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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

What is the purpose of this housing market analysis?

Local housing practitioners and real estate professionals sensed that Fayette County
lagged behind the region in terms of expansion of the housing market. Yet they
also felt that certain changes in the local housing market were imminent. There
were many uncertainties about the direction and magnitude of the transition.
Research was needed to provide answers to many thought provoking questions:

e  Where do younger working families want to live?

e What types of dwellings are needed for empty nesters and older residents
who no longer wish to maintain a single family home?

e s there an adequate supply of senior independent living units, assisted
living facilities and nursing home beds?

e  Why are developers reluctant to build speculative housing in the county?

e Why is there a general absence of modern multifamily dwellings such as
condominiums, garden apartments, and townhouses?

e How will the housing market be affected by proposed infrastructure
improvements, such as public water, public sewer, and the construction
of the Mon-Fayette Expressway?

e What can be done to stabilize the dozens of patch communities in rural
areas?

e What can be done to revitalize distressed urban neighborhoods?

e Are the housing needs of special needs populations (including the elderly
and homeless) being adequately served?

e Interms of public policy, what is the best way to deal with the decline in
the county’s older housing stock?

e Isthere a demand for more apartment units above commercial storefronts
in towns and villages?

Armed with research on housing supply and demand factors, the Fayette County
Housing Consortium felt that it would be in a better position to educate developers
and builders who have previously lacked confidence in the local housing market.
Information in this study will also be used by the Fayette County Planning
Commission to complete the housing section of the county’s comprehensive plan.

This analysis attempts to provide the “big picture” of housing in Fayette County — a
comprehensive look at all facets of the housing market and the factors that
influence it. This information is intended to assist the county’s housing
practitioners and stakeholders to better serve the needs of residents and those
expected to reside in Fayette County.
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B. What drives the Fayette County housing market?

First and foremost, it is the economy. The housing market is an indicator of how
well the local economy is doing. New jobs and increases in household income fuel
the demand for housing.

The workforce in the county is expanding significantly. Fayette County gained
9,697 workers between 1990 and 2000, an impressive 20.1% increase. Besides
being the highest worker gain in the six-county Pittsburgh Metropolitan Statistical
Area (MSA), the county’s increase in workers was over five times the state’s 3.9%
gain.

Another closely related economic factor that drives the housing market involves
interest rates. For the past decade, our nation has enjoyed historically low
mortgage rates. Banks have created a variety of mortgage products, many of which
require minimal downpayments. As a result, for-sale housing has become more
affordable to all households. Existing homeowners find it economically feasible to
“move up” to a larger home. Renters find it possible to buy a starter home. Home
sales further stimulate the local economy through the creation of construction jobs
and the purchase of materials, equipment and accessories. This upward spiral of
home investment creates an economy unto itself. This trend is evident in Fayette
County:

e Housing sales have steadily increased since 2000. The Fayette County
Board of Realtors reported 507 units sold in 2003, up 28.4% from 2000
sales. Sales volume was highest in Uniontown and the Connellsville
area. The cost of sales housing in the county varies widely — average
sales prices range from $39,984 in the Brownsville area to $123,841 in
South Union Township.

e The county’s homeownership rate increased slightly, to 73.2% in 2000.
This outpaced the state’s 71.3% average. Homeowner rates were high
across the country, except in urban areas.

To a certain extent, Fayette County’s housing market is also being driven by
population growth. Fayette County’s population increased moderately between
1990 and 2000. There was an increase of 3,293 persons during that time period.
This increase may seem insignificant in a county of 148,644 people. However,
compared to other southwestern Pennsylvania counties, this 2.3% increase is fairly
substantial. Fayette was one of only two counties in the MSA to gain population.
And Greene County was the only adjacent Pennsylvania county that had a greater
population increase than Fayette.

Looking forward, however, it is unlikely that population growth will continue to
stimulate the housing market. Future population growth is estimated to be small,
with a projected gain of 221 residents (0.1%) between 2000 and 2008.

! Source: Claritas, Inc. (See Section 6 for more information.)
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To a much larger extent, housing demand in Fayette County is being generated by
household formation. Household growth in the county is part of a national trend
that involves a number of factors such as longer life expectancy, young people
remaining single for a longer period of time, and more frequent divorces. Each one
of these events creates a new household. Demand is created because every
household needs a dwelling.

In Fayette County, household growth increased much faster than population
between 1990 and 2000. A gain of 3,859 households during that time netted a
6.9% increase — the second-highest household gain in the Pittsburgh MSA. As seen
in the following figure, this was the fastest household growth of any adjacent
Pennsylvania county. It also outpaced the state’s 6.3% household increase.
Households will continue to grow, projecting a growth of 2,641 households by
2008 (4.4%).% As a result, more housing units will be needed.
Figure 1-1
Household Change of Fayette County and Surrounding Areas — 1990-2000

AR Maryland
Virginia

8.7%

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census

C. The market responds by creating over 5,000 housing units

During the 1990s, the housing market responded dramatically to favorable
demographic and economic conditions. Fayette County experienced a large gain in
housing units between 1990 and 2000 — 5,084 units, an 8.3% increase. This was
significantly higher than the previous decade, when housing units only grew by
0.6%. The county’s rural areas and townships saw the largest increases in new
housing units, as reflected in the following figure. In contrast, many of the

2 Source: Claritas, Inc. (See Section 6 for more information.)
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county’s older communities saw a decline in the number of housing units, possibly
due to demolition of dilapidated structures.

Figure 1-2
Fayette County Housing Unit Change — 1990-2000

[ Market Areas
Housing Unit Change
B under 0%
L 0%- 5%

5% - 10%

W 0% - 15%
W 5% - 20%
B over 20%

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census

Household incomes are low in Fayette County

Although more county residents are workers, the median household income
remains very low in Fayette County. In 2000, the county had a median household
income of $27,451. This amount was significantly lower than the state median of
$40,106. However, median household income did increase 8.8% over the rate of
inflation.

Income directly relates to education. The county’s low number of residents with
bachelor’s degrees (9.3%) in contrast to the statewide average (17.9%) may
account partially for the low median income. In addition, the lower the income is,
the higher the poverty level may be. The county’s poverty rate, though on the
decline, is still seven percentage points higher than the state average.

Low household income limits housing choice. Out of Reach, a recent publication
of the National Low Income Housing Coalition, calculated the “housing wage,” or
what a worker must earn to afford a two-bedroom rental unit rental housing at fair
market levels (presumably to support a household). A worker who works 40 hours
per week must earn $11.83 per hour to afford a two-bedroom unit in Fayette
County. In contrast, a worker earning the minimum wage must work 92 hours per
week in order to afford a two-bedroom unit.

Relatively low household incomes in the county point to a continued need for good
quality, affordable housing, both owner- and renter-occupied.
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E. The county’s housing stock is becoming more diverse

Single family, detached housing units still dominate the housing market. In 2000,
72.7% of the existing housing stock fell into this category. Even though
multifamily units and mobile homes are smaller portions of the overall housing
stock, those categories are swiftly increasing. Each of those unit types grew four
times faster than the rate of single family unit growth between 1990 and 2000 —
23.4% and 23.6% compared to 5.0%. This growth in alternative housing types
shows a growing demand for housing units other than the standard single-family
detached model.

Table 1-1
Housing Unit Composition — 1990-2000
1990 2000
# of units| % of total | # of units | % of total
single family 46,080 75.0% 48,363 72.7%
multifamily 7,734 12.6% 9,543 14.4%
mobile homes 6,760 11.0% 8,354 12.6%
other homes 832 1.4% 230 0.3%

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census
The “other homes” category includes boats, RVs, vans, etc.

F. Are household incomes keeping up with increases in housing costs?

Although household income increased 8.8% over the rate of inflation in the last
decade, the value of owner-occupied homes greatly outpaced that rate. The median
value of owner housing rose 23.3% over inflation between 1990 and 2000. This
steady growth in value contributes to an expanded tax base, but makes sales
housing less affordable to the buyer (the county’s 2003 reassessment, its first since
1958, may also have contributed to the rise in owner-occupied home value). The
low interest rate environment and increased earnings of county residents have
contributed to the rise in home values. An uptick in mortgage rates and/or a
decline in household earnings could reduce home values.

