6% 4 0.4% 0 0.0% 4 0.4% 

West Middletown Borough 127 127 100.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

West Pike Run Township 1,650 1640 99.4% 10 0.6% 0 0.0% 10 0.6% 

Washington County 207,661 203,588 98.0% 2,303 1.1% 1,770 0.9% 4,073 2.0% 

Pennsylvania 12,790,505 11,948,774 93.4% 438,578 3.4% 403,153 3.2% 841,731 6.6% 

*McDonald is also partially in Allegheny County. These data are for the entire borough.       
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2013 – 2017 American Community Survey (DP02)       
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Persons with limited English proficiency (LEP) are defined as persons who have a limited ability to 
read, write, speak or understand English.  HUD uses the prevalence of persons with LEP to 
identify the potential for impediments to fair housing choice due to their inability to comprehend 
English.  Persons with LEP may encounter obstacles to fair housing by virtue of language and 
cultural barriers within their new environment.  To assist these individuals, it is important that a 
community recognizes their presence and the potential for discrimination, whether intentional 
or inadvertent, and establishes policies to eliminate barriers.  It is also incumbent upon HUD 
entitlement communities to determine the need for language assistance and comply with Title VI 
of the Civil Rights Act of 1964.  

Washington County has small foreign language populations relative to the size of its population. 
The largest foreign language group that does not speak English “very well” is Spanish, which was 
spoken by only 0.32% of County residents in 2015, the most recent year for which data is 
available.7 No language is spoken by more than one percent of the County’s population. 

 

Figure 2-12  
Population that Speaks English “Less Than Very Well” by Language, 2015 

Language Group 
Washington County 

# % 

Spanish 635 0.32% 

Chinese 197 0.10% 

Italian 184 0.09% 

Korean 106 0.05% 
German 100 0.05% 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2011 - 2015 American Community Survey 
(B16001) 

To determine whether translation of vital documents is required, a HUD entitlement community 
must first identify the number of LEP persons in a single language group who are likely to qualify 
for and be served by the County’s programs. In Washington County, no individual languages with 
significant numbers (i.e., more than 1,000 or 5% of the population) of native speakers speak 
English less than “very well.”  

 

ix. Protected Class Status and Unemployment 

Washington County had lower unemployment (3.6%) than the State of Pennsylvania (4.1%) in 
2017. Unemployment rates were lowest among Whites, Asians, and women in both the County 
and the State. Within Washington County, women have lower unemployment (2.7%) than men 
(4.5%). Unemployment among the Black (6.0%) and Hispanic (8.5%) minority groups is 
significantly higher than that of White (3.4%) workers. 

 
7 The most recent data available comes from the 2011 – 2015 American Community Survey (ACS). 

There is no individual LEP language group that meets HUD’s threshold of at least 1,000 
persons or 5% of a jurisdiction’s population in Washington County. 
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Figure 2-13 Civilian Labor Force, 2017 

 

Lower rates of employment for minorities will lower their household earnings and make it 
more difficult to obtain or maintain affordable housing. 

B. Housing Market 

i. Housing Inventory 

There were 63,420 housing units in Washington County in 2017 according to the American 
Community Survey. Housing unit growth from 2010 to 2017 is depicted in Map 4. Twenty-two of 
the 59 census tracts experienced a net loss of housing units, corresponding to areas of Smith, 
Canton, North Franklin, West Finley, East Finley, Morris, and Centerville. Chartiers and West Pike 
Run were split roughly in half by gain and loss of units.  Hanover, Jefferson, and Mount Pleasant 
experienced growth of 5.0% or more, as did Peters, Union, Nottingham, North Strabane, South 

Total % Total %

Total CLF

Employed 99,129            57.7% 6,096,977      58.5%

Unemployed 6,139              3.6% 422,016 4.1%

Male CLF

Employed 52,004            62.4% 3,160,895      62.6%

Unemployed 3,753 4.5% 233,229 4.6%

Female CLF

Employed 47,125            53.3% 2,936,082      54.7%

Unemployed 2,386 2.7% 188,787 3.5%

White CLF

Employed 93,758            57.7% 5,135,158      59.5%

Unemployed 5,489 3.4% 292,074 3.4%

Black CLF

Employed 2,563              52.3% 556,099          50.8%

Unemployed 296 6.0% 88,094 8.1%

Asian CLF

Employed 1,025          65.2% 202,116          60.2%

Unemployed 38 2.4% 12,364 3.7%

Hispanic CLF

Employed 1,284              55.4% 340,579          56.6%

Unemployed 198 8.5% 45,410 7.6%

8,625,037

4,905 1,094,205

Washington County Pennsylvania

171,778 10,419,971

83,368 5,047,850

88,410 5,372,121

162,424

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2013 - 2017 American Community Survey (B23001, C23002A, C23002B, 
C23002D, C23002I)

1,573 335,969

2,316 601,387

Minority groups tend to be unemployed at greater rates than White workers. 
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Strabane, South Franklin, Amwell, West Bethlehem, and Deemston. Figure A-3 in the Appendix 
contains the number of housing units per census tract in 2010 and 2017. 

Map 4: Housing Unit Growth, 2010-2017
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Figure 2-14  
Housing Units by Type and Tenure, 2017 

 
 

In addition to families with children, larger families may be at risk of housing discrimination on 
the basis of race and familial status. Policies or programs that restrict the number of persons that 
can live together in a single housing unit will have a negative impact on members of the 
protected classes, who tend to need more bedrooms to accommodate larger households. The 
availability of multi-family rental units can provide a more affordable option. Washington 
County’s housing stock is comprised of nearly 75% single-family owner-occupied units. Rental 
units comprise only a quarter of the County housing stock, of which 46.5% are multi-family. Map 
5 portrays the percent of multifamily housing comprising each census tract’s housing inventory. 
This data is also included in Figure A-4 in the Appendix. The lack of an adequate supply of 
affordable rental housing across the County restricts housing choice for lower income 
households. 

A larger supply of affordable multi-family rental housing in County housing stock can assist 
low-income households.  

 

ii. Protected Class Status and Homeownership 

The value in homeownership lies in the accumulation of wealth as the owner’s share of equity 
increases with the property’s value.  Paying a monthly mortgage instead of rent is an investment 
in an asset that is likely to appreciate.  According to one study, “a family that puts 5 percent 
down to buy a house will earn a 100 percent return on the investment every time the house 
appreciates 5 percent.” 8  

Washington County experienced a drop in the rate of homeownership from 77.1% in 2000 to 
75.6% in 2017. Of the 83,897 homeowners, 61,540 (97.0%) were White households. Racial and 
ethnic minority homeowners numbered 1,820, comprising 2.9% of all homeowners. Hispanics 
experienced the largest reduction in homeownership, decreasing from 64.5% in 2000 to 48.7% in 
2017. Asians expanded homeownership during this time period, growing from 64.4% to 76.1%. 
Black homeownership rose from 45.8% in 2000 to 46.3% in 2017, though Black households 
continued to have the lowest homeownership rate among minority groups. 

 
8 Kathleen C. Engel and Patricia A. McCoy, “From Credit Denial to Predatory Lending: The Challenge of Sustaining Minority 
Homeownership,” in Segregation: The Rising Costs for America, edited by James H. Carr and Nandinee K. Kutty (New York: 
Routledge 2008) p. 82. 

Total Single-Family1 Multi-Family2 % Multi-Family Total Single-Family1 Multi-Family2 % Multi-Family

Pennsylvania 3,456,360       3,365,289       91,071             2.6% 1,551,082       661,583           889,499           57.3% 17.8%

Washington County 63,420             62,702             718                   1.1% 20,477             10,963             9,514               46.5% 11.3%

1. Includes detached and attached units, and mobile homes, boats, RVs, etc.

2. Includes structures with 2 or more units.

3. As a percent of all occupied units.

Source: 2013 - 2017 American Community Survey (B25032)

Owner-Occupied Renter-Occupied % Renter-
Occupied Multi-

Family Units3

There is an inadequate supply of affordable multi-family rental housing stock in 
Washington County. 
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Homeownership rates for Black households are illustrated in Map 5. Figure A-5 in the Appendix 
contains the housing ownership rates for each group by census tract. Asian and Hispanic rates of 
homeownership could not be mapped due to the small (zero in many cases) size of their 
respective populations in each census tract.  

 

Figure 2-15  
Housing Tenure by Race, 2000 – 2017 

 
 

Black homeownership rose from 45.8% in 2000 to 46.3% in 2017, though Black households 
continued to have the lowest homeownership rate among minority groups. 

 

Total Own Rent Total Own Rent Total Own Rent
Washington County 81,130             77.1% 22.9% 85,089             75.9% 24.1% 83,897             75.6% 24.4%

White 77,824             78.3% 21.7% 81,061             77.4% 22.6% 80,150             76.8% 23.2%
Black 2,542               45.8% 54.2% 2,710               40.6% 59.4% 2,326               46.3% 53.7%
Asian 205                  64.4% 35.6% 393                  71.0% 29.0% 476                  76.1% 23.9%
Hispanic* 383                  64.5% 35.5% 688                  57.6% 42.4% 782                  48.7% 51.3%

*Hispanic ethnicity is counted independently from race
U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 & 2010 Decennial Census (H014, H015H), 2013 – 2017 American Community Survey (B25003, B25003A, B25003B, B25003D, B25003I)

2000 2010 2017

Homeownership rates in Washington County have fallen since 2000. 
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Map 5: Home Ownership Among Black Households, 2017 
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iii. Foreclosure Trends 

The rate of foreclosure in Washington County was 0.029% in 2019 or 1 in every 3,469 homes 
according to RealtyTrac, an aggregator of nationwide residential foreclosure, loan and property 
sales data. This rate is lower than the Pennsylvania statewide rate of 0.036%. The municipalities 
of Finleyville (0.049%), Bentleyville (0.055%), and Charleroi (0.094%) had foreclosure rates that 
were higher than that of the County and state. 

 

iv. The Tendency of the Protected Classes to Live in Larger Households 

Larger families may be at risk for housing discrimination on the basis of race and the presence of 
children (familial status).  A larger household, whether or not children are present, can raise fair 
housing concerns.  If there are policies or programs that restrict the number of persons that can 
live together in a single housing unit, and members of the protected classes need more 
bedrooms to accommodate their larger household, there is a fair housing concern because the 
restriction on the size of the unit will have a negative impact on members of the protected 
classes. In 2010, the year with the most recently available data, minority groups were more likely 
to have families with three or more persons than White households. 

 

Figure 2-16  
Families with Three or More Persons, 2010 

 
 

In order to house larger families, a sufficient supply of larger dwelling units consisting of three or 
more bedrooms is necessary. Since minority households are more likely to have larger families 
and be renters, there needs to be a sufficient supply of larger rental units to meet the needs of 
their families. In Washington County, 31.5% of rental units have three or more bedrooms – up 
from 27.0% in 2010. This is compared to owner-occupied housing, 77.5% of which contain at 
least three bedrooms. 

 

# % # %

All Family Households 1,818,488           55.8% 29,556                  52.4%

White 1,477,060           53.4% 28,030                  51.9%

Black 204,416               65.7% 913                       60.7%

Asian 56,666                 72.1% 227                       74.2%

Some Other Race* 55,585                 79.8% 123                       69.9%

Two or More Races 24,761                 70.7% 263                       65.1%

Hispanic** 112,888               77.8% 283                       64.0%

*Some Other Race includes Native Americans, Native Hawaiians, and individuals identifying as "some other race."

**Hispanic ethnicity is counted independently of race.

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2010 Decennial Census (P28). 

Pennsylvania Washington CountyRace/Ethnicity
Families with Three or More Persons
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Figure 2-17  
Housing Units by Number of Bedrooms, 2010 – 2016 

 
 

v. Cost of Housing 

Increasing housing costs are not a direct form of housing discrimination.  However, a lack of 
affordable housing does constrain housing choice.  Residents may be limited to a smaller 
selection of neighborhoods or communities because of a lack of affordable housing in those 
areas.  

Real median housing value in Washington County increased by 27.0% from 2000 to 2017, while 
median gross rent rose by 17.3%. Median household income rose by 10.5%, which means that 
homeownership remains out of reach for many households. Rising rents that outpace increasing 
incomes are further squeezing lower income households in the County. Because income has not 
kept pace with rents and home values, affordable housing options remain limited for low-income 
residents. 

 

Figure 2-18  
Real Median Housing Value, Gross Rent, and Household Income, 2000 – 2017 

 
 

 

 

# of Units % of Total Units # of Units % of Total Units # of Units % of Total Units # of Units % of Total Units

Washington County

0-1 Bedrooms 6,385                    33.6% 1,152                    1.8% 5,760                    28.2% 1,311                    2.1%

2 Bedrooms 7,493                    39.4% 14,606                  22.6% 8,284                    40.5% 12,949                  20.4%

3 or More Bedrooms 5,129                    27.0% 48,839                  75.6% 6,433                    31.5% 49,160                  77.5%

Total 19,007                  100.0% 64,597                  100.0% 20,447                  100.0% 63,420                  100.0%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2006 – 2010 & 2013 – 2017 American Community Survey (B25042)

Renter-Occupied Housing Stock Owner-Occupied Housing Stock Renter-Occupied Housing Stock Owner-Occupied Housing Stock

2010 2017

2000 $124,901 $604 $53,682

2010 $146,811 $634 $55,983

2017 $158,600 $708 $59,309

%  Change from 2000-2017 27.0% 17.3% 10.5%
U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 Decennial Census (H076, H063, P053); 2006 – 2010 & 2013 – 2017 American Community 
Survey (B25077, B25064, B19013)

Median Housing Value 
(Adjusted to 2017 

Dollars)

Median Gross Rent 
(Adjusted to 2017 

Dollars)

Median Houshold 
Income (Adjusted to 

2017 Dollars)
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The median housing value increased by 27.0% and median gross rent rose by 17.3% in 
Washington County, meanwhile real median income increased by only 10.5%. 

 

a. Rental Housing 

The number of rental units available for $700/month or less has decreased by more than 2,800 
units, equivalent to 24.1% of the rental inventory, since 2010. During the same time period, the 
stock of rental units renting for $700 or more per month nearly doubled. 

 

Figure 2-19  
Change in Affordable Rental Units, 2010 – 2017 

 
 

The National Low-Income Housing Coalition provides annual information on the Fair Market Rent 
(FMR) and affordability of rental housing in each county in the U.S. for 2019.  In Washington 
County, the FMR for a two-bedroom apartment was $896. The annual income required to make 
this rent affordable (no more than 30% of monthly income) is $35,840. This required annual 
income is 60% of the County’s median household income. The Pennsylvania minimum wage was 
$7.25 per hour or $290 per week for a 40-hour work week in 2019. In order to keep a two-
bedroom apartment at the FMR affordable, a household would have to earn at least $2,987 per 
month. Working 40 hours a week at the minimum wage, this would require 2.5 workers. The 
work hours required for a minimum wage earner to afford a two-bedroom apartment at the FMR 
is 95 hours per week. A zero-bedroom apartment requires 69 work hours per week. 

A Supplemental Security Income (SSI) recipient in Washington County receives $793 per month. 
The affordable rent to a household relying solely on SSI income is $238 per month. There are 
only 937 units in Washington County that rent for less than $250 per month. Between 2010 and 
2017, the number of apartments renting for this amount decreased by 294 units. 

 

 

 

 

# %

Washington County

Less  Than $500 6,408 4,157 -2,251 -35.1%

$500 - $699 5,498 4,881 -617 -11.2%

$700 to $999 3,670 5,694 2,024 55.1%

$1,000 or more 1,455 3,765 2,310 158.8%

Sources: 2006 - 2010 & 2013 - 2017 American Community Survey (B25063)

Units Renting For:
2010 2017

Change 2000-2017

With rising housing values and rents, lower inflation-adjusted household incomes continue 
to keep affordable housing options out of reach for many households. 
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This annual income is 60% of Washington County’s median household income. A rental 
market where the FMR takes up such a large proportion of a jurisdiction’s median income is 
unaffordable to many households. 