In contrast, the median gross rent actually decreased 0.7% after adjusting for
inflation, which theoretically makes renting in the county more affordable. This is
good news for tenants, but makes it difficult for landlords to justify capital
improvements to their properties.

G. Condition of the county’s housing stock

Over 5,000 housing units were vacant in 2000 — 8.0% of the total housing stock.
This was an increase of 21.2% over 1990. The largest category of vacant units
(31.6%) was “other vacant” — usually units that are neglected and dilapidated.
Over half of the county’s housing is over 50 years old — another indicator of
potential housing problems. The older the structure, the more likely it is to be
substandard. Effective code enforcement then becomes an issue.

On a more positive note, other statistical indicators of housing quality are quite
positive. Overcrowded units and those lacking complete plumbing facilities make
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up only 1.5% of the county’s housing stock, slightly lower than adjacent rural
counties.

H. Predicting future housing demand

Demand projections for both the homeowner and renter market were calculated
through 2008 using trends, census data, and household projections developed by
Claritas, Inc., a national marketing and demography firm. Past trends in household
formation are used to predict the number of households that will be in need of
housing in the future. This future demand for housing was then broken down by
household income and age. This information was used to define six different
classifications of households that will need housing through 2008. Those
household types include:

e Low-income households are households with an annual income under
$25,000, including all age groups up to age 65.

e First-time homebuyers are generally younger households in the market
for for-sale housing, ages 25-44 years old, with incomes between
$25,000-$75,000.

e Affordable households are homebuyers ages 45-64 with incomes
between $25,000-$75,000, and renters ages 25-64 in the same income
range.

e  Move-up households are households relocating from existing housing
units and from beyond the county’s borders. They have annual incomes
of over $75,000 and are found in age brackets up to age 64.

e High-income households have annual incomes in excess of $100,000
and ages up to 65. This household type is generally seeking the most
expensive units in the county.

e Elderly households are households age 65 and over, regardless of
income.

i. For-Sale Units

Between 2000 and 2008, the total demand for sales housing is approximately
5,100 units. Most of this demand will be met through the sale of existing
homes. However, approximately 1,700 newly constructed units will be
needed through 2008. New construction demand is predicted to be
approximately 211 units per year.

Homeowner housing demand will primarily be generated by the move up,
higher income, affordable, and elderly buyer categories. The number of units
constructed per year in the county is, at first glance, sufficient to keep pace
with homeowner demand.® However, the types of housing recently

® The only quantitative source for current residential construction is building permit data collected by the
U.S. Census Bureau from local municipalities and the county. Because of antiquated filing systems and
inconsistencies between permit types, local housing practitioners do not believe the building permit data is
an accurate depiction of housing construction in Fayette County.
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constructed are not necessarily meeting all housing demand. Specifically,
market rate for-sale housing for households with incomes above $75,000 is
not being built in sufficient quantities. Speculative housing development is
negligible. And non-traditional for-sale units (patio homes, duplexes, quads,
townhouses, condos, etc.) are only just now being constructed in the county.
Current construction practices only perpetuate the housing status quo, leaving
little room for pent-up demand of non-traditional units to surface. More
variety in for-sale housing is crucial to adequately house new residents.*

ii. Rental Units

Between 2000 and 2008, rental demand is for approximately 1,100 units.
Rental demand is expected to be met equally between new construction and
rental of existing units. There is a need for approximately 500 newly
constructed rental units through 2008. New construction demand is predicted
to be approximately 67 units per year.

Rental housing demand will primarily be generated by the move up, higher
income, affordable, and elderly housing types. With an average of 23
multifamily units constructed between 2000-2003, the current pace of
multifamily unit construction is insufficient to keep pace with renter demand.
The highest demand for rental units is generated by those households with
incomes of $75,000 or higher. Little high-end rental housing of any building
type (single-family or apartment style) exists to support this demand.

Rental unit variety is also an issue in the county. Garden apartments,
townhouses, duplexes, and other non-traditional rental units need to be
constructed to attract a variety of residents to the county. These types of
units should be marketed to both affordable and market rate renters.

Where is housing growth expected to occur?

Housing decisions are not reached in a vacuum. The availability of land for
development, accessibility to major highways, access to public water and sewer
service, relative tax burden, school district quality, and availability of commercial
amenities are all factors that enter into the housing development equation. These
factors affect where people want to live and are therefore determinants of where
future housing growth will take place in the county.

i The movement of population within the county

Population growth is occurring in the eastern two-thirds of the county. As the
following figure shows, population gains occurred primarily in the eastern
and central portions of the county. Population losses occurred primarily in
the Connellsville area and communities along the county’s western edge.
Several rural boroughs also lost population. This trend is expected to
continue.

* Please see Section 6 for more detail on projected housing demand.
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Figure 1-3
Fayette County Population Change — 1990-2000

[] Market Areas
Population Change

B under -10%
B -10% - -5%
| -5% -0%
C_ | 0%-5%

B 5% - 10%
Bl over 10%

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census

Availability of land for development

During the past decade, housing development has been focused in suburban
areas surrounding Uniontown. Prime land for residential building in North
and South Union townships have largely been developed, with remaining
available land more of a development challenge. Although larger-scale
residential builders have the ability to develop such land, Fayette County
builders operate on a smaller scale and tend not to develop housing on non-
prime land. And boroughs throughout the county have long been fully
developed.

Since the availability of land zoned for residential development is an essential
ingredient of housing growth, it is reasonable to assume that future housing
development will take place primarily in outlying communities, with
available infrastructure, and along major highway corridors. In areas that are
mainly “built out,” existing housing needs to become the primary focus.
Once housing is built, it needs to be maintained. Preventative, proactive
code enforcement is imperative to maintain quality housing standards.

Accessibility to major highways and access to public water and sewer
service

Housing is generally more marketable when it is accessible by major roads or
highways and has access to public water and sewer service. The availability
of these amenities is a determinant of housing growth.
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The completion of the Mon-Fayette Expressway will make land close to this
corridor ripe for housing development. Easy access to both Pittsburgh and
Morgantown via the Mon-Fayette Expressway has the potential to turn
Fayette County into a bedroom community for these cities. Communities
along the expressway route have already begun to plan for growth and
development.

In Fayette County, public water and sewer lines, with some exceptions, are
generally located west of the Laurel Ridge. The topography of the highlands
severely increases the cost of providing public infrastructure to the eastern
portion of the county. It also limits the probability of future infrastructure
extensions.

Based on factors such as population movement within the county, the
availability of land zoned for residential use, accessibility to major routes,
and access to public water and sewer service, future housing growth is
expected in the following communities:

e Brownsville Twp — along the Route 40 corridor

e Bullskin Twp —along the Route 119 corridor, mainly in response to
the state Enterprise Zones

e Connellsville Twp — along the Route 119 corridor, mainly in
response to the state Enterprise Zones

e Dunbar Twp — along the Route 119 corridor, mainly in response to
the state Enterprise Zones

e Fairchance Borough — land in the borough will likely develop
mainly in response to its proximity to Route 43

e (Georges Twp — resulting from the Route 43 interchanges and state
Enterprise Zones

e German Twp — along the Route 21 corridor

e Luzerne Twp — in the western portion of the township near the state
prison. Currently, most of the facility’s 600 employees (with
average annual salaries of $35,000-$40,000) commute.

e Menallen Twp — along the Route 40 and 21 corridors, because of the
state Enterprise Zones, Route 43, proximity to Uniontown, and the
119 by-pass

e Nicholson Twp — along the Route 119 corridor

e North Union Twp — growth will occur throughout the township, but
primarily along Routes 119 and 51 at the Route 43 interchange

e Perry Township — along the Route 51 corridor, south of Perryopolis
Borough

e Redstone Twp — growth will occur south of Brownsville and along
the Route 40 corridor
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e Smithfield Borough — along the Route 119 corridor due to the state
Enterprise Zone and proximity to Route 43

e South Union Twp — in northwestern and central areas of the
township, spreading out from existing areas

e Upper Tyrone Twp — in the northern portion of the township along
the Route 119 corridor

e Wharton Twp — growth will continue in the Deer Lake, Farmington,
and Nemacolin Woodands communities, supporting tourism and
recreation opportunities