Figure 2-20  
Median Value and Rent by Municipality, 2017 

  
Median Value Median Rent 

Allenport Borough  $            85,500   $              715  
Amwell Township  $          170,300   $              619  
Beallsville Borough  $          102,100   $              794  
Bentleyville Borough  $          111,200   $              468  
Blaine Township  $          190,200   $          1,050  
Buffalo Township  $          193,600   $          1,009  
Burgettstown Borough  $          103,500   $              728  
California Borough  $          109,300   $              477  
Canonsburg Borough  $          137,500   $              773  
Canton Township  $          125,800   $              750  
Carroll Township  $          151,900   $              756  
Cecil Township  $          224,500   $              768  
Centerville Borough  $          120,400   $              730  
Charleroi Borough  $            39,700   $              657  
Chartiers Township  $          165,900   $              959  
Claysville Borough  $          103,300   $              724  
Coal Center Borough  -   $              695  
Cokeburg Borough  $            62,500   $              762  
Cross Creek Township  $          159,400   $              706  
Deemston Borough  $          151,000   $              628  
Donegal Township  $          140,400   $              711  
Donora Borough  $            57,000   $              591  
Dunlevy Borough  $            75,000   $              543  
East Bethlehem 

Township  $            76,200   $              650  
East Finley Township  $          172,100   $              684  
East Washington 

Borough  $          205,200   $              719  
Elco Borough  $            70,400   $              592  

The FMR for a two-bedroom apartment in Washington County was $896, which translates 
to a required annual household income of $35,840 in order to keep this apartment 
affordable. 
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Median Value Median Rent 

Ellsworth Borough  $            66,300   $              819  
Fallowfield Township  $          114,600   $              934  
Finleyville Borough  $          105,600   $              632  
Green Hills Borough  $          229,200   $              788  
Hanover Township  $          132,500   $              773  
Hopewell Township  $          197,200   $              813  
Houston Borough  $          124,600   $              690  
Independence Township  $          133,100   $              600  
Jefferson Township  $          151,700   $              983  
Long Branch Borough  $          112,900   $              825  
McDonald Borough*  $          118,300   $              755  
Marianna Borough  $            45,600   -  
Midway Borough  $          115,600   $              664  
Monongahela City  $            77,100   $              592  
Morris Township  $          169,900   $              720  
Mount Pleasant 

Township  $          213,100   $              857  
New Eagle Borough  $            81,700   $              680  
North Bethlehem 

Township  $          171,900   $              739  
North Charleroi Borough  $            67,400   $              531  
North Franklin Township  $          165,900   $              686  
North Strabane Township  $          243,000   $          1,004  
Nottingham Township  $          261,100   -  
Peters Township  $          334,200   $          1,217  
Robinson Township  $          110,300   $              646  
Roscoe Borough  $            77,900   $              649  
Smith Township  $          111,100   $              727  
Somerset Township  $          178,800   $              660  
South Franklin Township  $          198,700   $              735  
South Strabane Township  $          185,800   $              927  
Speers Borough  $          109,600   $              730  
Stockdale Borough  $            87,400   $              725  
Twilight Borough  $          130,600   $              850  
Union Township  $          117,800   $              626  
Washington City  $            95,900   $              667  

West Bethlehem 
Township  $          116,500   $              687  
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Median Value Median Rent 

West Brownsville 
Borough  $            69,200   $              708  
West Finley Township  $          165,700   $              671  

West Middletown 
Borough  $          131,300   -  
West Pike Run Township  $          113,400   $              745  

Washington County  $          158,600   $              708  
*McDonald is also partially in Allegheny County. These data are for 
the entire borough.  
Source: US Census Bureau, 2013-2017 ACS 5-Year Estimates 
(B25077, B25064) 
  

b. Sales Housing 

One method used to determine the inherent affordability of a housing market is to calculate the 
percentage of homes that could be purchased by households at the median income level.9 
Without knowing the price of each home sold in 2017, this can be approximated by calculating 
the maximum affordable purchase price a household earning the median income by different 
racial groups. 

The calculations are based on a 30-year mortgage with the average interest rate for 2017, which 
was 3.9% as provided by Freddie Mac. The average annual homeowner’s insurance in 
Washington County is $834 according to V-Home Insurance, an internet-based home insurance 
comparison tool. The real estate millage used was 2.43, which was the midpoint between the 
highest and lowest millage rates in Washington County. A mortgage insurance rate of 0.6% was 
used. Calculations assume a 10% down payment and that the buyer had no other debt. A house 
is considered affordable if its monthly housing cost does not exceed 30% of a household’s gross 
income. These calculations are shown below in Figure 2-21. 

A household in Washington County earning the median household income is able to purchase a 
median priced house. When broken down by race, the housing market is unaffordable to Black 
households, where the median earning household can only afford 73.8% of the purchase price of 
the median house in the County. 

 

 
9 Joe Light, “Last of the Red-Hot Markets,” Money Magazine December 2007: 53-56. 
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Figure 2-21  
Maximum Affordable Home Purchase Price, 2017 

 

A Black household earning the median household income for Blacks can only afford a house 
priced at 73.8% of the County’s median sales price in 2017. 

 

vi. Protected Class Status and Housing Problems 

Lower income minority households tend to experience housing problems at a higher rate than 
lower income White households. 10 In 2016, the year with the most recently available data, 
renters in Washington County faced housing problems at a greater rate than homeowners – 
53.0% compared to 39.4%. Among renters, Asian and White households faced housing problems 
at similar rates, while housing problems in Black and Hispanic households were substantially 
higher. Hispanic renter households experienced a high level of housing problems at 58.2%, while 
Black renter households experienced the highest rate of housing problems at 70.7%. In the case 
of homeowners, housing problems were experienced at lower rates than renters, with 38.5% of 
Black homeowners experiencing housing problems compared to 70.7% of Black renters.  

 

 
10 HUD defines housing problems as (1) cost burden of 30% or more (i.e. paying more than 30% of gross income on monthly 
housing expenses), and/or (2) lacking complete kitchen or plumbing facilities, and/or (3) overcrowding of more than 1.01 persons 
per room. 

Mortgage 
Principal & 

Interest
Real Estate 

Taxes
Homeowner's 

Insurance PMI

Total Allowable 
PITI Payment

(30% gross 
income)

Total allowable 
debt service
(43% gross 

income)

Maximum 
Affordable 

Purchase Price Median Housing Value 2017

Washington County $59,309 $835 $480 $70 $99 $1,483 $2,125 $197,390

White $59,930 $844 $485 $70 $100 $1,498 $2,147 $199,558

Black $36,292 $495 $284 $70 $59 $907 $1,300 $117,018

Asian $113,981 $1,642 $944 $70 $194 $2,850 $4,084 $388,295

Hispanic* $57,889 $814 $468 $70 $96 $1,447 $2,074 $192,432

*Hispanic ethnicity is counted independent of race

Calculations by Mullin & Lonergan

Median Household 
Income 2017

Monthly Mortgage Payment

$158,600

The maximum affordable purchase price for households earning the median income places 
homeownership out of reach for Black residents. 
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Figure 2-22  
Housing Problems by Race, 2016 

 

White Non-Hispanic 12,510 51.5%
Black Non-Hispanic 990 70.7%
Asian Non-Hispanic 55 45.5%
Hispanic 249 58.2%

Total 13,804 53.0%

White Non-Hispanic 20,770 39.2%
Black Non-Hispanic 390 38.5%
Asian Non-Hispanic 59 100.0%
Hispanic 132 44.7%

Total 21,351 39.4%
Source: 2016 HUD Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy 
Data

% With 
Housing 
Problem

Total

All Households 0-80% of MFI

Owners

Renters
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3. Evaluation of Fair Housing Profile 
This section provides a review of the existence of fair housing complaints or compliance reviews where a 
charge of a finding of discrimination has been made.  Additionally, this section will review the existence of any 
fair housing discrimination suits filed by the United States Department of Justice in addition to the 
identification of other fair housing concerns or problems. 

A. Existence of Fair Housing Complaints 
A lack of filed complaints does not necessarily indicate a lack of housing discrimination.  Some persons 
may not file complaints because they are not aware of how to go about filing a complaint or where to go 
to file a complaint. In a tight rental market, tenants may avoid confrontations with prospective landlords. 
Discriminatory practices can be subtle and may not be detected by someone who does not have the 
benefit of comparing his treatment with that of another home seeker. Other times, persons may be aware 
that they are being discriminated against, but they may not be aware that the discrimination is against the 
law and that there are legal remedies to address the discrimination. Finally, households may be more 
interested in achieving their first priority of finding decent housing and may prefer to avoid going through 
the process of filing a complaint and following through with it. Therefore, education, information, and 
referral regarding fair housing issues remain critical to equip persons with the ability to reduce 
impediments. 

 

i. HUD’s Office of Fair Housing and Equal Opportunity 

The Office of Fair Housing and Equal Opportunity (FHEO) at HUD processes complaints from 
persons regarding alleged violations of the Fair Housing Act. Letters were sent to the HUD FHEO 
office in Pittsburgh requesting information regarding all fair housing complaints that have been 
filed in Washington County since the last AI. During the period of January 2009 through January 
2020, a total of 26 complaints originating in Washington County were filed with HUD. The 
volume of cases was generally not uniform across years, with a minimum of zero cases filed in 
2009 and a maximum of six cases filed in 2012.  

Disability was the most common basis for complaint representing 57.7% of all complaints 
followed by race with 26.9%. Over 15% of complaints were filed on the basis of retaliation. No 
other basis garnered more than 12% of complaints, though stakeholders noted a considerable 
increase in the number of cases based on sex discrimination. Of the 26 complaints, five were filed 
alleging discrimination on two or more bases; as a result, Figure 3-1 reflects a higher total than 
the total number of complaints received. 
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Figure 3-1 
HUD Complaints by Basis 

 
 

HUD provided information on the geographic distribution of cases. Fair housing complaints 
originated in localities across the county. The communities with the highest number of 
complaints were Washington (8), Canonsburg (3), and Charleroi (3). 

 

Figure 3-2 
HUD Complaints by Issue, 2009-2020 

 
Across all complaints filed with HUD, discriminatory terms, conditions and privileges was the 
most commonly cited issue, factoring into nearly 58% of all cases. Failure to make reasonable 
accommodations accounted for 38.5% of all cases. Many cases involved more than one issue. A 
breakdown of all issues cited appears in Figure 3-2. 

As of January 2020, there were three unresolved cases. Fifteen cases were found to be without 
probable cause, and seven were settled successfully. One complaint was withdrawn by the 
complainant after resolution. 

 

Issue Citations
% of 

Complaints

Terms, conditions, privileges, or services and facil ities 15 57.7%

Failure to permit/make reasonable modification/accommodation 10 38.5%

Refusal to rent and negotiate for rental 9 34.6%

Advertising, statements, and notices 4 15.4%

Discriminatory acts under Section 818 (coercion, etc.) 3 11.5%

Other 3 11.5%

Otherwise deny or make housing unavailable 2 7.7%

Source: HUD FHEO
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ii. Pennsylvania Human Relations Commission 

The Pennsylvania Human Relations Commission (PHRC) oversees the enforcement of 
state and federal fair housing laws. A request was submitted to the Pennsylvania Human 
Relations Commission for information regarding all fair housing complaints that have 
been filed in Washington County since the last AI. As of the time of this writing, a 
response has not been received. 

 

B. Fair Housing Law Center 
The Fair Housing Law Center is a project of Southwestern Pennsylvania Legal Aid and operates in 
28 Pennsylvania counties, including Washington. It provides legal representation, advice, 
referrals, and information to individuals statewide who have experienced housing discrimination. 
In addition, the Fair Housing Law Center provides education and outreach on fair housing issues. 
Housing discrimination complaint data received from the Fair Housing Law Center documented 
zero complaints for December 2016 through November 2017. For the period of March 2018 
through January 2020, there were four complaints received in Washington County; three on the 
basis of failure to make reasonable accommodations and one on the basis of race. The lapse in 
processing complaints was the result of a lapse in funding. 

C. Existence of Fair Housing Legal Proceedings 
There were no fair housing related legal proceedings in Washington County. 
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4. Progress Achieved Since 2011 AI 

Impediment and Discussion Progress Achieved since 2011 AI 

Patterns of Racial/Ethnic Segregation Exist 

The County’s racial and ethnic minorities are somewhat 
segregated in the County’s high-population centers and 
older, less affluent suburbs. 

Homebuyer assistance programs are offered 
throughout the County. In FY 2018, 7 buyers were 
provided with homebuyer assistance, and 3 
homes were purchased in non-impact areas. 

Disparities in Median Income Exist Between White and Black Households 

Black households continue to earn significantly less than 
White households, thus severely limiting their housing 
choice, including location and affordability. 

CDBG contracts awarded in excess of $100,000 
are subject to the Section 3 Program. PA 
CareerLink offers a variety of employment 
services, including resume workshops, career 
counseling, and computer training. 

Need for Affordable, Rental Housing and Accessible Housing Exceeds Supply 

The existing supply of affordable rental housing for low- 
and moderate-income households does not adequately 
meet the needs of these households, particularly among 
extremely low and very low-income households. 

No progress reported. 

There is a lack of rental units, both public and private, and 
a lack of for sale housing units that are accessible to 
persons with disabilities. 

The Access Program provided modification 
improvements for 3 disabled households in FY 
2018. 

Outdated Municipal Zoning Ordinances 

Municipal zoning ordinances are outdated, lack certain 
terms, definitions, regulations, or are in violation of federal 
fair housing law. 

Multi-municipal comprehensive plans were being 
drafted in FY 2018 for the following: 

- Charleroi, Fallowfield, North Charleroi, 
Speers, Twilight 

- Canton, Hopewell, North Franklin, West 
Middletown 

Need for Additional Fair Housing Education and Outreach Efforts 

Real estate ads in the local paper prohibiting pets may 
discourage persons with service animals from considering 
these units. 

No progress reported. 

Landlords and many municipal elected officials and zoning 
board members lack a comprehensive understanding of 
fair housing laws, including reasonable accommodation 
requirements. 

Fair housing education was provided by the Fair 
Housing Law Center in FY 2018. 
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Many members of the protected classes are unaware of 
their fair housing rights and the affordable housing 
opportunities that exist throughout the County. 

Fair housing education was provided by the Fair 
Housing Law Center in FY 2018, which included 
issues specific to all protected classes, reasonable 
accommodations, assistance animals, and 
criminal records. 

Fair housing complaints alleging discrimination based on 
race and a disability comprised the majority of PHRC 
complaints. 

Fair housing complaints are handled by the Fair 
Housing Law Center, which provides legal 
representation, advice, referrals, and information 
to individuals statewide who have experienced 
housing discrimination. The Fair Housing Law 
Center also provides education and outreach on 
fair housing issues. 
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5. Evaluation of Public Policies 
The AI is a review of impediments to fair housing choice in the public and private sector.  Impediments to fair 
housing choice are any actions, omissions, or decisions taken because of race, color, religion, sex, disability, 
familial status or national origin that restrict housing choices or the availability of housing choices, or any 
actions, omissions or decisions that have the effect of restricting housing choices or the availability of housing 
choices on the basis of race, color, religion, sex, disability, familial status or national origin. Policies, practices 
or procedures that appear neutral on their face, but which operate to deny or adversely affect the provision of 
housing to persons of a particular race, color, religion, sex, disability, familial status or national origin may 
constitute such impediments. 

A. Public Sector Policies 
An important element of the AI includes an examination of public policy in terms of its impact on 
housing choice. This section evaluates public policies in order to determine opportunities for 
affirmatively furthering fair housing. 

 

i. Review of HUD Community Planning and Development Programs 

Collectively, the CDBG, ESG, and HOME programs are under the authority of the Community 
Planning and Development (CPD) division of the U.S. Department of Housing & Urban 
Development (HUD). Annually, each entitlement engages in the development of an Annual 
Action Plan to identify the eligible activities it will fund and implement with HUD CPD funds. In 
the past decade, funding from HUD has decreased as regulations have required more 
administrative capacity to address. This results in entitlements needing to “do more with less,” 
including the goal of affirmatively furthering fair housing choice. This section analyzes the local 
policies in place that guide how each entitlement affirmatively furthers fair housing as part of 
funding decisions through the Annual Action Plan process. 

a. Investment of CDBG Funds 

The CDBG entitlement funds from HUD are used for a variety of housing rehabilitation, 
blight clearance, public facility, public infrastructure, and economic development 
initiatives.  The CDBG program serves to benefit primarily low- and moderate-income 
persons in agreement with federal statutory requirements. In program year 2018, the 
County financed disposition, public facility improvements, park and recreational facility 
improvements, sidewalk improvements, Section 108 loan payment, clearance and 
demolition, single-unit residential rehabilitation, street improvements, and central 
business district revitalization using CDBG funds. The County utilized 89.01% of its CDBG 
funds for activities that benefited low- and moderate-income persons. The majority of 
the 1,058 household beneficiaries of these programs were White (92%).  Black 
beneficiaries comprised 2.9% of the County’s households but were overrepresented, 
accounting for 6.9% household beneficiaries. Asian households represented 0.6% of 
County households and comprised 1.0% of household beneficiaries of CDBG programs. 

b. HOME Program 

The HOME entitlement program funds are used for a variety of housing initiatives 
including homebuyer assistance programs and the development of affordable housing.  
Like CDBG, the HOME Program also serves low- and moderate-income persons.  In 
accordance with the County’s commitment to non-discrimination and equal opportunity 
in housing, the County has established procedures to affirmatively market housing units 
rehabilitated or assisted under the HOME Program.   
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In PY 2018, the County financed the CHDO Homebuyer Assistance Program, the Home 
Rehabilitation Program, and the Countywide Homebuyer Assistance Program (HAP) with 
HOME funds. Race and ethnicity data for the beneficiaries of these projects is 
unavailable. 

c. Emergency Shelter Grant (ESG) Program 

The ESG entitlement program funds are used for a variety of homeless assistance 
activities, including the operation of homeless and transitional housing facilities in 
Washington County.  In program year 2018, activities undertaken with ESG funds 
included activities to support homeless prevention, emergency shelters, transitional 
housing, and case management of homeless and at-risk persons. The County also 
allocated ESG funds to the rapid rehousing of 22 households. 