J. Other factors that influence housing decisions

i. Taxes

Fayette County’s property tax burden is the lowest of the counties in
southwestern Pennsylvania. Adjacent counties in Maryland and West
Virginia have lower property tax burdens due to differing tax structures,
making direct comparisons difficult. A Fayette County home with a market
value of $100,000 has an annual real estate tax burden ranging from a low of
$1,235.91 to a high of $2,101.01, depending on the local municipality and
school district. The following figure highlights the surrounding counties’
taxes on a $100,000 home.’
Figure 1-4
Tax Burden Ranges on Hypothetical $100,000 Residential Properties — 2004

$1,851.23* -
$2,43700- . - $272925*
$4,03350

$1,349.00 -
$2,359.50
$2,555.80 -

$3,572.00
Pennsylvania
gg?ﬁ-gg' WS Maryland
AL ] $1,036.00-
$1,441.00

$411.48 -
$636.48

Source: County Assessment Offices, PA Governor's Center for Local Government Services

® Please refer to Appendix 6 for tax information by municipality for Fayette County and surrounding
counties.
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Demand for housing — and subsequent services and amenities — drives the
need for tax revenue. Should the county’s potential as a bedroom community
be realized, taxes may rise to be able to meet increased demand for services.

i, Public Education

The quality of public education is an important locational factor to families
with children who are considering a housing investment. New employers are
particularly concerned about the quality of public education because it affects
their ability to recruit qualified employees from areas outside of the county.
Developers want to build for-sale housing in school districts that are
perceived to be superior in quality.

The public perception of school districts in the county varies widely.
However, both PSSA and SAT test scores for all school districts in the
county fall within a fairly narrow range. The table below highlights the SAT
scores for each high school serving the county. Only 104 points separate the
highest from the lowest score.

Conventional wisdom would suggest that school districts with higher budgets
and fewer families in poverty produce higher test scores. But in Fayette
County, there appears to be very little correlation between test scores,
expenditure per student, and households in poverty. Although general
perceptions of the school districts vary widely, the statistics do not bear out
the anecdotal differences. Personal experiences passed by word of mouth
may be the origin of such perceptions. But, SAT and PSSA test scores refute
the perception that some school districts are of lesser quality.

Table 1-2
School District Quality Indicators
2000
2003 SAT 200? Average 2002 Student
Expenditure ) Low Income
Scores Housing
per Student Rates
Cost
Albert Gallatin 1042 $ 7,787 | $ 59,513 55.0%
Laurel Highlands 1034 $ 8,054 | $ 74,050 41.9%
Southmoreland 1029 $ 7,384 | $ 55,200 35.2%
Statewide Average 1026 $ 8,295 - -
Frazier 989 $ 8,433 | $ 68,800 29.9%
Belle Vernon 984 $ 7,392 | $ 59,500 24.7%
Brownsville 977 $ 8,069 | $ 44,200 88.6%
Connellsville 959 $ 8,406 | $ 63,480 53.5%
Uniontown 938 $ 8,923 | $ 63,938 56.6%

Source: Pittsburgh Post-Gazette; Standard & Poor's School Evaluation
Services; PA Department of Education; U.S. Bureau of the Census

K. Commuting patterns

Another interesting aspect of Fayette County is that many of its workforce residents
commute to employment destinations outside of the county. Although 35,915
workers both live and work in Fayette County, 20,450 residents leave the county to
work. In contrast, only 6,199 people come into the county from other areas to
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work. This daily out-migration of 14,251 workers indicates that, to a certain
degree, the county serves as a bedroom community for other regional job centers.
This phenomenon could possibly be explained by the relatively low real estate tax
burden in the county. Residents are willing to travel longer distances to work in
exchange for the advantages of property ownership in Fayette County. On the
opposite side of this phenomenon, the 6,000+ workers that commute to the county
for employment can be viewed as a potential market for local housing products.
The following figure depicts cross-county commuting patterns.
Figure 1-5
Commuting Patterns of Regional Workforce - 2000

+2,391

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census
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Major housing needs in Fayette County

The statistics discussed above outline many positive trends occurring in Fayette
County. The county’s many housing stakeholders need to capitalize on the
county’s assets to continue to improve its quality of life. No one entity is powerful
enough to address these issues — continuing and expanding the collaborative effort
pioneered through the Housing Consortium is critical to long-term success. The
following issues are the most pressing housing needs that have been discovered as a
result of this research.

i Improve the quality of the existing low cost housing stock, including
owner-occupied units, rental units, and personal care facilities

Fayette County is an inherently affordable place to live. Its low cost of
living, low housing costs, and a low tax burden all contribute to an affordable
existing housing stock. The county median owner housing value in 2000 was
$63,900, significantly lower than the $97,000 statewide owner housing value.
Rents averaged $367 in the county, $164 less than the 2000 statewide
average. There is an extensive inventory of public housing and assisted
private housing. With a few exceptions, demand forecasts show little need
for additional lower income housing. According to the data, the housing
needs of lower income owner and renter households appear to be adequately
addressed.

However, abundant low cost housing in the county does not necessarily
equate to decent quality housing. Demand for lower income family housing
is limited because the source data only shows the number of existing
inexpensive units, not their overall quality. In Fayette County, where 53.0%
of the housing units are over fifty years old, maintenance and upkeep is a
major issue. The cost of rehabilitating an older housing unit is often higher
than the unit’s value, especially with new statewide building codes now in
place. As the population ages, people on fixed incomes are less likely to be
able to afford basic maintenance and are therefore likely to defer needed
improvements.

In addition, the housing stock in rural areas may not have access to public
utilities. Inexpensive housing alternatives, including modular or mobile
homes, can quickly depreciate in value. The poor condition of almost 50% of
the county’s residential properties has caused the tax assessment office to
give them failing grades in its condition ranking system. And high vacancy
rates in the county contribute to disinvestment in neighborhoods, causing
property values to plummet. As time progresses, the quality of the existing
low cost housing stock will continue to deteriorate.

The quality of some assisted living facilities and personal care homes in the
county is also an issue. Those elderly residents who can afford top-quality
care have high quality housing with many amenities. However, the condition
of the majority of the facilities that provide housing for the elderly is
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marginal at best. As the county’s population ages, there is a need for
affordable, high quality personal care and assisted living units.

ii. A variety of housing styles and densities distributed throughout the
county

The county’s housing stock is comprised primarily of single family, detached
units. Several factors have led to a growing interest in alternative, non-
traditional, housing forms:

e an aging population looking to downsize from larger homes to
apartments, co-ops, townhouses, or patio homes

e students and working singles interested in maintenance-free living
and urban “loft-style” spaces

e people relocating from areas outside of the county who demand
townhouses and condominiums

e greater emphasis on amenities included with housing developments
(rental and for-sale)

Whatever the reason, demand for units other than traditional single family
units is growing.

Developers are gradually responding to this trend, with new construction of
duplexes and quads appearing for the first time in growth areas throughout
the county. There is demand for investment in upper floor residential units
(both market-rate and affordable) above commercial storefronts, especially in
Uniontown. But a more diverse housing stock needs to be developed.
Townhouses work well as infill structures in urban areas. Loft-style housing
can be converted from underutilized buildings. According to local Realtors,
condominiums and garden-style market rate apartments are also in demand,
but difficult to find in the county. Encouraging a variety of housing types
across the county builds the attractiveness of the area to both new residents
and existing residents with changing housing needs.

While new housing grows in variety, the existing housing stock cannot afford
to be neglected. The bulk of the county’s housing units are older, with
varying levels of maintenance. There is a real need to revitalize existing
housing stock, especially in urban areas. This should be accomplished
through intensive code enforcement and targeted demolition of structures that
are economically infeasible to rehabilitate. This type of effort will need
significant funding from a variety of sources at the state and county levels.

iii.  Market rate rental units of varying bedroom sizes

Realtors working throughout the county have repeatedly noted the lack of
market rate rental units. New higher-income residents to the county often
want to rent an apartment before they decide where and when to purchase a
home. “Snowbirds” who winter in the southern states frequently keep an
apartment as a maintenance-free, secure summer residence in the county.
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Vacancy rates for existing market rate complexes are very low. When a unit
becomes available, it rents up quickly.

The demand projections identify a market for approximately 67 new
construction rental units per year. Currently, only 23 new multifamily units
are being built per year. The demand for market rate rental units is a
significant unmet need.

iv. Market rate for-sale housing for households with incomes above
$75,000

Demand for higher-end for-sale housing is being generated by an influx of
new, high-paying jobs. The move up and higher income household types will
account for approximately 75% of new owner housing demand through 2008.
Since households can generally afford a home whose value is equal to three
times their annual salary, this income group will demand homes of $225,000
or more. With a median owner housing value of $63,900, a gap exists
between the existing housing stock and the type of housing new residents
desire.

Some inroads have been made in higher-end housing, with new units under
construction in the greater Uniontown area. But additional units are needed
to meet this demand.

V. Increased housing demand for seniors in Masontown, Brownsville, and
Smithfield

Brownsville, Masontown, and Smithfield are three municipalities that have
been identified as good locations for privately-owned, subsidized elderly
rental housing units. A preliminary market feasibility analysis, based on
census data and existing subsidized housing units in a 5-mile radius, was
conducted for many areas in the county. Three of these locations were
identified as potential sites for elderly assisted units.

The following table outlines the maximum number of units possible in each
location by age of householder and capture rates (percentage of the eligible
population that would be served by the suggested number of units). Although
this data is specific to projects potentially funded by PHFA, there is no
guarantee of receipt of funding. Other funding sources, developers, and site
selections need to be identified in order to create adequate elderly housing in
the county.
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Table 1-3
Top Three Potential Senior Rental Housing Markets in Fayette County
Brownsville Masontown Smithfield
units cgpture rate units cgpture rate units ce?\pture rate
project | overall project | overall project | overall
55+ 73 | 5.01% | 22.92% | 49 | 4.97% | 18.14% | 35 | 5.03% | 9.63%
62+ 64 | 5.02% | 25.47% | 41 | 4.96% | 20.69% | 29 | 5.01% | 10.54
55+
43 | 5.06% | 18.13% | 33 | 4.97% | 6.48%
Fayette only
62+

37 1 5.01% | 20.02% | 28 | 5.08% | 6.89%

Fayette only

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census; Pennsylvania Housing Finance Agency;
Mullin & Lonergan Associates, Inc.

vi. Neighborhood revitalization adjacent to downtowns

In the past fifty years, living patterns nationwide shifted away from urban
areas and towards suburban living. Fayette County was no exception to this
trend. Most of the county’s population now resides in its townships. The
resulting lack of private investment in the neighborhoods of the county’s
cities and boroughs has led to declining housing values, an increased
incidence of blight, and rising crime in certain neighborhoods.

Revitalization of these areas is necessary for long-term urban stability and
viability of the county’s housing stock. Residential areas adjacent to
downtowns are suitable targets for revitalization, as their location naturally
gives them a higher profile. Preserving the best homes, removing vacant and
blighted structures, and introducing new infill residential development is
needed to revitalize these neighborhoods. Just as important, obtaining the
necessary funding for demolition and proactive code enforcement is
imperative if progress will continue.

The Gallatin Avenue area of Uniontown is an example of such a transitional
neighborhood in need of revitalization. Adjacent to the business district,
which is benefiting from significant private investment, this distressed
neighborhood is undergoing a revitalization planning process. Utilizing
public financing tools such as PHFA’s Homeownership Choice Program is a
necessary and appropriate strategy for revitalization of transitional
neighborhoods. A proactive, grass-roots approach in areas like this across the
county is needed to bring these suggestions to fruition. Entities need to be
cultured, advocacies need to be grouped, and developers need to be found to
revitalize these areas.

vii. Local planning for residential and mixed use development

Major land use changes are anticipated with the imminent construction of the
Mon-Fayette Expressway. The new Pittsburgh to Morgantown limited access
toll highway will provide unprecedented access to the county. The resultant
development, especially in the communities that are slated for interchanges,
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will be substantial. The following residential and mixed-use alternatives
have been suggested for the five interchanges between the county’s western
border and the Uniontown area:

e Interchange 1 (Luzerne Township): Village-style development
including mixed use commercial and medium density residential in a
consistent grid pattern.

e Interchange 2 (Redstone Township): Smart growth planning
techniques such as cluster residential development and Growing
Greener alternatives to preserve open space and reduce
infrastructure costs.

e Interchange 3 (Menallen Township): Smart growth planning
techniques such as cluster residential development and Growing
Greener alternatives to preserve open space and reduce
infrastructure costs. Medium density housing should be developed
for a population density that would support a new community
environment, allowing residents to walk or drive to local
commercial districts.

e Interchanges 4 and 5 (North and South Union townships): Identify
appropriate sites for diversity of residential and integrated
commercial development. High density, walkable residential
development is recommended accompanied by neighborhood
commercial districts.

Infrastructure is also a major development generator in the county. Water
and sewer extensions drive private development, both commercial and
residential. Proposed infrastructure extensions will be constructed
throughout the county over the next ten years. This time frame will allow
local units of government ample time to identify potential impacts and plan
accordingly to minimize negative consequences.

viii. Revitalization of rural villages

Patch communities are small settlements in rural areas whose origins are, in
many cases, related to the coal mining industry. These rural villages are
scattered throughout the county. Ninety-two of the largest patches were
identified as significant and earmarked for further study. These patches
range from larger unincorporated villages with integral commercial districts
to small crossroads communities. Housing conditions in these areas also vary
widely. The following figure shows the locations of these communities.
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Source: Fayette County Redevelopment Authority

Figure 1-6

Fayette County Patch Communities

Patch communities have been divided into categories in an effort to identify
those areas with existing or planned public infrastructure, a critical mass of
housing stock, and existing commercial buildings that serve (or have the
capacity to serve) local residents. Location within the county (both in
relation to Laurel Ridge and major population centers) was also considered.

As a result of this analysis, twenty-five patch communities were identified as
having the statistically highest potential for public/private investment and

revitalization. They include:

Allison #1
Allison #2
Arnold City
Brownfield
Edenborn

Hiller

Hopwood
Leckrone
Leisenring
Lemont Furnace
Lynnwood
McClellandtown
Merrittstown

New Salem
Oliphant Furnace
Pechin
Penn-Craft
Phillips
Republic
Rowes Run
Smock

Star Junction
Thompson #2
Tower Hill #2
Trotter
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This ranking system will assist the county and other housing providers in
allocating scarce public resources for community revitalization. However,
there are many other patch communities scattered across the county with
strong ties and commitment from their residents. In order to revitalize these
communities, more work must be done by all parties interested in their long
term viability. A proactive approach to marketing and identifying sites
should occur to make working in such communities more palatable to
developers.

Many of these communities are also in need of public water and/or sewer
service, which limits their redevelopment potential. Targeting limited public
infrastructure to existing housing in patch communities may be a way to
encourage further development in the patches without destroying their
character.

Address the housing needs of special populations

Aside from elderly housing needs, the other primary special needs population
with housing issues in Fayette County is the homeless population. Through
the Continuum of Care process, the following services are provided to
Fayette County’s homeless and at-risk populations:

Emergency shelter

Transitional housing

Housing for high risk youths age 14-17
Case management

Life skills training

Substance abuse treatment

Mental health treatment

HIV/AIDS prevention, education, and care
Employment assistance

Child care

Housing placement

The majority of the county’s homeless facilities are located in Uniontown.
The county’s priority homeless housing needs, as reported by local provider
agencies, include:

Permanent housing units with supportive services for clients
transitioning from homeless shelters

Housing for released prison inmates with supportive services

June 2005
Page 19



Fayette County
Housing Market Analysis
2. ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS
Preparation of the Fayette County Housing Needs Analysis required the
collaboration of many people. The following parties provided valuable input and
assistance:
Redevelopment Authority of the County of Fayette
e Ray Polaski, Executive Director
e Andrew French, Assistant Director and Project Coordinator
Fayette County Office of Planning, Zoning, and Economic Development staff
Members of the Fayette County Housing Consortium, interview participants, and
stakeholders:
Joe Abraham Jim Hercik Neal Mechling, Sr.
Chuck Cieszynski Dee John Muriel Nuttall
George Fausold Bob Junk John Rapano
Russ Fike Stephanie King Tammy Shell
Barbara Galica Ken Klein Michelle Shumar
Irmi Gaut Tammy Knouse Dan Sochko
Gary Glisan Mike Krajovic Jim Stark
Carol Guman Dick Krieger Angela Williams-Foster
Jim Gutowski Kristy Litavec Jim Woleslagle
Leon Haley Bill Long Ralph Wombacker
Tom Harkless Frank Lucente
E/IULLIN
ONERGAN
ASSOCIATES e