 

ii. Appointed Boards and Commissions 

A community’s sensitivity to fair housing issues is often determined by people in 
positions of public leadership. The perception of housing needs and the intensity of a 
community’s commitment to housing related goals and objectives are often measured 
by board members, directorships and the extent to which these individuals relate within 
an organized framework of agencies, groups, and individuals involved in housing 
matters. The expansion of fair housing choice requires a team effort and public 
leadership and commitment is a prerequisite to strategic action.   

In 2017, Washington County was 92.5% White and total minorities comprised 7.5% of 
the County. In order to be representative, the County’s boards and commissions should 
have a similar composition of minorities, as well as approximately half male and half 
female, and include persons with disabilities. 

Washington County Planning Commission 

The Washington County Planning Commission is comprised of seven County residents 
who are appointed by the Board of Washington County Commissioners to serve four-
year staggered terms. The Planning Commission is responsible for reviewing and 
providing recommendations to municipalities in Washington County on proposed 
developments such as subdivisions, land developments, planned residential 
developments, zoning, comprehensive plans, sewage, water, roads and highways, 
recreation, and many other types of physical development.  

Of the seven appointed members, all are White and one is female.  None reported a 
disability. The commission should consider adding at least one non-White member, a 
member with a disability, and additional female members.  

In order to be more representative of the County’s population, the board should consider 
adding additional members that reflect the diversity of the County. 

 

iii. Accessibility of Residential Dwelling Units 

From a regulatory standpoint, local government measures define the range and density 
of housing resources that can be introduced in a community. Housing quality standards 

There are no minority persons or persons with a disability sitting on the Washington County 
Planning Commission.  
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are enforced through the local building code and inspections procedures. The 
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania uses the Uniform Construction Code (UCC). However, 
many townships, boroughs and cities in Pennsylvania have amendments to the 
commonwealth’s Uniform Construction Code (UCC) that impose additional 
requirements to those contained in the state law and the adopted building codes. In 
1999, the legislature gave each municipality the choice to opt-in or opt-out of 
administering and enforcing the UCC. About 92% of Pennsylvania municipalities chose 
to opt-in, meaning they are responsible for enforcing UCC building codes through 
municipal building officials or contracts with certified third-party agencies. Each opt-in 
municipality must have a single, designated Building Code Official, who is the person 
ultimately responsible for building code enforcement in that municipality. In opt-out 
municipalities, it is the responsibility of the building owner to obtain a permit from a 
certified third-party agency.11 

 

iv. Persons with Limited English Proficiency 

Washington County has a small foreign language population with the largest language 
group that does not speak English “very well” being Spanish, which was spoken by only 
0.32% of County residents in 2015, the most recent year for which data is available.12 No 
language is spoken by more than one percent of the County’s population. 

 

v. Anti-Displacement and Relocation Assistance Plan 

In the event a community’s development plans result in the displacement of residents 
and loss of affordable housing due to demolition, communities are required to have an 
Anti-Displacement and Relocation Assistance Plan. The purpose of such a policy is to 
ensure that, in the event residents are displaced, they will be rehoused in a manner that 
provides as little disruption to their lives as possible. The Uniform Relocation Act of 1970 
is a federal law that establishes minimum standards for federally funded programs and 
projects that require the displacement of persons from their homes, businesses or 
farms. The Act's protections and assistance apply to the acquisition, rehabilitation or 
demolition of real property for federally funded projects. Among the goals of the Act is 
ensuring that relocation assistance is provided to displaced persons to lessen the 
emotional and financial impact of displacement. Relative to residential displacement, 
the Act requires that agencies: 

• Provide relocation advisory services to displaced tenants. 

• Provide a minimum 90 days written notice to vacate prior to requiring 
possession.  

• Reimburse for moving expenses.  

• Provide payments for the added cost of renting or purchasing comparable 
replacement housing. 

 
11 Kasal, B., Turns, M., Impact of the Uniform Construction Code in Rural Pennsylvania, the Center for Rural 
Pennsylvania: A Legislative Agency of the Pennsylvania General Assembly, September 2010. 
12 The most recent data available comes from the 2011 – 2015 American Community Survey (ACS). 
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Washington County does not have an Anti-Displacement and Relocation Assistance plan 
at this time. Should a project require displacement of residents, the County will prepare 
and adopt an Anti-Displacement Plan at that time. 

 

vi. Comprehensive Planning 

A community’s comprehensive plan is a statement of policies relative to future 
development and the preservation of existing assets. Each jurisdiction analyzed in this AI 
has separate entities with planning authority for their respective areas of responsibility. 

The most recent long-range planning document used by Washington County is the 
Greenways Plan, adopted on January 18, 2007, as an amendment to the Washington 
County Comprehensive Plan of November 23, 2005. The Plan describes “hubs” as access 
points using the Action Plan definition that Greenway Hubs are destination areas or 
gathering places. Hubs are intended for human use, where many people will be able to 
utilize the ecological and recreational benefits available. Spokes are linear corridors that 
provide connectivity and accessibility between Greenway Hubs. The Washington County 
Greenways Plan establishes County policies for the establishment of a Greenways 
network for reference and application by residents, municipal officials, developers, 
planners, state and federal agencies, etc. It is not the intent of this plan to dictate that 
all the identified greenway areas are unsuitable for development of any nature. Rather, 
the policies serve to identify areas that have significant contributions to the ecological 
and natural character in Washington County with the ultimate vision to respect the 
fragile balance between development and the protection of critical habitat, recreational 
areas, and the overall quality of life. The Washington County Greenways Plan shall serve 
as a tool for better decision making when addressing issues of urban design, agriculture 
preservation, residential needs, transportation impacts, etc.13 

The Washington County Greenways Plan shall serve as a tool for better decision making when 
addressing issues of urban design, agriculture preservation, residential needs, transportation 

impacts, etc. 

 

vii. Public Housing 

The Washington County Housing Authority (WCHA) manages the County’s supply of 
public housing. In January 2020 there were 1,512 residents living in WCHA housing. 
Nearly all households (99.7%) were White (67.4%) or Black (32.3%). Approximately 0.2% 
were of another race, and 1.2% of residents were Hispanic. In 2017, Washington was 
comprised of 4.5% minority households; however, minorities comprise more than seven 
times that proportion of the County’s public housing residents. The elderly comprised 
15.2% of WCHA residents, while 64% of program participants were disabled. 

 

 
13 Washington County Greenways Plan, the Washington County Planning Commission, January 2007. 

The policies serve to identify areas that have significant contributions to the ecological and 
natural character in Washington County with the ultimate vision to respect the fragile 
balance between development and the protection of critical habitat, recreational areas, 
and the overall quality of life. 
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In January 2020 there were 813 voucher holders, including project-based, tenant-based, 
and Veterans Affairs Supportive Housing (VASH). Nearly all voucher holders (99.1%) 
were White (73.1%) or Black (26.0%). Approximately 1% were of another race, and none 
were Hispanic. The elderly comprised 40.5% of WCHA voucher holders, while 46.7% 
were disabled. 

This indicates that Black households have a greater difficulty affording rental housing and are 
more reliant on public housing than White households. 

 

viii. Zoning 

Many common fair housing zoning issues are interrelated with affordable housing 
issues. Because members of the protected classes are disproportionately affected by a 
lack of affordable housing, zoning that effectively restricts affordable housing 
development can be an impediment to fair housing choice as well. In Pennsylvania, the 
power behind land development decisions resides with municipal governments through 
the formulation and administration of local controls.  

Washington County does not have a zoning ordinance. Of the 66 municipalities in the 
County, 55 have adopted municipal zoning ordinances.  A sampling of these 55 
ordinances (17 total or 30.9% selected among boroughs, cities, and townships across 
the County) were reviewed as part of the analysis of impediments to fair housing choice.  
Of the ordinances reviewed, the most common policies that may potentially impede 
housing choice and affordability were: 1) A limited definition of family, placing a cap on 
the number of unrelated persons; and 2) Additional regulatory provisions for group 
homes, rather than regulating the siting of group homes as single-family dwelling units 
that are permitted by-right in residential districts. Many of the zoning ordinances 
reviewed also placed restrictions on the location of multi-family housing units, which 
often results in the concentration of affordable housing in low opportunity areas. Figure 
A6 in the Appendix includes summaries of the zoning ordinances reviewed for this 
analysis. 

ix. Public Transit 

Households without a vehicle are at a disadvantage in accessing jobs and services, 
particularly if public transit is inadequate or absent. In addition, households without 
access to a vehicle are primarily low-income or moderate-income. Access to public 

# of Residents % # of Residents %

Total 1512 100.0% 813 100.0%

Black 489 32.3% 211 26.0%

White 1019 67.4% 594 73.1%

Asian 2 0.1% 0 0.0%

Other 2 0.1% 8 1.0%
Source: Washington County Housing Authority (WCHA)

Race
Public Housing Residents Voucher Holders

Black households are over-represented among WCHA households compared to the County-
wide household population. 
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transit is critical to these households. Without convenient transit, their employment is 
potentially at risk and their ability to remain housed is threatened. The linkages 
between residential areas and employment opportunities are key to expanding fair 
housing choice, particularly in racially or ethnically concentrated areas of poverty. 

Public transportation in the Washington County area is provided by Mid Mon Valley 
Transit Authority (MMVTA) and Freedom Transit (FT). Both MMVTA and FT offer special 
programs for seniors and persons with disabilities, as well as accommodations to assist 
these populations. According to stakeholders, a re-evaluation of the bus routes is 
needed due to long wait and transit times.  

Although public transit ridership is generally low in the County (only 1.5% of workers), 
transit use varies greatly by race and ethnicity. While 5.5% of the workers who drive 
alone are non-White, 14.9% of workers who use public transit are non-White.  

 

This severely limits their housing choice and employment options, since they are restricted to 
both according to what can be accessed by bus and compounded by long wait-times and 

transit times.  

 

  

Non-White workers are more reliant on public transit than White workers. 
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B. Private Sector Policies 
In addition to the public sector policies that influence fair housing choice, there are private sector policies 
that can influence the development, financing, and advertising of real estate.   

In this section of the AI, mortgage lending practices and high-cost lending are analyzed. 

i. Mortgage Lending Practices 

Under the terms of the Financial Institutions Reform, Recovery, and Enforcement Act of 
1989 (F.I.R.R.E.A.), any commercial lending institution that makes five or more home 
mortgage loans must report all residential loan activity to the Federal Reserve Bank 
under the terms of the Home Mortgage Disclosure Act (HMDA).  The HMDA regulations 
require most institutions involved in lending to comply and report information on loans 
denied, withdrawn, or incomplete by race, sex, and income of the applicant.  The 
information from the HMDA statements assists in determining whether financial 
institutions are serving the housing needs of their communities.  The data also helps to 
identify possible discriminatory lending practices and patterns. 

The most recent HMDA data available for Washington County is from 2014 to 2017.  
Reviewing this data helps to determine the need to encourage area lenders, other 
business lenders, and the community at large to actively promote existing programs and 
develop new programs to assist residents in securing home mortgage loans for home 
purchases.  The data focus on the number of homeowner mortgage applications 
received by lenders for home purchase of one- to four-family dwellings and 
manufactured housing units in the County.  The information provided is for the primary 
applicant only.  Co-applicants were not included in the analysis.  In addition, where no 
information is provided or categorized as not applicable, no analysis has been 
conducted due to lack of information.  Data is only available at the county level. 

In Washington County, there were a total of 9,614 mortgage applications between 2014 
and 2017 and 8,593 (89.4%) were approved by a bank. Applicants above the median 
income of the census tract for which they were trying to purchase a home had 
applications approved at a rate of 92.2% compared to only 85.9% for applicants below 
the median income.  

There were differences between racial and ethnic groups in the rate of origination. 
White applicants above the median income were approved for mortgages at a rate of 
92.7% and applicants below the median income were approved at a rate of 86.5%. Black 
applicants above the median were approved at a rate of 94.6% compared to a rate of 
83.1% for those below the median. Asians fared comparable to White applicants with 
households above the median being approved at a rate of 91.4% and at 85.3% for 
applicants below the median. Hispanics had an approval rate of 86.2% when above the 
median income and a rate of 85.5% when below. Generally, minority groups were less 
likely than Whites to be approved for a loan even when earning above the median 
income of the census tract for which they were trying to purchase a home. 
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Figure 5-1  
Mortgage Originations by Race and Income 2014 – 2017  

 
 

Out of the total 1,039 mortgage applications that were denied, 729 were provided with 
a reason for denial. The most common reason cited for denial was that the debt-to-
income ratio was too high followed by a poor credit history and inadequate collateral 
(value of house is believed to be less than the requested mortgage). Over two-thirds of 
denials fall into one of these three categories. The prevalence of debt-to-income ratio 
and credit history in denials point to the need for credit and debt counseling services in 
Washington County. These services can help residents correct poor credit histories or 
eliminate other obstacles toward a successful mortgage application.  

 

Figure 5-2  
Reason for Mortgage Denial 

 

Income Level* Applications Origination % Originated
Above Median 4,754              4,408              92.7%
Below Median 3,890              3,366              86.5%
Above Median 56                    53                    94.6%
Below Median 77                    64                    83.1%
Above Median 105                  96                    91.4%
Below Median 34                    29                    85.3%
Above Median 5                      5                      100.0%
Below Median 3                      3                      100.0%
Above Median 12                    10                    83.3%
Below Median 9                      7                      77.8%
Above Median 320                  274                  85.6%
Below Median 229                  175                  76.4%
Above Median 58 50 86.2%
Below Median 62 53 85.5%
Above Median 5,310              4,896              92.2%
Below Median 4,304              3,697              85.9%
Grand Total 9,614              8,593              89.4%

*Data grouped based on if applicant's income was above or below the median for the census tract

Source: Consumer Financial Protection Bureau HMDA database, 2014 - 2017

Total

White

Hispanic or Latino

Note: Data excludes high-cost mortgages

Black

Asian

Native Hawaiian or 
Other Pacific Islander

Native American

Information Not 
Provided

Denial Reason # %
Debt-to-income ratio 157 21.5%
Credit history 155 21.3%
Collateral 157 21.5%
Credit application incomplete 116 15.9%
Other 61 8.4%
Insufficient cash (downpayment, closing costs) 22 3.0%
Employment history 29 4.0%
Unverifiable information 29 4.0%
Total 729 100%
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The majority of applications were denied due to a high debt-to-income ratio and poor credit 
history. Providing debt and credit counseling services could increase the number of 

applications approved and increase homeownership in the County.    

 

The widespread housing market crisis of 2008 brought a new level of public attention to 
lending practices that victimize vulnerable populations.  Subprime lending, designed for 
borrowers who are considered a credit risk, has increased the availability of credit to 
low-income persons.  At the same time, subprime lending has often exploited 
borrowers, piling on excessive fees, penalties, and interest rates that make financial 
stability difficult to achieve.  Higher monthly mortgage payments make housing less 
affordable, increasing the risk of mortgage delinquency and foreclosure and the 
likelihood that properties will fall into disrepair. 

Some subprime borrowers have credit scores, income levels, and down payments high 
enough to qualify for conventional, prime loans, but are nonetheless steered toward 
more expensive subprime mortgages.  This is especially true of minority groups, which 
tend to fall disproportionately into the category of subprime borrowers.  The practice of 
targeting minorities for subprime lending qualifies as mortgage discrimination. 

Since 2005, Housing Mortgage Disclosure Act data has included price information for 
loans priced above reporting thresholds set by the Federal Reserve Board.  This data is 
provided by lenders via Loan Application Registers and can be aggregated to complete 
an analysis of loans by lender or for a specified geographic area.  HMDA does not 
require lenders to report credit scores for applicants, so the data does not indicate 
which loans are subprime.  It does, however, provide price information for loans 
considered “high-cost.”  

A loan is considered high cost if it meets one of the following criteria: 

§ A first-lien loan with an interest rate at least three percentage points higher than 
the prevailing U.S. Treasury standard at the time the loan application was filed.  The 
standard is equal to the current price of comparable-maturity Treasury securities. 

§ A second-lien loan with an interest rate at least five percentage points higher than 
the standard. 

Not all loans carrying high APRs are subprime, and not all subprime loans carry high 
APRs.  However, high-cost lending is a strong predictor of subprime lending, and it can 
also indicate a loan that applies a heavy cost burden on the borrower, increasing the risk 
of mortgage delinquency. 

From 2014 to 2017, there were 503 high-cost mortgages in Washington County. This 
represents 5.5% of all mortgages in the County. Among approved applicants below the 
median income, 8.6% received a high-cost mortgage compared to 3.1% of applicants 
above the median. 

 

Minority mortgage loan applicants were less likely to be approved even among higher 
income applicants. Hispanic applicants who were above the median income were approved 
for mortgages at a rate of 86.2% compared to 92.7% of Whites. 
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Figure 5-3  
High-cost Mortgages by Race and Income, 2014 – 2017 

 

 

The prevalence of high-cost loans among minorities will more likely cause cost burden and 
potentially cause default. 

Income Level*
High-cost 

Originations
Total 

Originations
Percent High-

cost
Above Median 145                  4,553              3.2%
Below Median 313                  3,679              8.5%
Above Median 3                      56                    5.4%
Below Median 13                    77                    16.9%
Above Median -                   96                    0.0%
Below Median 1                      30                    3.3%
Above Median -                   5                      0.0%
Below Median -                   3                      0.0%
Above Median 1                      11                    9.1%
Below Median 2                      9                      22.2%
Above Median 4                      278                  1.4%
Below Median 15                    190                  7.9%
Above Median 2                      52                    3.8%
Below Median 4                      57                    7.0%
Above Median 155                  5,051              3.1%
Below Median 348                  4,045              8.6%
Grand Total 503                  9,096              5.5%

Hispanic or Latino

*Data grouped based on if applicant's income was above or below the median for the census tract
Source: Consumer Financial Protection Bureau HMDA database, 2014 - 2017

Total

White

Black

Asian

Native Hawaiian or 
Other Pacific Islander

Information Not 
Provided

Native American

In most cases, low-income minority applicants were more likely to receive a high-cost loan compared 
to low-income White applicants. 
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6. Current Fair Housing Profile 
State or local laws may be certified as substantially equivalent to the federal Fair Housing Act when the U.S. 
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) determines that the law provides rights, procedures, 
remedies and judicial review provisions that are substantially equivalent to the Act. The Pennsylvania Human 
Relations Act prohibits housing discrimination on the basis of race, color, religion, national origin, sex, familial 
status, disability, age (over age 40), ancestry and pregnancy. Because of the two additional classes – age and 
ancestry - persons in Pennsylvania have greater protection under the State’s fair housing law than under the 
federal Fair Housing Act. 

 

Under the Fair Housing Act/ Pennsylvania Human Relations Act, no one may take any of the following actions 
based on any of the protected characteristics: 

• Refuse to rent or sell housing; 
• Refuse to negotiate for housing; 
• Make housing unavailable; 
• Deny a dwelling or set different terms, conditions or privileges for the sale or rental of a dwelling; 
• Provide different housing services or facilities; 
• Falsely deny that housing is available for inspection, sale or rent; 
• For profit, persuade owners to sell or rent properties by making false representations (block busting); or 
• Deny a person access to a service or membership related to the sale of a house (i.e. access to the multiple 

listing service). 

Washington County’s fair housing ordinance establishes that the Washington County Fair Housing Office will assist 
those who feel they have been discriminated against because they are a member of one of the protected classes 
as they seek equity under state and federal laws.  

 

Figure 6-1  
Comparison of Protections Against Discrimination in Washington County 

 
 

 

Race ● ● ●
Color ● ● ●
National Origin ● ● ●
Sex ● ● ●
Familial Status ● ● ●
Disability Status ● ● ●
Religion ● ● ●
Ancestry ●
Military Status ● ●

Protected Class Federal Fair Housing 
Act

Pennsylvania Civil 
Rights Act

Washington County 
Fair Housing 
Ordinance
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7. General Fair Housing Observations 
The racial make-up of Washington County has gradually shifted, with the number of minority residents 
increasing from 10,386 in 2000 to 15,495 in 2017, a growth rate of 49.2%. 

Despite the rapid pace of growth in minority populations across Washington County, minorities still represent a 
small fraction of the population. In total, minorities only represent 7.5% of the population, increasing from 5.5% at 
the time of the County’s prior AI. 

 

Eight of the County’s 59 census tracts are areas of concentration of racial and ethnic minority residents. 

These are areas where the minority population comprises over 17.5% of the census tract’s population compared to 
7.5% of the County’s entire population. These are areas where there is a higher likelihood of decreased 
opportunity for social mobility due to factors such as low income, less homeownership, and decreased access to 
quality schools.  

 

From 2010 to 2017, the real median household income has increased by just over $3,000 to $59,309 in 
Washington County. During this period poverty rates have remained high, especially for minorities. 

Lower incomes and higher rates of poverty make it particularly burdensome for minority households to find and 
obtain housing that meets their needs. This can lead to further stagnation for these households as they become 
locked in areas of concentrated poverty.   

 

Thirty-one of the County’s 59 census tracts are areas of LMI concentration. Six of the LMI concentrated census 
tracts are racially/ethnically concentrated areas of poverty. 

Providing affordable housing outside of these areas, where and when possible, will increase housing choice 
beyond areas of concentration of minorities and LMI persons. 

 

Persons with disabilities experienced higher rates of poverty than residents without disabilities. Poverty creates 
additional barriers for residents with disabilities to obtain housing that meets their additional needs. 

There are two major causes of higher rates of poverty: Persons with disabilities are employed at less than half the 
rate of residents without disabilities, and their median income is more than $15,000 less than persons without 
disabilities. 

 

There is no individual LEP language group that meets HUD’s threshold of at least 1,000 persons or 5% of a 
jurisdiction’s population in Washington County. 

The County should monitor the size of these populations and the number of requests for document translation so 
that it can provide services to its growing LEP population. 

 

Minority groups in the remainder of the County tend to be unemployed at greater rates than White workers. 

Lower rates of employment for minorities will lower their household earnings and make it more difficult to obtain 
or maintain affordable housing. 
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There is an inadequate supply of multi-family rental housing stock in Washington County. 

A larger supply of affordable multi-family rental housing in County housing stock can assist low-income 
households. 

 

Homeownership rates in Washington County have fallen since 2000. 

Minority groups, which tended to already have lower homeownership rates, were the hardest hit by the decline in 
homeownership. Black homeownership rose from 45.8% in 2000 to 46.3% 2017, though Black households 
continued to have the lowest homeownership rate among minority groups. 

 

Minority families are more likely to live in families with three or more persons. In order to meet their needs, 
these families require housing with more bedrooms to prevent overcrowding. 

Since minorities are less likely to be homeowners, they need this type of housing to be available in the rental stock. 
In Washington County, 31.5% of the rental stock contained at least three bedrooms.  

 

Real median housing value in Washington County increased by 27.0% from 2000 to 2017, while median gross 
rent rose by 17.3%. Median household income rose by 10.5%. Lower inflation-adjusted household incomes 
continue to keep affordable housing options out of reach for many households. 

Because income has not kept pace with rents and home values, affordable housing options remain limited for low-
income residents. 

 
The FMR for a two-bedroom apartment in Washington County was $896, which translates to a required annual 
household income of $35,840 in order to keep this apartment affordable. 

This required annual income is 60% of Washington County’s median income. A rental market where the FMR takes 
up such a large proportion of a jurisdiction’s median income is unaffordable to many households. 

 

The maximum affordable purchase price for household earning the median income reveals that homeownership 
is out of reach for many residents – especially minorities. 

A Black household earning the Black median household income can only afford a house priced at 73.8% of the 
County’s median sales price in 2018. 
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8. Impediments to Fair Housing 
Discrimination based on disability was the primary basis for housing discrimination complaints. 

Out of 26 total housing discrimination complaints in Washington County filed with HUD between 2009 and 2020, 
fifteen (57.5%) included disability as a basis for discrimination.  

 

Action Item 1: Conduct outreach and training for landlords so that they understand their responsibilities under fair 
housing law. 

Action Item 2: Conduct fair housing outreach to the public in order raise awareness of their rights and the resources 
that are available when facing housing discrimination. 

Action Item 3: Conduct fair housing training of elected officials and appointed board members in cooperation with 
Washington County in order to decrease the likelihood that potentially discriminatory policies are enacted or 
decisions made, including increasing understanding of ordinance effects. 

 

Although the County has a small population of limited English proficiency (LEP) residents that are Spanish-
speaking, the need to provide adequate language assistance services remains. 

The County should monitor the number of requests for Spanish language interpreters and the translation of 
documents into Spanish. By monitoring for these activities, the County can better anticipate the needs of this 
population and provide services for them. 

Action Item 1: Track requests for Spanish language interpreters and the translation of documents into Spanish. 

 

There are no minority or disabled board members for the Washington County boards and 
commissions.  

In order to be more representative of the County’s population, boards and commissions should add additional 
members that reflect the diversity of the County. In 2017, Washington County was 92.5% White, 2.9% Black, and 
total minorities comprised 7.5% of the County. In order to be representative, the County’s boards and 
commissions should have a similar composition of minorities, as well as approximately half male and half female 
and include persons with disabilities. 

Action Item 1: Seek out qualified board members that reflect the diversity of the County. 

 

A lack of affordable housing remains a barrier that disproportionately affects members of the protected classes. 

By increasing the number of locations where multi-family and mixed-use developments can occur, the County can 
ensure a variety of housing types that are affordable to different income levels will be available across a variety of 
locations. 

Action Item 1: Work with communities around Washington County to create affordable housing opportunities.  
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9. Fair Housing Action Plan  

 

2020 2021 2022 2023 2024

Conduct outreach and training 
for landlords so that they 
understand their responsibilities 
under fair housing law.

● ● ● ● ●

Conduct fair housing outreach to 
the public in order raise 
awareness of their rights and the 
resources that are available when 
facing housing discrimination.

● ● ● ● ●

Conduct fair housing training of 
elected officials and appointed 
board members in cooperation 
with Washington County  in 
order to decrease the likelihood 
that potentially discriminatory 
policies are enacted or decisions 
made, including increasing 
understanding of ordinance 
effects.

● ● ● ● ●

Track requests for Spanish 
language interpreters and the 
translation of documents into 
Spanish.

●

Enact an Anti-Displacement and 
Relocation Assistance policy to 
ensure that relocation assistance 
is provided to displaced persons, 
including accessible housing 
needs for displaced persons who 
are disabled, to lessen the 
emotional and financial impact 
of displacement.

●

Seek out qualified board 
members that reflect the diversity 
of the County for appointed 
boards and commissions. At a 
minimum boards should have at 
least one member who is Black, 
half who are female, and include 
persons with disabilities.

● ● ● ● ●

Work with communities around 
Washington County to create 
affordable housing 
opportunities.

● ● ● ● ●

Fair Housing Education and Outreach

Expand Access to Fair and Affordable Housing

TimeframeAction Description
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10. Washington County Signature Page 
By my signature I certify that the Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice for Washington County is in 
compliance with the intent and directives of the regulations of the Community Development Block Grant Program. 

 

____________________________________ 

(Signature of Authorizing Official) 

 

____________________________ 

Date 
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A. Appendix 
Figure A-1  

Census Tract by Race, 2017 

  
Total 

Population 
White 

Population 
Minority 

Population 

Census Tract 7041           1,859  68.4% 31.6% 

Census Tract 7110           3,786  97.1% 2.9% 

Census Tract 7127           1,387  96.8% 3.2% 

Census Tract 7137           4,417  99.8% 0.2% 

Census Tract 7140           2,760  91.6% 8.4% 

Census Tract 7157           1,624  93.8% 6.2% 

Census Tract 7210           4,256  97.4% 2.6% 

Census Tract 7227           3,509  96.9% 3.1% 

Census Tract 7310           5,918  97.3% 2.7% 

Census Tract 7320           3,274  99.0% 1.0% 

Census Tract 7411           4,700  91.8% 8.2% 

Census Tract 7413           3,235  97.1% 2.9% 

Census Tract 7421           6,206  88.2% 11.8% 

Census Tract 7422           1,713  98.8% 1.2% 

Census Tract 7437           1,326  90.2% 9.8% 

Census Tract 7441           5,571  85.8% 14.2% 

Census Tract 7442           3,342  79.9% 20.1% 

Census Tract 7451           8,880  91.8% 8.2% 

Census Tract 7452           5,353  91.6% 8.4% 

Census Tract 7461           6,064  93.6% 6.4% 

Census Tract 7462           4,411  92.8% 7.2% 
Census Tract 
7463.01           5,248  99.2% 0.8% 
Census Tract 
7463.02           6,158  92.9% 7.1% 

Census Tract 7511           4,963  93.4% 6.6% 

Census Tract 7512           3,248  90.1% 9.9% 

Census Tract 7527           4,558  92.7% 7.3% 

Census Tract 7537           2,134  80.8% 19.2% 

Census Tract 7542           2,833  89.1% 10.9% 

Census Tract 7543           2,861  71.5% 28.5% 

Census Tract 7544           1,756  79.5% 20.5% 

Census Tract 7545           2,614  84.0% 16.0% 
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Total 

Population 
White 

Population 
Minority 

Population 

Census Tract 7546           1,701  82.0% 18.0% 

Census Tract 7551           3,854  96.1% 3.9% 

Census Tract 7552           5,628  96.3% 3.7% 

Census Tract 7557           3,706  95.1% 4.9% 

Census Tract 7610           5,265  97.1% 2.9% 

Census Tract 7620           2,642  95.9% 4.1% 

Census Tract 7637           1,650  95.6% 4.4% 

Census Tract 7640           3,224  94.7% 5.3% 

Census Tract 7711           5,511  96.8% 3.2% 

Census Tract 7712           3,581  96.8% 3.2% 

Census Tract 7727           2,143  90.1% 9.9% 

Census Tract 7731           3,009  89.8% 10.2% 

Census Tract 7732           1,185  97.9% 2.1% 

Census Tract 7747           5,543  94.7% 5.3% 

Census Tract 7752           2,380  81.5% 18.5% 

Census Tract 7753           2,270  80.8% 19.2% 

Census Tract 7817           4,246  93.5% 6.5% 

Census Tract 7827           1,358  89.5% 10.5% 

Census Tract 7832           2,493  88.2% 11.8% 

Census Tract 7833           1,511  97.3% 2.7% 

Census Tract 7840           2,655  96.3% 3.7% 

Census Tract 7910           1,581  96.0% 4.0% 

Census Tract 7921           3,498  95.6% 4.4% 

Census Tract 7922           3,097  83.0% 17.0% 

Census Tract 7957           2,280  95.9% 4.1% 

Census Tract 7958           4,104  95.0% 5.0% 

Census Tract 7959           4,169  97.4% 2.6% 

Census Tract 7960           3,413  95.5% 4.5% 

* Hispanic ethnicity is counted independently of race  

Souce: 2013 – 2017 American Community Survey (B03002)  
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Figure A-2  
Areas of Concentration of LMI Persons, 2017 

Census 
Tract 

Block 
Group 

LMI 
Individuals 

LMI 
Percent 

704100 1 345 79.71% 
704100 2 465 82.98% 
711000 1 1060 42.48% 
711000 2 925 38.11% 
711000 3 765 36.99% 
712700 1 675 55.42% 
712700 2 355 33.33% 
713700 1 940 37.98% 
713700 2 1070 45.63% 
713700 3 925 33.93% 
714000 1 435 42.86% 
714000 2 960 53.01% 
714000 3 710 48.02% 
715700 1 615 60.67% 
715700 2 555 51.46% 
721000 1 535 31.78% 
721000 2 925 43.73% 
721000 3 805 30.70% 
722700 1 260 19.14% 
722700 2 1195 46.08% 
722700 3 325 20.67% 
731000 1 930 58.30% 
731000 2 1000 28.03% 
731000 3 445 33.51% 
731000 4 610 43.39% 
731000 5 625 41.36% 
732000 1 625 18.36% 
732000 2 910 54.28% 
732000 3 255 24.72% 
741100 1 580 11.03% 
741100 2 485 22.57% 
741100 3 950 31.34% 
741300 1 1030 25.89% 
741300 2 890 45.39% 
742100 1 900 50.55% 
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Census 
Tract 