Fayette County
Housing Market Analysis

3. INTRODUCTION

A. Market Areas

For the purposes of this report, Fayette County has been subdivided into
eleven market areas. When statistical data is presented for the county and its
specific components, tables generally organize data for the county as a whole,
the forty-two municipalities in the county, and the eleven market areas in the
county. The eleven market areas include:

e Market Area 1l

Belle VVernon Borough, Everson Borough, Fayette City Borough,
Jefferson Township, Lower Tyrone Township, Newell Borough, Perry
Township, Perryopolis Borough, Upper Tyrone Township, and
Washington Township (includes Belle Vernon Area, Frazier, and
Southmoreland school districts)

e Market Area 2

Brownsville Borough, Brownsville Township, Luzerne Township, and
Redstone Township (includes Brownsville Area school district)

e Market Area 3

Fairchance Borough, Georges Township, German Township,
Masontown Borough, and Smithfield Borough (includes a portion of the
Albert Gallatin Area school district)

e Market Area 4

Nicholson Township, Point Marion Borough, and Springhill Township
(includes a portion of the Albert Gallatin Area school district)

e Market Areas

Henry Clay Township, Markleysburg Borough, Ohiopyle Borough,
Stewart Township, and Wharton Township (includes a portion of the
Uniontown Area school district)

e Market Area 6

Saltlick Township and Springfield Township (includes a portion of the
Connellsville Area school district)

e Market Area7

Bullskin Township, Connellsville Township, Dawson Borough, Dunbar
Borough, Dunbar Township, and Vanderbilt Borough (includes a portion
of the Connellsville Area school district)

e Market Area 8

Franklin Township and Menallen Township (includes a portion of the
Uniontown Area school district)
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e Market Area9

North Union Township and South Union Township (includes Laurel
Highlands school district)

e Market Area 10

City of Connellsville and South Connellsville Borough (includes a
portion of the Connellsville Area school district)

e Market Area 11

City of Uniontown (includes a portion of the Uniontown Area school
district)

The following figure shows all the market areas in the county.

Figure 3-1
Fayette County Market Areas
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4. SOCIO-ECONOMIC TRENDS & PROJECTIONS

A. Population and Household Trends

i Population

Fayette County’s population has risen and fallen repeatedly since 1900. At
that time, the county population was 110,412. The county’s population
reached its peak in 1940, with 200,999 residents. Since then, population
decreased steadily, with the exception of increases between 1970-1980 and
1990-2000. In 2000, the county population was 148,644 residents.

This fluctuation in population differs from population changes in the state of
Pennsylvania. The state population has always increased since 1900, with
large gains in the early decades of the twentieth century and modest gains
more recently. The following table highlights both the county and state
population changes.

Table 4-1
Population 1900 — 2000
Fayette County Pennsylvania
Year Population] % Change| Population | % Change
1900 110,412 - 6,302,115 -
1910 167,449 51.7%| 7,665,111 21.6%
1920 188,104 12.3%]| 8,720,017 13.8%
1930 198,542 5.5%| 9,631,350 10.5%
1940 200,999 1.2%| 9,900,180 2.8%
1950 189,899 -5.5%]| 10,498,012 6.0%
1960 169,340 -10.8%] 11,319,316 7.8%
1970 154,667 -8.7%| 11,800,766 4.3%
1980 159,417 3.1%]| 11,864,720 0.5%
1990 145,351 -8.8%)| 11,881,643 0.1%
2000 148,644 2.3%| 12,281,054 3.4%
1900-2000 38,232 34.6%| 5,978,939 94.9%
change
Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census

ii. Population by Age and Sex

Fayette County’s population is growing older — as is the state as a whole.
According to the 2000 Census, the median age of the county’s population is
40.2 years. This figure is higher than both the state of Pennsylvania (38.0
years) and the national median age (35.3 years).

The following figure represents Fayette County’s population in a pyramid
that delineates both age and sex. The largest age group in the county was the
40-44 year olds (11,778 persons), closely followed by the 45-49 year olds
(11,465 persons). These two cohorts are part of the largest “bulge” on the
population pyramid. This bulge correlates to the baby boom generation
(persons born between 1946 and 1964). The other large bulge occurs at the
bottom of the pyramid (persons 19 years old and younger), which represents
children of baby boomers, sometimes referred to as the “echo boom.”
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The female population is slightly larger than the male population overall.
While the age strata are more or less equally distributed between sexes in the
middle of the pyramid, males 19 years old and younger outnumber females,
while females 50 years and older outnumber males.
Figure 4-1
Fayette County Population by Age and Sex 2000

(2,319) | 85 years and over

OFemale
B Male

(2,708) 80 to 84 years

(3,637) | 7510 79 years 2,455

(4,135) | 70 to 74 years

(3,594) 65 to 69 years

(3,603) 60 to 64 years

(4,100) | 55 to 59 years

(5,026) | 50 to 54 years

(5,718) | 45 to 49 years 5,747

(5,919), | 40 to 44 years 5,859

(5,466) | 35to 39 years

(4,887) | 30 to 34 years

(4,374) | 25to0 29 years

(4,016) | 20 to 24 years

(4,634) | 15 to 19 years

(4,682) | 10 to 14 years 5,192

(4,570) | 5to 9 years

(4,120)| Under 5 years

(8,000) (6,000) (4,000) (2,000) - 2,000 4,000 6,000 8,000

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census

iii.  Population by Race

Racially, the county’s population has remained relatively constant. In 2000,
95.3% (141,657) of the population was classified as white. The African-
American group was the second-largest racial group, representing 3.5%
(5,223) of the county population. American Indian/Alaska Natives, Asians,
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islanders, persons of other or two or more races, and
persons of Hispanic origin all represent less than 1.0% each of the county
population. The following table provides information on all race categories
in both Fayette County and Pennsylvania.
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Table 4-3
Fayette County Population by Race and Persons of Hispanic Origin 1990 — 2000

1990 ]1990 (%)] 2000 ]2000 (%)] % change
White 139,773 96.2%| 141,657 95.3% 1.3%
African-American 5,116 3.5% 5,223 3.5% 2.1%
American Indian/Alaska Native 139 0.1% 168 0.1% 20.9%
Asian/Pacific Islander 219 0.2% 341 0.2% 55.7%
Other race 104 0.1% 170 0.1% 63.5%
Two or more races n/a n/a 1,085 0.7% n/a
Total 145,351 | 100.0%]| 148,644 | 100.0% 2.3%
Hispanic origin, any race 452 0.3% 564 0.4% 24.8%

iv.

Table 4-2
Population by Race and Persons of Hispanic Origin 2000

Fayette County Pennsylvania

Total Percent Total Percent
White 141,657 95.3%] 10,484,203 85.4%
African-American 5,223 3.5%| 1,224,612 10.0%
American Indian/Alaska Native 168 0.1% 18,348 0.1%
Asian 323 0.2% 219,813 1.8%
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 18 0.0% 3,417 0.0%
Other race 170 0.1% 188,437 1.5%
Two or more races 1,085 0.7% 142,224 1.2%
Total 148,644 | 100.0%| 12,281,054 | 100.0%,
Hispanic origin, any race 564 0.4% 394,088 3.2%

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census

note: Hispanic origin is defined by the Bureau of the Census as "people
whose origins are from Spain, the Spanish-speaking countries of Central or
South Amierica, the Caribbean, or those identifying themselves generally as
Spanish, Spanish-American, etc. Origin can be viewed as ancestry, nationality,
or country of birth of the person of person's parents or ancestors prior to their
arrival in the United States. Spanish/Hispanic/Latino people may be of any

race."

The following table highlights changes in the county’s racial makeup

between 1990 and 2000. Highlights include:

e The white population declined slightly, from 96.2% to 95.3%

(139,773 to 141,657).
e The African-American population stayed constant at 3.5% (5,116

and 5,223 persons

e Persons of Hispanic origin grew from 0.3% to 0.4% of the

).

population (452 to 564).

The growth of minority residents may look small in contrast to the county
population, which is overwhelmingly white. However, when the population
change by race is examined, it becomes clear that the minority population is

growing. Persons of other races had the largest growth rate (63.5%, 66

persons), followed closely by Asian/Pacific Islanders (55.7%, 122 persons),
persons of Hispanic origin (24.8%, 112 persons), and American
Indian/Alaska Natives (20.9%, 29 persons).

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census

Households

The Census Bureau defines a household as all persons who occupy a housing
unit. Decreases in small overall household size reflect broad demographic
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and economic changes in society. Examples include deferred age of first
marriage, increased divorce rates, fewer children, and longer life expectancy.

The average household size in Fayette County is 2.43 persons, smaller than
both the state and national averages of 2.48 and 2.59, respectively. The size
of the household in the county varies by race, as shown in the following
table. The race of the head of household determines the classification of the
entire household. While some minority-headed households are larger than
the county average, others are smaller.

Table 4-4
Average Household Size 2000

Fayette County |Pennsylvania
White 2.43 2.44
African-American 2.46 2.62
American Indian/Alaska Native 2.33 2.70
Asian 2.78 2.95
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 2.17 2.86
Other race 2.92 3.39
Two or more races 2.60 2.70
Total 2.43 2.48
Hispanic origin, any race 2.45 3.21

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census

V. Migration

The Census Bureau tracked migration on a county-by-county basis as part of
the 2000 Census. The following tables track in- and out-migration for the
county as well as the county of origin/destination. Between 1995 and 2000,
11,439 people migrated to Fayette County (inflow) from other counties in the
United States, while 13,626 people migrated from the county (outflow). This
amounts to a net loss of 2,187 residents.

The following table outlines counties which sent or received Fayette County
residents in large amounts. All locations with 100 or more persons relocating
to or from Fayette County are noted.
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Table 4-5
Fayette County Inflow and Outflow (Over 100 Persons) 1995 — 2000
Inflow Outflow
County Migrating From Number JCounty Migrating To Number
Westmoreland County, Pennsylvania 2,614 JWestmoreland County, Pennsylvania 2,282
Allegheny County, Pennsylvania 1,117 JAllegheny County, Pennsylvania 1,639
Washington County, Pennsylvania 769 |Washington County, Pennsylvania 1,128
Greene County, Pennsylvania 443 |Greene County, Pennsylvania 594
Erie County, Pennsylvania 320 |Monongalia County, West Virginia 586
Monongalia County, West Virginia 304 |Somerset County, Pennsylvania 206
Somerset County, Pennsylvania 274 |Butler County, Pennsylvania 181
Cuyahoga County, Ohio 142 findiana County, Pennsylvania 180
Fairfax County, Virginia 101 JHuntingdon County, Pennsylvania 173
Centre County, Pennsylvania 171
Broward County, Florida 167
Erie County, Pennsylvania 164
Philadelphia County, Pennsylvania 159
Cambria County, Pennsylvania 143
Franklin County, Ohio 132
Cuyahoga County, Ohio 128
Franklin County, Pennsylvania 120
Delaware County, Pennsylvania 106
Prince William County, Virginia 103

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census

The following table outlines counties adjacent to Fayette County relative to
the inflow and outflow of residents. The county had a net outflow of 461
residents to surrounding counties between 1995 and 2000. Although net
increases occurred between Fayette County and Somerset (68) and
Westmoreland (332) counties, the remaining five counties pulled residents
away. Fayette County lost the most residents to Washington County (359).

Table 4-6
Fayette County Inflow and Outflow (Surrounding Counties) 1995 — 2000
Inflow Outflow Net
County Migrating From Number JCounty Migrating To Number | Change
Garrett County, Maryland 39 JGarrett County, Maryland 80 (41)
Greene County, Pennsylvania 443 JGreene County, Pennsylvania 594 (151)
Somerset County, Pennsylvania 274 |Somerset County, Pennsylvania 206 68
Washington County, Pennsylvania 769 JWashington County, Pennsylvania 1,128 (359)
Westmoreland County, Pennsylvania 2,614 JWestmoreland County, Pennsylvania 2,282 332
Monongalia County, West Virginia 304 JMonongalia County, West Virginia 586 (282)
Preston County, West Virginia 33 JPreston County, West Virginia 61 (28)
Total 4,476 |Total 4,937 (461)

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census

As seen in the following table, migration between Fayette County and other
counties in Pennsylvania is highlighted. Fifty-six counties had residents who
moved to or from Fayette County. The largest net loss was to Allegheny
County, losing 522 residents over five years. In contrast, ten counties had no
migrants to or from the county.
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Table 4-7
Fayette County Inflow and Outflow (Pennsylvania) 1995 — 2000
County Migratin Net
Tg/Frogm 9 | Inflow | outflow Change
Adams County 71 5 66
Allegheny County 1,117 1,639 (522)
Armstrong County 35 39 (4)
Beaver County 42 73 (31)
Bedford County 14 38 (24)
Berks County 24 30 (6)
Blair County 89 34 55
Bradford County - - -
Bucks County 9 - 9
Butler County 99 181 (82)
Cambria County 92 143 (51)
Cameron County - - -
Carbon County - - -
Centre County 16 171 (155)
Chester County 43 16 27
Clarion County 29 3 26
Clearfield County - 22 (22)
Clinton County - 10 (10)
Columbia County 2 - 2
Crawford County 41 31 10
Cumberland County 38 44 (6)
Dauphin County 57 9 48
Delaware County 17 106 (89)
Elk County - - -
Erie County 320 164 156
Fayette County N/A N/A N/A
Forest County - 52 (52)
Franklin County 44 120 (76)
Fulton County 9 9 -
Greene County 443 594 (151)
Huntingdon County 22 173 (151)
Indiana County 44 180 (136)
Jefferson County 37 22 15
Juniata County 14 7 7
Lackawanna County 2 15 (13)
Lancaster County 17 88 (71)
Lawrence County 64 65 (1)
Lebanon County 29 8 21
Lehigh County 17 25 (8)
Luzerne County - 13 (13)
Lycoming County 9 27 (18)
McKean County 27 8 19
Mercer County 44 60 (16)
Mifflin County - 31 (31)
Monroe County 7 13 (6)
Montgomery County 66 20 46
Montour County 4 - 4
Northampton County 9 12 (3)
Northumberland County 14 - 14
Perry County - 4 (4)
Philadelphia County 94 159 (65)
Pike County - - -
Potter County - - -
Schuylkill County 32 - 32
Snyder County - 5 (5)
Somerset County 274 206 68
Sullivan County - - -
Susguehanna County 26 - 26
Tioga County - - -
Union County - 2 (2)
Venango County - - -
Warren County 10 13 3)
Washington County 769 1,128 (359)
Wayne County - - -
Westmoreland County 2,614 2,282 332
Wyoming County - 8 (8)
York County 83 54 29
Total 6,979 8,161 (1,182)
Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census
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vi. Population Projections

Population projections through 2008 were obtained from Claritas, Inc. This
data, based on 2000 Census data, offers a short-term projection based on past
demographic, economic, and housing trends. The methodology used to
estimate and project data from the 2000 Census involves a variety of
variables. In general, estimates and projections are based on Census
estimates at the place level or higher. At smaller levels, including census
tracts and block groups, Claritas “measures change based on sources
including local estimates, trends in USPS deliverable address county, and
consumer counts from the Equifax Consumer Marketing and TotalSource
databases.” A full discussion of the Claritas methodology can be found in the
Appendix.