Block 
Group 

LMI 
Individuals 

LMI 
Percent 

742100 2 225 30.00% 
742100 3 945 27.60% 
742100 4 935 35.90% 
742200 1 815 28.73% 
743700 1 410 51.92% 
743700 2 530 50.00% 
744100 1 1465 43.72% 
744100 2 860 27.88% 
744100 3 860 56.14% 
744100 4 580 84.68% 
744200 1 825 39.02% 
744200 2 660 47.69% 
744200 3 710 70.11% 
745100 1 1020 26.29% 
745100 2 1640 23.34% 
745100 3 560 43.71% 
745100 4 505 16.62% 
745200 1 685 18.91% 
745200 2 525 29.11% 
745200 3 670 18.67% 
746100 1 735 10.47% 
746100 2 790 25.64% 
746100 3 880 25.06% 
746200 1 615 16.67% 
746200 2 640 12.59% 
746301 1 770 18.35% 
746301 2 175 4.18% 
746301 3 180 4.49% 
746302 1 310 12.93% 
746302 2 260 10.83% 
746302 3 330 5.51% 
751100 1 390 57.43% 
751100 2 610 25.85% 
751100 3 385 36.67% 
751100 4 870 45.86% 
751100 5 725 48.17% 
751200 1 925 46.95% 
751200 2 775 63.08% 
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Census 
Tract 

Block 
Group 

LMI 
Individuals 

LMI 
Percent 

751200 3 630 67.86% 
752700 1 385 25.41% 
752700 2 1010 40.61% 
752700 3 355 9.52% 
752700 4 840 31.68% 
753700 1 400 30.99% 
753700 2 570 30.62% 
754200 1 620 52.10% 
754200 2 355 70.79% 
754200 3 505 43.23% 
754300 1 365 53.57% 
754300 2 1200 63.99% 
754300 3 885 65.13% 
754400 1 1715 76.92% 
754500 1 375 43.24% 
754500 2 615 55.77% 
754500 3 850 40.93% 
754600 1 780 58.48% 
754600 2 680 52.69% 
755100 1 1280 37.66% 
755100 2 545 69.66% 
755100 3 955 36.89% 
755200 1 485 12.85% 
755200 2 635 32.22% 
755200 3 910 37.66% 
755700 1 455 37.19% 
755700 2 680 22.94% 
755700 3 1075 40.52% 
761000 1 835 25.49% 
761000 2 875 35.59% 
761000 3 420 59.32% 
761000 4 600 36.87% 
761000 5 695 31.97% 
762000 1 475 41.78% 
762000 2 485 33.33% 
762000 3 840 56.12% 
763700 1 605 37.27% 
763700 2 445 48.84% 
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Census 
Tract 

Block 
Group 

LMI 
Individuals 

LMI 
Percent 

764000 1 310 44.55% 
764000 2 655 36.77% 
764000 3 1015 63.52% 
764000 4 535 45.89% 
771100 1 865 51.62% 
771100 2 860 25.19% 
771100 3 900 38.40% 
771100 4 265 28.92% 
771200 1 650 48.87% 
771200 2 1450 45.58% 
772700 1 620 53.45% 
772700 2 765 51.49% 
773100 1 1960 63.36% 
773100 2 435 43.17% 
773200 1 835 46.64% 
774700 1 440 43.05% 
774700 2 750 36.68% 
774700 3 310 24.22% 
774700 4 515 28.74% 
774700 5 840 27.78% 
775200 1 875 45.41% 
775200 2 825 58.06% 
775300 1 1105 65.59% 
775300 2 795 43.90% 
781700 1 1565 31.48% 
781700 2 1160 35.01% 
782700 1 585 51.88% 
782700 2 355 66.67% 
783200 1 1490 74.40% 
783200 2 820 78.36% 
783300 1 1165 65.78% 
784000 1 890 46.89% 
784000 2 435 44.19% 
784000 3 385 49.14% 
791000 1 625 50.94% 
791000 2 465 44.52% 
792100 1 690 41.11% 
792100 2 1390 57.52% 
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Census 
Tract 

Block 
Group 

LMI 
Individuals 

LMI 
Percent 

792200 1 855 61.98% 
792200 2 720 64.71% 
795700 1 575 61.94% 
795700 2 585 39.80% 
795700 3 690 75.48% 
795800 1 1065 18.82% 
795800 2 230 12.57% 
795900 1 310 32.84% 
795900 2 600 37.02% 
795900 3 825 49.81% 
795900 4 840 44.17% 
796000 1 1000 37.41% 
796000 2 510 36.02% 
796000 3 610 42.42% 

Census Tracts in Bold indicate areas of minority concentration.     
Source: HUD 2019 LMI Estimates based on 2011-2015 American 
Community Survey 
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Figure A-3  
Change in Housing Units by Census Tract, 2010 – 2017 

Census Tract Housing 
Units 2010 

Housing 
Units 2017 

Percent 
Change 

Census Tract 7041              727  715 -1.7% 
Census Tract 7110           1,658  1,774 7.0% 
Census Tract 7127              674  671 -0.4% 
Census Tract 7137           2,065  1,964 -4.9% 
Census Tract 7140           1,263  1,311 3.8% 
Census Tract 7157              885  919 3.8% 
Census Tract 7210           1,838  1,844 0.3% 
Census Tract 7227           1,492  1,521 1.9% 
Census Tract 7310           2,538  2,542 0.2% 
Census Tract 7320           1,399  1,469 5.0% 
Census Tract 7411           1,733  1,840 6.2% 
Census Tract 7413           1,618  1,679 3.8% 
Census Tract 7421           2,653  2,752 3.7% 
Census Tract 7422              741  690 -6.9% 
Census Tract 7437              652  640 -1.8% 
Census Tract 7441           2,838  2,727 -3.9% 
Census Tract 7442           1,691  1,611 -4.7% 
Census Tract 7451           3,705  3,838 3.6% 
Census Tract 7452           1,984  2,281 15.0% 
Census Tract 7461           2,352  2,300 -2.2% 
Census Tract 7462           1,578  1,663 5.4% 
Census Tract 
7463.01           1,894  1,925 1.6% 
Census Tract 
7463.02           1,735  1,865 7.5% 
Census Tract 7511           2,337  2,288 -2.1% 
Census Tract 7512           1,423  1,413 -0.7% 
Census Tract 7527           2,038  1,903 -6.6% 
Census Tract 7537              942  973 3.3% 
Census Tract 7542           1,180  1,218 3.2% 
Census Tract 7543           1,624  1,609 -0.9% 
Census Tract 7544              910  927 1.9% 
Census Tract 7545           1,316  1,274 -3.2% 
Census Tract 7546              864  898 3.9% 
Census Tract 7551           2,199  2,303 4.7% 
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Census Tract Housing 
Units 2010 

Housing 
Units 2017 

Percent 
Change 

Census Tract 7552           2,307  2,439 5.7% 
Census Tract 7557           1,613  1,687 4.6% 
Census Tract 7610 2,427 2,426 0.0% 
Census Tract 7620 1,261 1,278 1.3% 
Census Tract 7637 723 745 3.0% 
Census Tract 7640 1,764 1,631 -7.5% 
Census Tract 7711 2,541 2,580 1.5% 
Census Tract 7712 1,707 1,859 8.9% 
Census Tract 7727 1,066 1,111 4.2% 
Census Tract 7731 1,542 1,519 -1.5% 
Census Tract 7732 723 706 -2.4% 
Census Tract 7747 2,487 2,533 1.8% 
Census Tract 7752 1,320 1,314 -0.5% 
Census Tract 7753 1,390 1,277 -8.1% 
Census Tract 7817 1,942 1,982 2.1% 
Census Tract 7827 709 728 2.7% 
Census Tract 7832 1,411 1,369 -3.0% 
Census Tract 7833 1,034 990 -4.3% 
Census Tract 7840 1,387 1,381 -0.4% 
Census Tract 7910 751 759 1.1% 
Census Tract 7921 1,500 2,156 43.7% 
Census Tract 7922 824 1,115 35.3% 
Census Tract 7957 1,129 1,151 1.9% 
Census Tract 7958 1,507 1,659 10.1% 
Census Tract 7959 1,970 1,965 -0.3% 
Census Tract 7960 1,396 1,428 2.3% 
Note: Highlighted rows are census tracts impacted by high concentrations of minority and 
LMI persons 

Source: Census Bureau, 2010 Decennial Census (SF1); 2013 - 2017 American Community 
Survey (DP04) 
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Figure A-4  
Housing Units by Type, 2017 

Census Tract 
Total 

Housing 
Units 

Single-family Multi-family Percent 
Multi-family 

Census Tract 7041 715 122 597 83.5% 
Census Tract 7110 1,774 1,794 61 3.4% 
Census Tract 7127 671 621 127 18.9% 
Census Tract 7137 1,964 1,968 81 4.1% 
Census Tract 7140 1,311 1,313 72 5.5% 
Census Tract 7157 919 710 275 29.9% 
Census Tract 7210 1,844 1,820 110 6.0% 
Census Tract 7227 1,521 1,546 61 4.0% 
Census Tract 7310 2,542 2,480 140 5.5% 
Census Tract 7320 1,469 1,544 5 0.3% 
Census Tract 7411 1,840 1,874 54 2.9% 
Census Tract 7413 1,679 1,578 151 9.0% 
Census Tract 7421 2,752 2,749 84 3.1% 
Census Tract 7422 690 747 12 1.7% 
Census Tract 7437 640 498 204 31.9% 
Census Tract 7441 2,727 2,058 736 27.0% 
Census Tract 7442 1,611 1,066 604 37.5% 
Census Tract 7451 3,838 3,605 293 7.6% 
Census Tract 7452 2,281 2,241 122 5.3% 
Census Tract 7461 2,300 2,373 16 0.7% 
Census Tract 7462 1,663 1,750 11 0.7% 
Census Tract 
7463.01 1,925 1,907 102 5.3% 
Census Tract 
7463.02 1,865 1,933 30 1.6% 
Census Tract 7511 2,288 2,329 19 0.8% 
Census Tract 7512 1,413 1,321 175 12.4% 
Census Tract 7527 1,903 1,708 275 14.5% 
Census Tract 7537 973 645 386 39.7% 
Census Tract 7542 1,218 866 415 34.1% 
Census Tract 7543 1,609 920 738 45.9% 
Census Tract 7544 927 837 170 18.3% 
Census Tract 7545 1,274 1,004 342 26.8% 
Census Tract 7546 898 569 382 42.5% 
Census Tract 7551 2,303 1,392 958 41.6% 
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Census Tract 
Total 

Housing 
Units 

Single-family Multi-family Percent 
Multi-family 

Census Tract 7552 2,439 2,104 412 16.9% 
Census Tract 7557 1,687 1,659 103 6.1% 
Census Tract 7610 2,426 2419.4 83 3.4% 
Census Tract 7620 1,278 1360.4 2 0.2% 
Census Tract 7637 745 824.2 9 1.2% 
Census Tract 7640 1,631 1242.8 449 27.5% 
Census Tract 7711 2,580 2476.6 185 7.2% 
Census Tract 7712 1,859 1731.6 191 10.3% 
Census Tract 7727 1,111 1022.1 153 13.8% 
Census Tract 7731 1,519 1140.5 442 29.1% 
Census Tract 7732 706 626.6 156 22.1% 
Census Tract 7747 2,533 2527.2 97 3.8% 
Census Tract 7752 1,314 1020 363 27.6% 
Census Tract 7753 1,277 1070 283 22.2% 
Census Tract 7817 1,982 2042.9 29 1.5% 
Census Tract 7827 728 624.1 174 23.9% 
Census Tract 7832 1,369 1070.6 366 26.7% 
Census Tract 7833 990 833.3 228 23.0% 
Census Tract 7840 1,381 1389.9 75 5.4% 
Census Tract 7910 759 790.8 49 6.5% 
Census Tract 7921 2,156 1324.2 884 41.0% 
Census Tract 7922 1,115 742.2 428 38.4% 
Census Tract 7957 1,151 1029.1 195 16.9% 
Census Tract 7958 1,659 1539.6 187 11.3% 
Census Tract 7959 1,965 2000.9 52 2.6% 
Census Tract 7960 1,428 1483.2 20 1.4% 

Note: Highlighted rows are census tracts impacted by high concentrations of minority and LMI persons. 

Source: Census Bureau, 2013 - 2017 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates (DP04) 
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Figure A-5  
Rates of Homeownership by Race, 2017 

Census Tract 
Percent 
White 

Homeowners 

Percent 
Black 

Homeowners 

Percent 
Asian 

Homeowners 

Percent 
Hispanic 

Homeowners 

Census Tract 7041 29.6% 51.9% 0.0% 0.0% 

Census Tract 7110 97.5% 1.2% 0.4% 0.9% 

Census Tract 7127 99.3% 0.7% - 3.7% 
Census Tract 7137 100.0% - - - 

Census Tract 7140 96.0% 2.3% 0.0% 0.4% 

Census Tract 7157 97.3% 2.7% 0.0% 4.6% 
Census Tract 7210 98.4% 0.6% 0.0% 0.8% 

Census Tract 7227 100.0% - - 0.7% 

Census Tract 7310 99.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

Census Tract 7320 100.0% - 0.0% 0.6% 
Census Tract 7411 94.2% 0.6% 5.2% 0.0% 

Census Tract 7413 97.5% 1.2% 0.0% 0.0% 

Census Tract 7421 95.0% 5.0% - - 
Census Tract 7422 100.0% - 0.0% 1.0% 

Census Tract 7437 97.9% 0.0% 1.2% 0.0% 

Census Tract 7441 93.0% 3.1% 1.6% 0.0% 
Census Tract 7442 96.9% 3.1% 0.0% 6.6% 

Census Tract 7451 95.1% 3.0% 1.6% 0.0% 

Census Tract 7452 98.3% 0.5% 0.8% 2.0% 

Census Tract 7461 98.4% 0.0% 1.6% 0.0% 
Census Tract 7462 96.4% 0.5% 2.5% 1.7% 
Census Tract 
7463.01 98.9% 0.6% - 0.5% 
Census Tract 
7463.02 96.6% 0.5% 2.3% 2.1% 

Census Tract 7511 98.1% 1.9% - 0.0% 

Census Tract 7512 92.5% 7.5% - 0.0% 
Census Tract 7527 98.9% 0.0% - 0.0% 

Census Tract 7537 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

Census Tract 7542 95.5% 4.5% 0.0% 0.0% 

Census Tract 7543 77.0% 17.5% 2.5% 2.0% 
Census Tract 7544 85.0% 15.0% - 0.0% 

Census Tract 7545 94.1% 2.2% - 1.0% 

Census Tract 7546 92.1% 7.9% 0.0% 3.8% 
Census Tract 7551 98.8% 1.2% - 0.0% 
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Census Tract 
Percent 
White 

Homeowners 

Percent 
Black 

Homeowners 

Percent 
Asian 

Homeowners 

Percent 
Hispanic 

Homeowners 

Census Tract 7552 96.3% 2.1% 1.6% - 

Census Tract 7557 98.9% 1.1% - 0.0% 

Census Tract 7610 99.6% 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 

Census Tract 7620 97.0% 1.1% 0.0% 0.9% 

Census Tract 7637 96.8% 2.7% - 2.2% 

Census Tract 7640 98.3% 1.4% 0.0% 0.0% 
Census Tract 7711 99.5% - 0.0% 0.1% 

Census Tract 7712 96.3% 0.6% - 0.8% 

Census Tract 7727 96.1% 1.7% 0.0% 0.6% 

Census Tract 7731 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
Census Tract 7732 98.3% 1.7% - - 

Census Tract 7747 99.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

Census Tract 7752 88.7% 8.3% - 1.9% 
Census Tract 7753 87.2% 11.3% - 1.3% 

Census Tract 7817 95.6% 3.4% - 0.4% 

Census Tract 7827 100.0% 0.0% - 1.1% 
Census Tract 7832 95.5% 2.4% - 0.0% 

Census Tract 7833 97.2% 1.3% - 0.0% 

Census Tract 7840 98.9% 0.1% - 0.0% 

Census Tract 7910 99.0% 0.4% 0.6% 1.3% 
Census Tract 7921 97.9% 0.0% 2.1% 2.7% 

Census Tract 7922 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

Census Tract 7957 98.2% 1.0% - - 
Census Tract 7958 96.3% 2.2% - 0.7% 

Census Tract 7959 100.0% 0.0% - 0.0% 

Census Tract 7960 96.8% 1.4% 0.2% 0.5% 

Note: Highlighted rows are census tracts impacted by high concentrations of minority and LMI 
persons. Cells with - indicate that no persons of that race are living in census tract. 
Source: 2013 – 2017 American Community Survey (B25003, B25003A, B25003B, B25003D, 
B25003I) 
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Figure A6 Zoning Ordinance Review 

Bentleyville Borough - Zoning Ordinance Review

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Analysis 

Date of Ordinance: 10/2/2001

Amended through: Unknow n
Zoning districts 
where dwelling 
units are 
permitted:

A-1: Agriculture District 
R-1: Rural Single-family Residential District
R-2: Low  Density Single-family Residential District 
R-3: Multi-family Residential District 

There is a w ide variety of residential districts. 