Estimates and projections were obtained for the county at the block group
level. Because block group boundaries do not necessarily correlate to
municipal boundaries, the following tables outline projections by market
area. Tables outlining projections at the block group level can be found in

the Appendix.
Table 4-8
Fayette County Current and Projected Population 2000 — 2008°

Total White Black AIAN Asian/PI Other Two or More Races| Hispanic
District Population Population Population | Population] Population | Population Population Population
2000 2008 2000 2008 2000 | 2008 | 2000| 2008| 2000| 2008 | 2000 | 2008 2000 2008 | 2000 | 2008
1 18,158 18,144 17,761 17,727 262 258 17 22 30 39 10 12 78 87 55 70
2 14,653 14,035 13,352 12,775 | 1,041 972 15 18 18 25 30 46 197 199 62 73
3 18,986 18,943 18,054 17,943 735 776 31 40 11 14 18 23 137 147 63 79
4 6,296 6,308 6,189 6,190 36 37] 12| 12 7 9 4 6 48 54| 42| 44
5 7,231 7,524 7,175 7,456 10 13 8 11 8 12 8 9 22 23 28 35
6 6,827 7,142 6,770 7,065 - - 8 11 4 5 1 2 44 59 34 45
7 18,959 19,124 18,688 18,835 149 142 17 19 34 51 12 14 60 65 39 50
8 7,272 7,139 7,030 6,870 168 179 10 15 6 8 7 10 51 57 19 26
9 25,477 26,015 24,377 24,763 739 822 25 33| 138 ] 169 27 32 171 196 97 | 119
10 12,364 12,135 11,807 11,570 398 389 13 15 31 36 19 24 97 103 58 72
11 12,422 12,356 10,455 10,216 | 1,686 | 1,830 12 12 54 67 35 40 180 191 68 72
Total 148,644 | 148,865 | 141,657 | 141,409 | 5,223 | 5,417 | 168 | 208 | 323 | 411 | 170 | 217 1,085 1,180 | 393 | 466

Source: Claritas, Inc.; Mullin & Lonergan Associates, Inc.
Table 4-9
Fayette County Current and Projected Households by Age of Householder 2000 — 2008’
Households Age of Householder - 2000 Age of Householder - 2008
District

2000 | 2008 | 1524 | 2534 | 35-44 | 4554 | 5564 | 6574 735;" 15-24 | 2534 | 3544 | 4554 | 55-64 | 65-74 72\5";"
1 7,509 7,864 198 854 | 1,361 | 1,429] 1,156 1,209 1,304 179| 894] 1,173| 1,600| 1,363 1,188 1,469
2 6,112 6,067 195 676 | 1,109| 1,154| 888] 1,005] 1,085] 201| 763| 873| 1190| 1,087| 792| 1,161
3 7,575 7,782 179 1,005| 1461| 1581 999] 1008 [ 1252] 260| 980] 1,280 | 1,558 | 1,493| 978| 1,224
4 2,469 2,609 89 367 479 530 372 330 302 116 342 399 570 468 345 369
5 2,496 2,747 105 404 510 537 350] 336| 254] 115| 380] 507 593 504 | 347 301
6 2,551 2,812 110 445 522 538 367 303 266 117 398 545 615 486 347 304
7 7,533 7,924 151 911 1,718 1,580 | 1,221} 1,072 380 213 957 1 1,303 1,796 1,525 | 1,087 1,046
8 2,821 2,884 54 378 587 626 407 385 384 87 347 451 628 527 388 456
9 10,358 11,000 424 1,244 1,838 2,233 1,536 ] 1,503 | 1,580 401 | 1,279 ] 1,647 2,193 2,208 | 1,479 1,793
10 5,206 5,383 238 766 1,042 895 665 768 835 246 755 905 1,061 852 653 912
11 5,418 5,538 335 630 964 1,007 625 885 972 266 743 866 1,002 978 638 1,045
Total 60,047 | 62,610 2,077 7,679 | 11,590 | 12,109 | 8,585 | 8,893 [ 9,114 | 2,200 | 7,837 | 9,957 | 12,805 | 11,490 | 8,242 | 10,079

Source: Claritas, Inc.; Mullin & Lonergan Associates, Inc.

® Market area totals are calculated from block group aggregation. Market Areas 1, 7, and 10 have one or
more block groups that cross market area boundaries. In these cases, each market area has been assigned
one half of the total for each block group affected and added into the market area total accordingly. See
Appendix 1 for a list of market areas with their corresponding municipalities and block groups.

" See note #1, above.
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Table 4-10
Fayette County Current and Projected Households by Household Income 2000 — 2008°

Households Household Income ($) - 2000
District 2000 2008 under | 15,000 -| 25,000 -| 35,000 -| 50,000 -| 75,000 -| 100,000 {125,000 {150,000 { 200,000
15,000 | 24,999 | 34,999 | 49,999 | 74,999 | 99,999 | 124,999 149,999] 199,999 | and over
1 7,509 7,864 1,709 1,402 1,214 1,277 1,239 452 138 34 25 20
2 6,112 6,067 1,871 1,232 844 831 826 266 100 40 40 62
3 7,575 7,782 2,145 1,406 1,233 1,053 995 485 97 84 11 66
4 2,469 2,609 721 470 372 377 343 124 42 9 9 2
5 2,496 2,747 500 404 426 523 436 101 44 11 17 34
6 2,551 2,812 527 492 389 442 508 107 42 13 - 31
7 7,533 7,924 1,706 1,229 1,236 1,195 1,438 470 119 34 29 77
8 2,821 2,884 628 414 475 520 481 144 105 18 23 13
9 10,358 | 11,000 2,698 1,891 1,466 1,460 1,512 658 326 163 84 100
10 5,206 5,383 1,738 987 705 727 599 234 129 31 37 21
11 5,418 5,538 2,065 1,097 621 533 613 255 125 61 31 17
Total 60,047 | 62,610 ] 16,308 | 11,023 8,980 | 8,937 8,990 3,296 1,266 498 306 443
Households Household Income ($) - 2008
District 2000 2008 under | 15,000 -| 25,000 -| 35,000 -| 50,000 -| 75,000 -| 100,000 {125,000 {150,000 { 200,000
15,000 | 24,999 | 34,999 | 49,999 | 74,999 | 99,999 | 124,999 149,999] 199,999 | and over
1 7,509 7,864 1,401 1,151 1,174 1,365 1,393 719 375 178 65 45
2 6,112 6,067 1,503 1,024 848 936 841 436 222 106 62 89
3 7,575 7,782 1,665 1,271 1,206 1,208 1,125 614 351 166 84 92
4 2,469 2,609 633 438 360 400 421 186 95 43 22 11
5 2,496 2,747 400 364 374 519 591 256 109 53 29 52
6 2,551 2,812 455 449 374 473 568 279 104 51 23 36
7 7,533 7,924 1,344 1,078 1,040 1,324 1,459 868 433 203 74 103
8 2,821 2,884 506 328 380 492 576 278 151 85 53 35
9 10,358 | 11,000 2,277 1,622 1,503 1,543 1,711 949 574 313 281 227
10 5,206 5,383 1,476 885 740 786 744 333 185 114 70 53
11 5,418 5,538 1,724 1,100 707 577 640 337 198 120 82 53
Total 60,047 | 62,610 ] 13,383 9,709 8,705 9,623 | 10,069 5,254 2,797 1,431 844 795

—
Source: Claritas, Inc.; Mullin & Lonergan Associates, Inc.

Vii.

Housing Units

The number of housing units in Fayette County is increasing at a fast pace.
Although Pennsylvania’s rate of growth between 1980 and 2000 (16.3%) was
higher than the county rate (8.9%) during that time, the rate of growth in the
county between 1990 and 2000 was 8.3%, two percentage points higher than
the state (6.3%). The following table highlights this data in more detail.

Table 4-11
Housing Units 1980 — 2000

Fayette County Pennsylvania
Housing |, Housing |,
Year Units % Change Units % Change
1980 61,047 - 4,512,674 -
1990 61,406 0.6%| 4,938,140 9.4%
2000 66,490 8.3%]| 5,249,750 6.3%
1980-2000 5,443 8.9% 737,076 16.3%
change
Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census

8 See note #1, above.
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viii. Units per Structure

The availability of a variety of housing types allows for people of various
ages, incomes, and housing styles to reside in a community. The 2000
Census data showed:

o 72.7% (48,363) of the housing units in the county were single family
dwellings, 1.1% lower than the statewide average.

e 12.6% (8,354) of housing units in Fayette County were mobile
homes.

e The total percentage of multi-unit structures in the county, 14.4%
(9,543), is considerably lower than the state average of 21.1%.

Despite an increasingly older population and smaller households, single
family dwellings remain the county’s most popular housing choice, which is
highly characteristic of a rural county. Higher income households and
younger households with children generally prefer single family dwellings.
The increasing elderly population will tend to remain in their single family
housing until circumstances require them to move. Elderly households that
move to multifamily housing usually prefer to remain in their communities,
making the availability of multifamily housing important to sustaining the
elderly population. Multifamily housing alternatives are also attractive to
younger households. Housing unit data is presented in the following table.