Smallest permitted 
minimum 
residential lot size:

A-1: 43,560 sq. ft. (1 acre)
R-1: 21,780 sq. ft. for single-family w / public sew ers; 43,560 
sq. ft. (1 acre) for single-family w /o public sew ers
R-2: 10,000 sq. ft. for single-family; 12,000 sq. ft. for tw o-family
R-3: 6,000 sq. ft. for single-family; 7,000 sq. ft. for tw o-family; 
8,000 sq. ft. for tow nhouses, garden apartments, and multi-
family dw ellings

Sufficient minimum lot sizes. 

Permitted dwelling 
unit types:

A-1: Single-family dw elling
R-1: Tw o-family dw elling
R-2: Multi-family dw elling
R-3: Single-family dw elling, garden apartments, tow nhouses, 
and tw o-family dw ellings

A good variety of housing types are permitted. 

Alternative 
designs:

Planned Residential Development (PRDs) are a use by special 
exception in R-1 Districts.

Definition of Family: An individual or tw o or more persons related by blood, 
marriage, adoption, or foster child care, including domestic 
servants and gratuitous guests, thereof; or a group of not more 
than three (3) unrelated persons living together w ithout 
supervision in a dw elling unit or any number of persons 
protected by the provisions of the Fair Housing Act living 
together in a group arrangement w ith supervision, provided 
they do not have a criminal record. 

Limits the number of unrelated persons living 
together to 3.  How ever, there is no limit placed on 
the number of persons living together in a group 
arrangement that are protected by the Fair Housing 
Act.  

Definition and 
regulation of Group 
Home:

The definition of single-family dw elling is a detached residential 
building designed exclusively for occupancy by one (1) family 
w hich contains one (1) dw elling unit. Therefore, group homes 
that house persons protected by the Fair Housing Act are 
subject to the same regulations as single-family detached units. 

Persons protected by the Fair Housing Act w ho 
reside in a group living arrangement are included in 
the definitions of family and single-family dw elling 
and are thus permitted by right anyw here a single-
family dw elling is permitted. 

This is a very good example of how  to properly 
regulate group homes for members of the protected 
classes to remain in compliance w ith the Fair 
Housing Act. 

Definition of Mobile 
Home:

No definition of mobile home is provided in the list of definitions 
in Article II.  

Mobile home is stated as a type of single-family 
dw elling in the definition of single-family dw elling. 

Bentleyville Borough

This is a current ordinance in all respects. The 
regulation of group homes provides an example for 
other municipalities to follow  in order to comply w ith 
the provisions of the Federal Fair Housing Act. 

Source: http://www.bentleyvilleborough.com/uploads/7/9/9/9/79993728/ordinance_496_of_2001_zoning.pdf
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California Borough – Zoning Ordinance Review 

 
  

Analysis 
Date of Ordinance: 3/14/2019
Amended through: Unknow n
Zoning districts where 
dwelling units are 
permitted:

A-1: Agricultural District 
R-1: Single-family Residential District 
R-2: Multi-family Residential District 
C-2: Mixed Use Commercial District 
MU: Special Mixed Use District 

There is a w ide variety of residential districts. 

Smallest permitted 
minimum residential lot 
size:

A-1: 43,560 sq. ft. (1 acre)
R-1: 10,000 sq. ft. 
R-2: 7,500 sq. ft. 
C-2: N/A
MU: 5,000 sq. ft. 

Suff icient minimum lot sizes.

Permitted dwelling unit 
types:

A-1: Single-family dw ellings, mobile home parks, and group 
care facilities.
R-1: Single-family dw ellings and PRDs. 
R-2: Tw o-family and multi-family dw ellings, row  houses, group 
care facilities, and housing for the elderly.
C-2: Single-family and tw o-family dw ellings. 
MU: Garden apartments, row  houses, tw o-family dw ellings, 
and group care facilities. 

A good variety of housing types are permitted. 

Alternative designs: Planned Residential Developments (PRDs) and the Special 
Mixed Use District

Definition of Family: One individual person or more than one individual living together 
on a non-transitory basis, said
individuals may be related by blood, marriage, adoption or have 
a living arrangement, w hich is non-transitory of
a permanent nature and of a distinct and demonstrable and 
recognizable bond, indicative of a cohesive living
arrangement w ithin the Borough. An individual and/or more than 
one individual, living together, must be nontransitory and intend 
to become a resident(s) of the Borough of California.

California Borough has updated its definition of 
family to be more inclusive since the 2011 AI. 

Definition and regulation 
of Group Home:

A residential facility used as living quarters by a maximum of 
f ive unrelated persons, consisting
of children or adults requiring special care, and their attending 
supervisors. A group home is specif ically designed
to create a single-family residential setting. The individuals 
requiring special care must be deemed permanent
residents and their supervisors must provide tw enty-four-hour 
or full-time equivalent coverage of the facility. A
group home in a residential district shall not be used for 
meetings by staff that is not on duty.

California Borough has updated its definition of 
group home since the 2011 AI to limit the number of 
unrelated people living together to not more than f ive 
(5). How ever, there is no limit placed on the number 
of persons possessing a handicap (w ithin the 
meaning of the Fair Housing Act) that live together in 
one dw elling unit.

Definition of Mobile 
Home:

A transportable, single-family dw elling intended for permanent 
occupancy, contained in one unit, or in tw o or more units 
designed to be joined into one integral unit capable of again 
being separated for repeated tow ing, w hich arrives at a site 
complete and ready for occupancy except for minor and 
incidental unpacking and assembly operations, and constructed 
so that it may be used w ithout a permanent foundation.

Mobile homes permitted as a single-family dw elling 
outside of a Mobile Home Park. 

California Borough

This is a current ordinance in all respects. 

Source: https://californiapa15419.com/cbsite/wp-content/uploads/2019/11/Ordinance-562-Zoning-Ordinance.pdf
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Canonsburg Borough – Zoning Ordinance Review

 

Analysis 

Date of Ordinance: 7/18/2016

Amended through:
Zoning districts where 
dwelling units are 
permitted:

R-1: Low -Density Residential District 
R-2: Medium-Density Residential District 
R-3: High-Density Residential District 
MU: Mixed Use  District 

There is a w ide variety of residential districts. 

Smallest permitted 
minimum residential lot 
size:

R-1: 7,500 sq. ft. for a single-family dw elling; 10,000 sq. ft. for 
all others
R-2: 6,000 sq. ft. for single-family; 2,500 sq. ft. for 
tow nhouses; duplex, 7,500 sq. ft., all others 10,000 sq. ft.
R-3: 5,000 sq. ft. for single-family; 2,000 sq. ft. for tow nhouses 
and garden apartments; 1,800 sq. ft. per du multi-family                 
MU: 5,000 sq. ft. for single-family; 6,000 sq. ft. for duplex; all 
others 5,000

Sufficient minimum lot sizes for a more urban, higher-
density community.

Permitted dwelling unit 
types:

R-1: One- and tw o-family detached dw ellings 
R-2: One- and tw o-family detached dw ellings; tow nhouse 
dw elling units; garden apartments 
R-3: Same as R-2 permitted uses plus medium-rise apartments, 
condominiums or cooperative apartments, and apartment hotels.

A good variety of housing types are permitted. 

Alternative designs: Planned Residential Development (PRD) Districts 
Definition of Family: An individual, or tw o (2) or more persons related by blood, 

marriage, adoption or foster child care, including domestic 
servants or gratuitous guests, thereof; or a group of not more 
than three (3) unrelated persons living together w ithout 
supervision in a dw elling unit, or not more than f ive (5) persons
living together in a group living arrangement w ith supervision.

Definition of family does  limit the number of persons 
living together and does  include group homes. 

Definition and regulation 
of Group Home:

...Not more than f ive (5) persons living together in a group living 
arrangement w ith supervision, provided that the group living 
arrangement meets all of the follow ing criteria:
A. It provides non-routing support services, including 
supervision, personal care, social or counseling services, and 
transportation, to persons w ho need such assistance in order 
to use and enjoy a dw elling or to avoid being placed w ithin an 
institution, because of physical disability, old age, mental 
retardation, or other “handicap” or “disability” as defined by the 
Fair Housing Amendments Act or the Americans w ith 
Disabilities Act;
B. It provides for the joint occupancy of a dw elling unit w here 
the residents maintain a common household and practice, on a 
permanent or long-term basis, a joint economic, social and 
cultural life;
C. It does not involve the housing of persons on a transient 
basis;
D. It does not involve the housing or treatment of persons 
accepted for residence in the group living arrangement on the 
basis of their status as criminal offenders, juvenile offenders or 
delinquents, or w ho w ould otherw ise qualify for residence by 
virtue of having been found by any governmental tribunal, court 
or agency to be a danger to society or are on release or under 
the jurisdiction of the criminal justice system, a government 
bureau of corrections or similar institution.

Limits the number of residents to 5. 

Group homes are not a use permitted by right in any 
of the residential districts. Group homes are either a 
conditional use or a use by special exception and 
subject to approval by the Zoning Hearing Board. 

Group homes should be a permitted use by right in 
residential districts and should not be subject to a 
more stringent approval process than other 
residential dw ellings.

Definition of Mobile 
Home:

Constructed before 1977, a transportable single family 
detached dw elling intended for permanent occupancy that is 
contained in one unit or tw o or more units designed to be joined 
into one integral unit capable of again being separated for 
repeated tow ing, w hich arrives at a site complete and ready for 
occupancy, except for minor and incidental unpacking and 
assembly operations, and constructed so that it can be used 
w ithout a permanent perimeter foundation.

Mobile homes permitted as a single-family dw elling 
outside of a Mobile Home Park. 

Canonsburg Borough

This is a current ordinance in most respects except 
that group homes are a conditional use or a use by 
special exception. 

Source: http://www.canonsburgboro.com/wp-content/uploads/2017/04/Canonsburg-Zoning-Ordinance-2016.pdf
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Centerville Borough – Zoning Ordinance Review 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Analysis 

Date of Ordinance: 5/17/1976

Amended through: 5/9/2000
Zoning districts where 
dwelling units are 
permitted:

A-1: Agricultural Residence District
R-1: Residence District 
R-2: Residence District 

There is a variety of residential districts. 

Smallest permitted 
minimum residential lot 
size:

A-1: 43,560 sq. ft. (1 acre) for residential uses
R-1: 22,000 sq. ft. for single-family detached units; 5 acres for 
tow nhome and garden apartment developments (conditional 
uses)
R-2: 9,000 sq. ft. for single-family w / public sew er; 22,000 sq. 
ft. for single-family w /o public sew er; 5 acres for tow nhome 
and garden apartment developments 

Sufficient minimum lot sizes given that Centerville is 
a more suburban/rural community. 

Permitted dwelling unit 
types:

A-1: Single-family detached dw elling units
R-1: Single-family detached dw elling units
R-2: Single-family detached dw elling units; Multi-family 
dw ellings

A good variety of housing types are permitted by 
right. Additional uses, such as tow nhomes, garden 
apartments, and PRDs are conditional uses. 

Alternative designs: Includes supplemental regulations for Planned Residential 
Developments (PRDs)

Definition of Family: Tw o or more persons related by blood or marriage living 
together; or, one or more persons maintaining, w holly or partly, 
other persons, all of them living together in one household, not 
embracing clubs, fraternities, boarding or rooming houses, or 
other groups of individuals persons living together.

Definition of family does not limit the number of 
persons living together. 

Definition and regulation 
of Group Home:

Does not include the term, definition, or regulations. The zoning ordinance should be updated and 
amended to include the term 'group home' along w ith 
a definition of the term and regulations for it. 

Definition of Mobile 
Home:

A transportable, single-family dw elling intended for permanent 
occupancy as a residence, off ice, or place of assembly, 
contained in one unit, or in tw o or more units designed to be 
joined into one integral unit capable of again being separated for 
repeated tow ing, w hich arrives at a site complete and ready for 
occupancy except for minor and incidental unpacking and 
assembly operations, and constructed so that it may be used 
w ithout a permanent foundation. The term does not include 
recreational vehicles or travel trailers. 

Mobile homes are defined as a single-family 
dw elling. How ever, mobile homes and mobile home 
parks are listed as conditional uses in the A-1 
district only. 

Centerville Borough

This is a current ordinance in most respects except 
that there is no term, definition, or regulation of 
group homes. 

Source: http://elibrary.pacounties.org/Documents/Washington_County/920;%20Centerville%20Borough/4212512224mzo.pdf
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Charleroi Borough – Zoning Ordinance Review 

 
 

 

 

 

 

Analysis 

Date of Ordinance: 5/12/2016

Amended through:
Zoning districts where 
dwelling units are 
permitted:

R-1C: One-Family Residence District 
R-2: Tw o-Family Residence District 
R-3: Multiple-Family Residence District 

There is a w ide variety of residential districts. 

Smallest permitted 
minimum residential lot 
size:

R-1C: 6,000 sq. ft. 
R-2: 6,000 sq. ft. for one-family; 3,600 sq. ft. for tw o-family
R-3: 6,000 sq. ft. for one-family; 3,600 sq. ft. for tw o-family; 
2,500 sq. ft. for row  dw elling; 1,520-2,800 sq. ft. for multi-
family (depends on # of bedrooms in unit)

Suff icient minimum lot sizes for a more urban, higher-
density community.

Permitted dwelling unit 
types:

R-1C: One-family dw elling 
R-2: One-family and tw o-family dw ellings 
R-3: One-family, tw o-family, row , and multi-family dw ellings

A good variety of housing types are permitted. 

Alternative designs: None. 
Definition of Family: An individual; tw o or more persons related by blood, marriage 

or adoption; or not more than three unrelated persons living as 
a single housekeeping unit. A family may also include domestic 
servants and gratuitous guests. The foregoing restrictions do 
not apply to persons w ith disabilities as defined in the Fair 
Housing Act, 42 U.S.C. § 3601 et seq.

Limits the number of unrelated persons living 
together to three (3). 

Definition and regulation 
of Group Home:

A dw elling unit w here room and board is provided to not more 
than eight permanent residents w ho are mentally or physically 
handicapped persons of any age, w ho are in need of 
supervision and specialized services, and no more than tw o 
caretakers on any shift, w ho may or may not reside in the 
dw elling and w ho provide health, social and/or rehabilitative 
services to the residents. The service shall be provided only by 
a governmental agency, its licensed or certif ied agents or any 
other responsible nonprofit social services corporation, and the 
facility shall meet all minimum requirements of the sponsoring 
agency. A group home does not include persons assigned by a 
court of law  or public or semipublic agency on a short-term 
basis for supervision, care and counseling for a specif ied 
period of time, including alcoholic recovery, shelters for 
battered persons and their children, community re-entry 
services follow ing incarceration and other such transitional 
and/or supervised short-term assignments.

The zoning ordinance w as updated and amended to 
include the term 'group home' along w ith a definition 
of the term and regulations for it in 2016. Limits the 
number of permanent residents to eight (8).

Definition of Mobile 
Home:

A transportable, single family dw elling intended for permanent 
occupancy, contained in one unit, or in tw o or more units 
designed to be joined into one integral unit capable of again 
being separated for repeated tow ing, w hich arrives at a site 
complete and ready for occupancy except for minor and 
incidental unpacking and assembly operations, and constructed 
so that it may be used w ithout a permanent foundation.

Mobile homes are only allow ed by right in mobile 
home courts. Mobile home courts are a conditional 
use in R-1C districts. 

Charleroi Borough

The zoning ordinance has been updated since the 
2011 AI to include terms such as 'group home.'

Source: https://ecode360.com/32071108?highlight=mobile%20home&searchId=13228009773381966#32071108
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Claysville Borough – Zoning Ordinance Review 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Analysis 

Date of Ordinance:

5/17/1973

Amended through:

12/6/1993

Zoning districts where 
dwelling units are 
permitted:

A-1: Agricultural 
R-3: Residential 

The majority of Claysville is zoned as R-3, w hich 
includes a broad list of residential dw elling types 
and uses that are permitted by right.

Smallest permitted 
minimum residential lot 
size:

A-1: 43,560 sq. ft. (1 acre)
R-3: 7,200 sq. ft. for single-family; 3,000 sq. ft. for tw o-family 
and multi-family

Sufficient minimum lot sizes. 

Permitted dwelling unit 
types:

A-1: Single-family dw elling units 
R-3: Single-family, tw o-family, and multi-family dw elling units

A good variety of housing types are permitted. 

Alternative designs: Planned Residential Developments (PRDs) are conditional uses 
in A-1 and R-3 Districts. 

Definition of Family: Either an individual, or tw o (2) or more persons related by blood 
or marriage or adoption, and in addition, any domestic servants 
or gratuitous guests thereof or a group of not more than three 
(3) persons w ho need not be related, w ho are living together in 
a single dw elling unit and maintaining a common household. 

Limits the number of unrelated persons living 
together to three (3).  

Definition and regulation 
of Group Home:

Does not include the term, definition, or regulations. The zoning ordinance should be updated and 
amended to include the term 'group home' along w ith 
a definition of the term and regulations for it. 

Definition of Mobile 
Home:

A transportable, single-family dw elling, w hich may be tow ed on 
its ow n running gear, and w hich may be non-transient or 
permanently aff ixed to real estate, used for non-transient 
residential purposes, and constructed w ith the same or similar 
electrical, plumbing, and sanitary facilities as immobile housing.

Mobile homes permitted as a single-family dw elling 
outside of a Mobile Home Park. 

Claysville Borough

This ordinance appears to not have been amended 
since 1993. As such, many of the terms included 
are outdated and there are several new  terms and 
definitions, such as group homes, that should be 
included in the ordinance.  

Source: www.elibrary.state.pa.us 
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Cross Creek Township – Zoning Ordinance Review 

 

Analysis 

Date of Ordinance:

6/20/2006

Amended through:
Zoning districts where 
dwelling units are 
permitted:

R-R Rural Resource District
 R-1 Rural Neighborhood District
 R-2 Residential District
 R-3 Village Residential District 

There is a small variety of residential districts. 

Smallest permitted 
minimum residential lot 
size:

A: 43,560 sq. ft. (1 acre) for a single-family dw elling
V: 10,000 sq. ft. for single-family; 7,500 sq. ft. for tw o-family; 
and 6,000 sq. ft. for multi-family dw elling
R: 20,000 sq. ft. for single-family; 15,000 sq. ft. for tw o-family 
(per unit)

Suff icient minimum lot sizes. 

Permitted dwelling unit 
types:

A: Single-family dw ellings
V: Single-family, tw o-family, and multi-family dw ellings
R: Single-family and tw o-family dw ellings

A good variety of housing types are permitted. 

Alternative designs: Planned Residential Developments (PRDs) are a use by special 
exception in Residential Districts.

Definition of Family: An individual, or tw o (2) or more persons related by blood, 
marriage, adoption or foster child care, including domestic 
servants or gratuitous guests, thereof; or a group
of not more than three (3) unrelated persons living together 
w ithout supervision in a dw elling unit or a group of not more 
than eight (8) persons protected by the provisions
of the Fair Housing Act (42 U.S.C. 3601 et. seq., as now  or 
hereafter amended) living together in a group living arrangement 
w ith supervision, provided those persons do not
have a criminal record. Family shall not include persons living 
together in a Group Care Facility, Personal Care Boarding Home 
or Transitional Dw elling, as defined herein, or
any other supervised group living arrangement for persons 
other than those protected by the Fair Housing Act or persons 
w ho constitute a direct threat to others or their physical 
property. 

Definition of single-family dw elling limits the number 
of unrelated people living together to three (3) 
persons or a group of not more than eight (8) 
persons protected by the provisions of the Fair 
Housing Act living together in a group living 
arrangement w ith supervision.

Definition and regulation 
of Group Care Facility:

A facility licensed by the Commonw ealth that provides room 
and board and specialized services for any number or 
permanent residents w ho are not included in the protected 
classes covered by the Fair Housing Act (42 U.S.C.3601 et. 
seq.) w ho are in need of supervision and specialized services 
on a tw enty-four (24) hour basis, including staff qualif ied by 
the sponsoring agency w ho may or may not reside at the 
facility and w ho provide health, social and rehabilitative 
services to the residents. The services shall be
provided only by a governmental agency, its licensed or 
certif ied agents or any other responsible non-profit social 
services corporation and the facility shall meet
all minimum requirements of the sponsoring agency. 

Group homes are not a use permitted by right in any 
of the residential districts. Group homes are either a 
conditional use or a use by special exception and 
subject to approval by the Zoning Hearing Board. 
Group Homes should be a permitted use by right in 
residential districts and should not be subject to a 
more stringent approval process than other 
residential dw ellings.

Definition of Mobile 
Home:

A transportable, single family dw elling intended for permanent 
occupancy, contained in one (1) unit, or in tw o (2) or more units 
designed to be joined into one (1) integral unit capable of again 
being separated for repeated tow ing, w hich arrives at a site 
complete and ready for occupancy except for minor and 
incidental unpacking and assembling operations, and 
constructed so that it may be used w ithout a permanent 
foundation. 

Definition of single-family dw elling specif ically states 
that a mobile home is considered a single-family 
dw elling.  Mobile homes are a permitted use by right 
w here all single-family dw ellings are permitted. 

Cross Creek Township

Source: https://irp-cdn.multiscreensite.com/259527ad/files/uploaded/zoning_ord_combined.pdf
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East Bethlehem Township – Zoning Ordinance Review 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Analysis 

Date of Ordinance: 3/9/2016

Amended through:
Zoning districts where 
dwelling units are 
permitted:

A-1: Agricultural  District
R-1: Single Family Residential 
R-2: Multi Family Residential                                                              
B-1: General Business

There is a variety of residential districts. 

Smallest permitted 
minimum residential lot 
size:

A-1: 4,000 sq. ft. for  residential uses
R-1: 4,000 sq. ft. for single-family detached units
R-2: 4,000 sq. ft. for multi-family residential

Permitted dwelling unit 
types:

A-1: Single-family detached dw elling units
R-1: Single-family detached dw elling units
R-2: Single-family detached dw elling units; Multi-family 
dw ellings                                                                                                                                                                                                                                 
B-1: Single-family detached, attached dw elling units

A good variety of housing types are permitted by 
right. Additional uses, such as tow nhomes, garden 
apartments, and PRDs are conditional uses. 

Alternative designs: Includes supplemental regulations for Planned Residential 
Developments (PRDs)

Definition of Family: An individual; tw o (2) or more persons related by blood, 
marriage or adoption; or not more than three unrelated persons 
living as a single housekeeping unit. A family may also include 
domestic servants and gratuitous guests. The foregoing 
restrictions do not apply to persons w ith disabilities as defined 
in the Fair Housing Act, 42 USC § 3601 et seq.

Definition of family does limit the number of unrelated 
persons living together to three (3). 

Definition and regulation 
of Group Residential 
Facility:

An establishment that provides room and board in a family
environment to persons w ho receive supervised care limited to 
health, social, rehabilitative or housing services. Such facilities 
may include child and adult services for individuals not in need
of hospitalization or incarceration but w ho, because of age, 
convalescence, infirmity, disability or related circumstances, 
require such care. “Group residential facilities” include but are 
not limited to group homes, group quarters, halfw ay houses, 
nursing homes, rest homes, or similar services; how ever, the 
scope of all operations shall be of a limited nature as specif ied 
in this Ordinance.

Group Residential Facility is a special exception use 
in R-1.

Definition of Mobile 
Home:

Mobile home is not defined, though the ordinance 
does define mobile home lot and park.

East Bethlehem Township

This is a current ordinance in most respects.

Source: http://www.eastbethtwp.com/files/QuickSiteImages/2016-1.Zoning.pdf
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Fallowfield Township – Zoning Ordinance Review 

 

Analysis 

Date of Ordinance:

9/24/1991

Amended through:

1/27/2016, 11/01/2016

Zoning districts where 
dwelling units are 
permitted:

A-1: Agricultural  District                                                                   
B-1: General Business
R-1: Single Family Residential 
R-2: Multiple-Family Residential 

There is a variety of residential districts. 

Smallest permitted 
minimum residential lot 
size:

A-1: 0.75 acre
R-1: 0.5 acre
R-2: 10,500 sq. feet

Insuff icient minimum lot sizes given that the 
Tow nship is made up of more rural and suburban 
areas. 

Permitted dwelling unit 
types:

C-1: Single-family dw elling
A-1: Single-family dw elling
R-1: Single-family dw elling
R-B: Single-family and tw o-family dw ellings; tow nhouses

The areas that cover the majority of the Tow nship 
are very exclusive and only allow  single-family 
dw ellings as a permitted use by right.

Alternative designs: None.
Definition of Family: Family is not defined.
Definition and regulation 
of Group Residential 
Facility:

An establishment that provides room and board in a family 
environment to persons w ho receive supervised care limited to 
health, social, rehabilitative, or housing services. Such facilities 
may include child and adult services for individuals not in need 
of hospitalization or incarceration, but w ho because of age, 
convalescence, infirmity, disability, or related circumstances 
require such care. Group residential facilities may be 
characterized as rest homes, nursing homes or similarly 
described; how ever, the scope of all operations shall be of a 
limited nature as specif ied in this chapter. Nothing in this 
chapter should be construed so as to include w ithin the 
definition of "group residential facility" any and all group 
residences for populations protected by the Federal Fair 
Housing Act, including but not limited to physically and mentally 
handicapped individuals, w hich same shall be defined as single-
family dw ellings.

Group homes only permitted by right in B-1 General 
Business districts. Group homes are a conditional 
use in A-1 Agricultural Districts. Group Homes 
should be a permitted use by right in residential 
districts and should not be subject to a more 
stringent approval process than other residential 
dw ellings.

Definition of Mobile 
Home:

A transportable, single-family dw elling intended for permanent 
occupancy, contained in one unit, or in tw o or more units 
designed to be joined into one integral unit capable of again 
being separated for repeated tow ing, w hich arrives at a site 
complete and ready for occupancy except for minor and 
incidental unpacking and assemble operations, and constructed 
so that it may be used w ithout a permanent foundation.

Mobile homes permitted as a single-family dw elling 
outside of a Mobile Home Park. 

Fallowfield Township

This is a current ordinance in most respects, except 
that family is not defined.

Source: https://ecode360.com/29429190
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Hanover Township – Zoning Ordinance Review 

 
 

 

Analysis 

Date of Ordinance:

7/7/2011

Amended through:
Zoning districts where 
dwelling units are 
permitted:

R-P Rural Preservation District
 R-1 Rural Residential District
 N-S Neighborhood Service District 

There is a variety of residential districts. 

Smallest permitted 
minimum residential lot 
size:

C-1: 43,560 sq. ft. (1 acre)
A-1: 43,560 sq. ft. (1 acre)
R-1: 7,200 sq. ft. 
R-B: 7,200 sq. ft. 

Suff icient minimum lot sizes given that the Tow nship 
is made up of more rural and suburban areas. 

Permitted dwelling unit 
types:

C-1: Single-family dw elling
A-1: Single-family dw elling
R-1: Single-family dw elling
R-B: Single-family and tw o-family dw ellings; tow nhouses

The areas that cover the majority of the Tow nship 
are very exclusive and only allow  single-family 
dw ellings as a permitted use by right.

Alternative designs: None.
Definition of Family: An individual, or tw o (2) or more persons related by blood, 

marriage, adoption or foster child care, including domestic 
servants or gratuitous guests, thereof; or a group
of not more than three (3) unrelated persons living together 
w ithout supervision in a dw elling unit or a group of not more 
than eight (8) persons protected by the provisions of the Fair 
Housing Act (42 U.S.C. 3601 et. seq., as now  or hereafter 
amended) living together in a group living arrangement w ith 
supervision, provided those persons do not have a criminal 
record. Family shall not include persons living together in a 
Group Care Facility, Personal Care Boarding Home or 
Transitional Dw elling, as defined herein, or any other 
supervised group living arrangement for persons other than 
those protected by the Fair Housing Act or persons w ho 
constitute a direct threat to others or their physical property. 

Definition of single-family dw elling limits the number 
of unrelated people living together to three (3) 
persons.

Definition and regulation 
of Group Care Facility:

A facility licensed by the Commonw ealth w hich
provides room and board and specialized services for any 
number or permanent residents w ho are not included in the 
protected classes covered by the Fair Housing Act (42 
U.S.C.3601 et. seq.) w ho are in need of supervision and 
specialized services on a tw enty-four (24) hour basis, 
including staff qualif ied by the sponsoring agency w ho may or 
may not reside at the facility and w ho provide health, social and 
rehabilitative services to the residents. The services shall be
provided only by a governmental agency, its licensed or 
certif ied agents or any other responsible non-profit social 
services corporation and the facility shall meet all minimum 
requirements of the sponsoring agency. 

Group homes are not a use permitted by right in any 
of the residential districts. Group homes are either a 
conditional use or a use by special exception and 
subject to approval by the Zoning Hearing Board. 
Group Homes should be a permitted use by right in 
residential districts and should not be subject to a 
more stringent approval process than other 
residential dw ellings.

Definition of Mobile 
Home:

A prefabricated dw elling unit designed for transportation on 
streets and highw ays on its ow n w heels or on a f lat bed or 
other trailers, and arriving at the site w here it is intended to be 
occupied as a dw elling complete and ready for occupancy 
except for connection to utilities and minor or incidental 
unpacking and assembly operations, and constructed so that it 
may be used w ith or w ithout a permanent foundation.

Mobile homes permitted as a single-family dw elling 
outside of a Mobile Home Park. 

Hanover Township

It appears that this ordinance has not been updated 
or amended since 1998. This is an older ordinance 
that needs revision to reflect more current 
terminology and planning concepts. The term, 
definition of, and regulation of group homes should 
be included. 

Source: https://www.hanovertwp.net/ZONING%20ORD%20.pdf
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Mount Pleasant Township – Zoning Ordinance Review 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Analysis 
Date of Ordinance: 10/1/2017

Amended through:
Zoning districts where 
dwelling units are 
permitted:

A-1: Agricultural District
R-L: Suburban Residential District 
R-H: Neighborhood Residential District 
MU: Mixed-Use District 

There is a w ide variety of residential districts. 

Smallest permitted 
minimum residential lot 
size:

A-1: Single-family 15,000 square feet, tw o-family 20,000 
square feet and R-L and R-H Districts: 10,000 square feet 
single-family, 15,000 tw o-family

Sufficient minimum lot sizes given the mix of rural, 
suburban, and higher-density areas w ithin the 
Tow nship. 

Permitted dwelling unit 
types:

A-1: Single-family dw elling
R-L: Single-family dw elling
R-H: Garden apartments, tow nhouses, single-family and tw o-
family dw ellings

A good variety of housing types are permitted. 

Alternative designs: Planned Residential Developments (PRDs)
Definition of Family: An individual or tw o or more persons related by blood, 

marriage, adoption, or foster child care, including domestic 
servants and gratuitous guests, thereof; or a group of not more 
than three (3) unrelated persons living together w ithout 
supervision in a dw elling unit or a group of not more than eight 
(8) persons protected by the provisions of the Fair Housing Act 
living together in a group arrangement w ith supervision, 
provided that those persons do not have a criminal record. 

Limits the number of unrelated people living together 
to 3. 

Limits the number of persons living together in a 
group living arrangement that are protected by the 
Fair Housing Act to 8. The Tow nship should be 
w illing to make reasonable accommodations for 
such facilities that house more than 8 persons.

Definition and regulation 
of Group Home:

The definition of single-family dw elling is a detached residential 
building that is the only principal structure on the lot, designed 
exclusively for occupancy by one family, as defined herein, 
and containing one dw elling unit. Therefore, group homes that 
house persons protected by the Fair Housing Act are subject to 
the same regulations as single-family detached units. 

Persons protected by the Fair Housing Act w ho 
reside in a group living arrangement are included in 
the definitions of family and single-family dw elling 
and are thus permitted by right anyw here a single-
family dw elling is permitted. 

Definition of Mobile 
Home:

A transportable, single-family dw elling intended for permanent 
occupancy, contained in one unit, or in tw o or more units 
designed to be joined into one integral unit capable of again 
being separated for repeated tow ing, that arrives at a site 
complete and ready for occupancy except for minor and 
incidental unpacking and assembly operations, and constructed 
so that it may be used w ithout a permanent foundation.

Mobile homes permitted as a single-family dw elling 
outside of a Mobile Home Park. 

Mount Pleasant Township

This is a current ordinance in most respects.

Source:https://mpt-pa.com/wp-content/uploads/bsk-pdf-manager/2017/12/ZONING-ORD-DRAFT-november-3-2017.pdf
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North Strabane – Zoning Ordinance Review 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Analysis 
Date of Ordinance: 10/20/2017
Amended through:
Zoning districts where 
dwelling units are 
permitted:

R-1-V: Village Residential District 
R-2: Suburban Residential District 
R-3: High-Density Residential District 
PRD: Planned Residential Development 

There is a w ide variety of residential districts. 

Smallest permitted 
minimum residential lot 
size:

R-1-V: 6,000 sq. ft. w / pubic sew ers; 43,560 sq. ft. (1 acre) 
w /o public sew ers 
R-2: 21,780 sq. ft. w / public sew ers; 43,560 sq. ft. (1 acre) 
w /o public sew ers
R-3: 15,246 sq. ft. w / public sew ers; 43,560 sq. ft. (1 acre) 
w /o public sew ers 
PRD: 7,500 sq. ft. single-family; 10,000 sq. ft. tw o-family

Sufficient minimum lot sizes given that North 
Strabane Tow nship is a more suburban/rural area. 

Permitted dwelling unit 
types:

R-1-V: single-family and tw o-family dw ellings
R-2: single-family dw ellings
R-3: single-family dw ellings
PRD: single-family and tw o-family dw ellings, triplex, quadruplex, 
tow nhouse, and garden apartments

The R-2 and R-3 districts are very exclusive as the 
only uses permitted by right are single-family 
dw ellings. Multi-family dw ellings are a conditional 
use in R-1. 

Alternative designs: Planned Residential Developments (PRDs)
Definition of Family: An individual, or tw o or more persons related by blood, 

marriage, adoption, or foster child care, including domestic 
servants or gratuitous guests thereof; or a group of not more 
than three unrelated persons living together w ithout supervision 
in a dw elling unit, or not more than 12 persons living together in 
a group living arrangement w ith supervision.

Definition of family includes group home residents; 
how ever, it limits group homes to 12 residents. 

Definition and regulation 
of Group Home:

The definition of a single-family dw elling is a detached 
residential building that is the only principle structure on the lot, 
designed exclusively for occupancy by one family, as defined 
herein, and containing one dw elling unit.  Therefore, group 
homes are subject to the same regulations as single-family 
dw ellings.

Persons w ho reside in a group living arrangement 
under supervision are included in the definitions of 
family and single-family dw elling and are thus 
permitted by right anyw here a single-family dw elling 
is permitted.

The Tow nship should be w illing to make reasonable 
accommodations for group homes that house more 
than 12 people. 

Definition of Mobile 
Home:

A transportable, single-family dw elling intended for permanent 
occupancy, contained in one unit, or in tw o or more units 
designed to be joined into one integral unit capable of again 
being separated for repeated tow ing, that arrives at a site 
complete and ready for occupancy except for minor and 
incidental unpacking and assembly operations, and constructed 
so that it may be used w ithout a permanent foundation.

Mobile homes permitted as a single-family dw elling 
outside of a Mobile Home Park. 

North Strabane Township

This is a current ordinance in most respects.

Source: https://www.northstrabanetwp.com/DocumentCenter/View/276/Zoning-Ordinance---Chapter-27-PDF
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Nottingham Township – Zoning Ordinance Review 

 

Analysis 
Date of Ordinance: 2/20/2017

Amended through:
Zoning districts where 
dwelling units are 
permitted:

A-1: Agricultural District
R-1: Rural Residential District 
R-2: Suburban Residential District 
R-3: Multifamily Residential District                                                  
M-1: Light Industrial District

There is a w ide variety of residential districts. 

Smallest permitted 
minimum residential lot 
size:

A-1: Single-family 2 acres, all other land uses 1 acre                                                                   
R-1 and R-2 Districts: All other land uses 1 acre                             
R-3: Tw o family dw elling, 10,000 sq. ft.

Suff icient minimum lot sizes given the mix of rural, 
suburban, and higher-density areas w ithin the 
Tow nship. 

Permitted dwelling unit 
types:

A-1: Agricultural District
R-1: Rural Residential District 
R-2: Suburban Residential District 
R-3: Multifamily Residential District                                                  
M-1: Light Industrial District

A good variety of housing types are permitted. 

Alternative designs: Planned Residential Developments (PRDs)
Definition of Family: Limits the number of persons living together in a 

group living arrangement that are protected by the 
Fair Housing Act to 8. The Tow nship should be 
w illing to make reasonable accommodations for 
such facilities that house more than 8 persons.

Definition and regulation 
of Group Care Facility:

A facility, licensed by the Commonw ealth, w hich provides room 
and board and specialized services to more than eight (8) 
residents w ho are in need of supervision

Persons protected by the Fair Housing Act w ho 
reside in a group living arrangement are included in 
the definitions of family and single-family dw elling 
and are thus permitted by right anyw here a single-
family dw elling is permitted. 

Definition of Mobile 
Home:

A transportable, single-family dw elling intended for permanent 
occupancy, contained in one unit, or in tw o or more units 
designed to be joined into one integral unit capable of again 
being separated for repeated tow ing, that arrives at a site 
complete and ready for occupancy except for minor and 
incidental unpacking and assembly operations, and constructed 
so that it may be used w ithout a permanent foundation.

Mobile homes permitted as a single-family dw elling 
outside of a Mobile Home Park. 

Nottingham Township

This is a current ordinance in most respects.

Source: http://www.nottinghamtwp.com/wp-content/uploads/2014/12/Zoning-Ordinance-No.-110-Signed-.pdf
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Peters Township – Zoning Ordinance Review 

 

Analysis 
Date of Ordinance: 8/1/2017
Amended through:
Zoning districts 
where dwelling 
units are 
permitted:

LD: Low -Density Residential
WP: Woodland Protection
CL: Single-family Cluster
MD: Medium-Density Residential 
RR: Rural Residential 
VR: Village Residential

There is a w ide variety of residential districts. 

Smallest 
permitted 
minimum 
residential lot size:

LD: 21,780 sq. ft. 
WP: 10,890 sq. ft. 
CL: 10,890 sq. ft. 
MD: 217,800 sq. ft. (5 acres) per development 
RR: 5 acres per development
VR: 13,939 sq. ft.

Suff icient minimum lot sizes given that Peters Tow nship is a 
more suburban/rural area.

Permitted dwelling 
unit types:

LD: Single-family detached units
WP: Single-family detached units
CL: Single-family detached units
MD: Duplexes, garden apartments, patio homes, quad plexes, 
MHPs, and tow nhomes are conditional uses 
RR: Single-family detached units 
VR:  Duplex, garden apartments, Group Living Facility Type B, 
mixed-use development, patio home, quad plex, single-family 
detached, and tow nhome

The LD and WP Districts are very exclusive and only allow  
single-family detached units.  PRDs are very inclusive and 
allow  for a variety of housing types. 

Alternative 
designs:

Planned Residential Developments (PRDs)

Definition of 
Family:

One of the follow ing: 
(1) All persons living in the same household w ho are related by 
birth, marriage, or adoption; 
(2) Those defined as such by the United States Code of Federal 
Register; or
(3) No more than four (4) unrelated individuals occupying a 
premise and living as a single housekeeping unit, as 
distinguished from a group occupying a boarding house, group 
living facility, hotel, or motel. 

Definition of family does not include group home. Limits 
unrelated persons to four (4).

Definition and 
regulation of 
Group Home:

Group Living Facility - A residence for individuals not related by 
blood w ho require on-going non-emergency medical and/or 
social treatment or supervision for a period exceeding tw enty-
four (24) hours.  The total number of residents shall include the 
resident manager and the immediate family of the resident 
manager if  residing at the premises. 

Type A - Residence for individuals w ho receive care either by 
court order, recommendation of social services or public safety 
off icials.  Type A facilities generally include juvenile detention 
centers, half-w ay houses, foster homes, or care homes for 
mentally handicapped persons. 

Type B - Residence for individuals, including the elderly, w ho 
may receive medical and/or social care either voluntarily or by 
recommendation of medical professionals for long-term 
convalescence. 

Type A Group Living Facilities are not permitted in any 
residential areas.  Type A Facilities are Uses by Special 
Exception in LD and WP Districts, subject to approval by the 
Zoning Hearing Board.  Type A Facilities are a permitted use 
in the C2: General Commercial District. 

Type B Group Living Facilities are a permitted use in Planned 
Residential Developments (PRDs).  Type B Facilities are a Use 
by Special Exception in LD, WP, and TC (Tow n Center) 
Districts. 

In order to become an approved use, Group Living Facilities 
can be granted (or denied) only by the Zoning Hearing Board.  
Additional parking requirements are also placed on Group 
Living Facilities that are not placed on other residential uses. 
For instance, parking standards for most residential units is 2 
spaces per dw elling unit.  Group Living facilities are subject 
to provide 1 space for every 2 full-time staff and 1 space for 
every 2 residents authorized to operate as vehicle. 

Definition of Mobile 
Home:

A transportable, single-family dw elling intended for permanent 
occupancy, contained in one (1) unit or in tw o (2) units 
designed to be joined into one (1) integral unit capable of again 
being separated for repeated tow ing, w hich arrives at a site 
complete and ready for occupancy except for minor and 
incidental unpacking and assembly operations, and constructed 
so that it may be used w ithout a permanent foundation. 

Mobile homes permitted as a single-family dw elling outside of 
a Mobile Home Park. 

Peters Township

This is a current ordinance in most respects except that 
group living facilities are a use by special exception. 

Source: http://www.peterstownship.com/vertical/Sites/%7B3BE5B086-2A15-4083-A63D-
16B3DD03C8DD%7D/uploads/Final_Proposed_Zoning_Ordinance.pdf
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Smith Township – Zoning Ordinance Review 

 

Analysis 
Date of Ordinance: 5/22/2007
Amended through: 8/20/2009; 11/8/2010; 9/21/2015
Zoning districts where 
dwelling units are 
permitted:

C-D: Conservationl District 
A-1: Rural Residential District 
R-1: Suburban Residential District                                                      
R-V: Village Residential District                                                         
B-1: Business District

There is a w ide variety of residential districts.

Smallest permitted 
minimum residential lot 
size:

C-D: 2 acres. for single-family dw ellings; 2 acres for all other 
principal uses
A-1: Single-family dw elling w ithout public sew ers, 2 acres; 
With public sew ers, 1 acre
R-1: Single-family dw elling w ithout public sew ers, 1 acre; With 
public sew ers, 10,890 sq. ft.;1 acre for all other principal uses                      
R-V: Garden apartments and tow nhouses, 1 acre; All other 
uses, 8,400 sq. ft.                                                                           
B-1:  Without public sew ers, 43,560 sq. ft; With public sew ers, 
10,890 sq. ft.

Suff icient minimum lot sizes for an urban area. 

Permitted dwelling unit 
types:

C-D: Single-family dw ellings
A-1: Single-family dw ellings
R-1: Single-family dw ellings                                                           
R-V: Single-family dw ellings, Tw o-family dw ellings; Conditional 
uses for garden apartments and tow nhouses

A good variety of housing types are permitted. 

Alternative designs:
Definition of Family: Family is not defined.
Definition and regulation 
of Group Care Facility

Group residential facilities not defined or regulated.

Definition of Mobile 
Home:

Mobile homes permitted conditional use; how ever 
they are not defined.

Smith Township

This is a current ordinance in most respects. 

Source: http://smithtownship.org/Documents/ordinances/zoning_regulations_and_districts.pdf
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South Strabane Township – Zoning Ordinance Review 

 

Analysis 
Date of Ordinance: 6/23/2009
Amended through: 5/22/2018
Zoning districts where 
dwelling units are 
permitted:

R-1 & R-1-A: Low -Density Residential District 
R-2 & R-2-A: Medium-Density Residential District 
R-3: High-Density Residential District 

There is a w ide variety of residential districts.

Smallest permitted 
minimum residential lot 
size:

R-1: 7,500 sq. ft. for single-family dw ellings; 10,000 sq. ft. for 
all others
R-1A: 6,000 sq. ft. for single-family dw ellings; 10,000 sq. ft. for 
all others
R-2: 6,000 sq. ft. for single-family dw ellings; 7,500 sq. ft. for 
duplexes; 7,500 sq. ft. for all other principal uses                      
R-2A: 5,000 sq. ft. for single-family dw ellings; 6,000 sq. ft. for 
duplexes;8,000 sq. ft. for all other principal uses                            
R-3:  5,000 sq. ft. for single-family dw ellings; 6,000 sq. ft. for 
duplexes; 8,000 sq. ft. for all other principal uses    

Suff icient minimum lot sizes for an urban area. 

Permitted dwelling unit 
types:

R-1: Single-family dw ellings
R-2: Single-family dw ellings and duplexes
R-3: Single-family dw ellings, duplexes, tow nhouses, multi-
family dw ellings, and group homes for the handicapped

A good variety of housing types are permitted. 

Alternative designs: Apartment Conversion Overlay Districts
Definition of Family: One or more individuals w ho are “related” to each other by 

blood, marriage or adoption (including persons receiving formal 
foster care) or up to four (4) unrelated individuals w ho maintain 
a common household w ith common cooking facilities and certain 
rooms in common, and w ho live w ithin one dw elling unit. A 
family shall also expressly include unrelated persons residing 
w ithin an approved group care facility. 

Specif ically states that family does  include group 
residential facilities. 

Limit of four (4) placed on the number of unrelated 
persons that can live together as a single 
housekeeping unit.

Definition and regulation 
of Group Care Facility

–a group living arrangement that provides room and board
and specialized services to permanent residents that exceed 
the number authorized in the definition of family or that fail to 
meet the criteria for the group living arrangement established in 
the definition of family, but not including any short term or 
transient residents as regulated by the definition of temporary 
shelter.

Group residential facilities are a conditional use. 

Group residential facilities should be a permitted use 
by right in residential districts and should not be 
subject to a more stringent approval process than 
other residential dw ellings. 

Definition of Mobile 
Home:

A transportable, single-family dw elling intended for permanent 
occupancy, contained in one (1) unit or in tw o (2) units 
designed to be joined into one (1) integral unit capable of again 
being separated for repeated tow ing, w hich arrives at a site 
complete and ready for occupancy except for minor and 
incidental unpacking and assembly operations, and constructed 
so that it may be used w ithout a permanent foundation. 

Mobile homes permitted as a single-family dw elling 
outside of a Mobile Home Park.

South Strabane Township

This is a current ordinance in most respects. 

Source: https://ecode360.com/SO2807
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Washington City – Zoning Ordinance Review 

 

Analysis 
Date of Ordinance: 4/3/2017
Amended through:
Zoning districts where 
dwelling units are 
permitted:

R-1 & R-1-A: Low -Density Residential District 
R-2 & R-2-A: Medium-Density Residential District 
R-3: High-Density Residential District 

There is a w ide variety of residential districts.

Smallest permitted 
minimum residential lot 
size:

R-1: 7,500 sq. ft. for single-family dw ellings; 10,000 sq. ft. for 
all others
R-1A: 6,000 sq. ft. for single-family dw ellings; 10,000 sq. ft. for 
all others
R-2: 6,000 sq. ft. for single-family dw ellings; 7,500 sq. ft. for 
duplexes; 7,500 sq. ft. for all other principal uses                      
R-2A: 5,000 sq. ft. for single-family dw ellings; 6,000 sq. ft. for 
duplexes;8,000 sq. ft. for all other principal uses                            
R-3:  5,000 sq. ft. for single-family dw ellings; 6,000 sq. ft. for 
duplexes; 8,000 sq. ft. for all other principal uses    

Suff icient minimum lot sizes for an urban area. 

Permitted dwelling unit 
types:

R-1: Single-family dw ellings
R-2: Single-family dw ellings and duplexes
R-3: Single-family dw ellings, duplexes, tow nhouses, multi-
family dw ellings, and group homes for the handicapped

A good variety of housing types are permitted. 

Alternative designs: Apartment Conversion Overlay Districts
Definition of Family: One or more individuals w ho are “related” to each other by 

blood, marriage or adoption (including persons receiving formal 
foster care) or up to four (4) unrelated individuals w ho maintain 
a common household w ith common cooking facilities and certain 
rooms in common, and w ho live w ithin one dw elling unit. A 
family shall also expressly include unrelated persons residing 
w ithin an approved group care facility. 

Specif ically states that family does  include group 
residential facilities. 

Limit of four (4) placed on the number of unrelated 
persons that can live together as a single 
housekeeping unit.

Definition and regulation 
of Group Care Facility

–a group living arrangement that provides room and board
and specialized services to permanent residents that exceed 
the number authorized in the definition of family or that fail to 
meet the criteria for the group living arrangement established in 
the definition of family, but not including any short term or 
transient residents as regulated by the definition of temporary 
shelter.

Group residential facilities are a conditional use. 

Group residential facilities should be a permitted use 
by right in residential districts and should not be 
subject to a more stringent approval process than 
other residential dw ellings. 

Definition of Mobile 
Home:

A transportable, single-family dw elling intended for permanent 
occupancy, contained in one (1) unit or in tw o (2) units 
designed to be joined into one (1) integral unit capable of again 
being separated for repeated tow ing, w hich arrives at a site 
complete and ready for occupancy except for minor and 
incidental unpacking and assembly operations, and constructed 
so that it may be used w ithout a permanent foundation. 

Mobile homes permitted as a single-family dw elling 
outside of a Mobile Home Park.

City of Washington

This is a current ordinance in most respects. 

Source: http://www.washingtonpa.us/wp-content/uploads/2017/05/Washington-East-Washington-Multi-Municipal-Zoning-Ordinance-Enacted-
April-3-2017.pdf