Table 4-12
Units in Structure 2000

E?Leﬁs C:L?rzf;t(;)) Pennsylvania| Pennsylvania (%)
1 unit, detached 44,875 67.5% 2,935,248 55.9%
1 unit, attached 3,488 5.2% 940,396 17.9%
2 units 3,064 4.6% 273,798 5.2%
3 or 4 units 2,288 3.4% 241,745 4.6%
5 to 9 units 2,035 3.1% 179,909 3.4%
10 to 19 units 656 1.0% 131,691 2.5%
20 or more units 1,500 2.3% 283,716 5.4%
Mobile home 8,354 12.6% 258,551 4.9%
Boat, RV, van, etc. 230 0.3% 4,698 0.1%
Total units 66,490 100.0% 5,249,752 100.0%

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census
The makeup of housing units is changing over time. Between 1990 and
2000, the following changes occurred:
e The number of single family units increased by 5.0%.
e  The amount of multifamily units increased by 23.4%
e  The number of mobile homes increased by 23.6%
The following table highlights this data in more detail.
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Table 4-13
Fayette County Units in Structure 1990 — 2000

1990 [1990 (%) 2000 2000 (%)] % change
1 unit, detached 41,710 67.9%| 44,875 67.5% 7.6%
1 unit, attached 4,370 7.1% 3,488 5.2% -20.2%
2 units 2,549 4.2% 3,064 4.6% 20.2%
3 or 4 units 1,878 3.1% 2,288 3.4% 21.8%
5 to 9 units 1,531 2.5% 2,035 3.1% 32.9%
10 to 19 units 697 1.1% 656 1.0% -5.9%
20 or more units 1,079 1.8% 1,500 2.3% 39.0%
Mobile home 6,760 11.0% 8,354 12.6% 23.6%
Boat, RV, van, etc. 832 1.4% 230 0.3% -72.4%
Total 61,406 | 100.0%| 66,490 | 100.0% 8.3%

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census

Tenure

Homeownership in Fayette County is higher than the state average.
Homeownership is positively linked to family stability, improved property
maintenance, improved residential satisfaction, and increased civic
participation. The 2000 homeownership rate in the county was 73.2%
(43,876 units), higher than the statewide rate of 71.3%. The county rate also
rose slightly since 1990, when 72.3% (40,595) of occupied housing units
were owner-occupied.

Housing tenure in the county varies by both the age and race of the
householder. In 2000, the largest percentage of homeowners were those who
were white and between 35 and 54 years of age. Smaller percentages of
young, elderly, and minority householders were homeowners (with the
exception of the Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander population). The
following tables depict homeownership rates by both age and sex.

Table 4-14
Fayette County Tenure by Age of Householder 2000

Own | Own (%) Rent Rent (%)
Householder 15 to 24 years 499 1.1% 1,502 9.3%
Householder 25 to 34 years 4,230 9.6% 3,546 22.0%
Householder 35 to 44 years 8,259 18.8% 3,307 20.5%
Householder 45 to 54 years 9,897 22.6% 2,450 15.2%
Householder 55 to 64 years 6,903 15.7% 1,623 10.1%
Householder 65 to 74 years 6,961 15.9% 1,685 10.5%
Householder 75 to 84 years 5,557 12.7% 1,488 9.2%
Householder 85 years and over 1,553 3.5% 509 3.2%
Total units 43,859 | 100.0% 16,110 | 100.0%

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census
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Table 4-15
Fayette County Tenure by Race of Householder 2000
Total % of race
Own |Own (%)| Rent |Rent (%) Householders own

White 42,601 97.1%| 14,830 92.1% 57,431 74.2%
African-American 992 2.3%| 1,136 7.1% 2,128 46.6%
American Indian/Alaska Native 24 0.1% 25 0.2% 49 49.0%
Asian 33 0.1% 15 0.1% 48 68.8%
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 3 0.0% - 0.0% 3 100.0%
Other race 7 0.0% 12 0.1% 19 36.8%
Two or more races 199 0.5% 92 0.6% 291 68.4%
Total 43,859 | 100.0%] 16,110 | 100.0% 59,969 73.1%
Hispanic origin, any race 74 0.2% 60 0.4% 134 55.2%

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census

X.

Vacant Housing

Housing units identified as “other vacant” units make up the largest
percentage of the vacant units in the county, at 31.6%. In 2000, 9.8% (6,521)
of the county’s housing units were vacant. This rate is slightly higher than
the state average of 9.0%. With seasonal housing subtracted, the 2000 year-
round vacancy rate was 7.6%. Vacant housing, however, does not
necessarily mean that units are blighted. The following table shows vacancy
breakdowns for both Fayette County and Pennsylvania.

Table 4-16
Vacancy Status 2000

E‘?ﬁts C:jzf;t(eo %) Pennsylvania| Pennsylvania (%)
For rent 1,661 25.5% 105,585 22.3%
For sale only 678 10.4% 55,891 11.8%
Rented or sold, not occupied 637 9.8% 37,494 7.9%
For seasonal, recreational,
or occasional use 1,486 22.8% 148,230 31.4%
For migrant workers 1 0.0% 386 0.1%
Other vacant 2,058 31.6% 125,161 26.5%
Total units 6,521 100.0% 472,747 100.0%

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census

Those units that are vacant year-round were tracked over time. The
following table shows that, although all categories of housing units had
increases in the number of vacant units, units for rent were the only units that
increased as a percentage of total vacant units.

Table 4-17
Fayette County Year-Round Vacancy Status 1990 — 2000

1990 1990 (%)| 2000 |2000 (%)| change|% change
For rent 1,330 25.1% 1,661 25.5% 331 27.0%
For sale only 559 10.6% 678 10.4% 119 9.7%
Rented or sold, not occupied 552 10.4% 637 9.8% 85 6.9%
For migrant workers 1 0.0% 1 0.0% - 0.0%
Other vacant 1,713 32.3% 2,058 31.6% 345 28.2%
Total units 5,296 | 100.0% 6,521 | 100.0%| 1,225 100.0%

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census
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xi.  Housing Value and Rent

Fayette County’s housing stock continues to be inexpensive compared to the
rest of the state. In 2000, the county owner median housing value was
$63,900, significantly lower than Pennsylvania’s median of $97,000. The
largest group of housing units, 47.0% (16,045), was valued between $50,000
and $99,999. Housing units valued under $50,000 were the second-largest
group at 34.1% (11,632). The following table highlights the breakdown of
housing units by value.

Table 4-18

Housing Value 2000

E‘?ﬁ;i C::r)llte;t(i/o) Pennsylvania| Pennsylvania (%)
Less than $50,000 11,632 34.1% 435,193 15.1%
$50,000 to $99,999 16,045 47.0% 1,079,698 37.4%
$100,000 to $149,999 4,205 12.3% 703,093 24.3%
$150,000 to $199,999 1,232 3.6% 344,172 11.9%
$200,000 to $299,999 676 2.0% 214,812 7.4%
$300,000 to $499,999 222 0.7% 84,425 2.9%
$500,000 to $999,999 77 0.2% 23,654 0.8%
$1,000,000 or more 29 0.1% 4,437 0.2%
Total units 34,118 100.0% 2,889,484 100.0%

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census

As can be seen from the following figure, Fayette County’s owner housing
values are sharply lower than the state average.

Figure 4-2
Housing Value 2000
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Fayette County’s gross rent is also lower than the state average. In 2000,
median gross rent in Fayette County was $367, while the state median was
$531. The county’s largest percentage, 45.0% (7,107), was in the $300 to
$499 category, while the largest state percentage, 33.7%, was for gross rents
between $500 and 749. The following table identifies gross rents for Fayette
County and Pennsylvania by value.

Table 4-19
Gross Rent 2000

E?{Je;is C:L?r{te;t(?’/o) Pennsylvania| Pennsylvania (%)
Less than $200 1,942 12.3% 85,346 6.3%
$200 to $299 2,186 13.8% 89,493 6.6%
$300 to $499 7,107 45.0% 389,144 28.9%
$500 to $749 2,284 14.5% 454,749 33.7%
$750 to $999 240 1.5% 167,064 12.4%
$1,000 to $1,499 46 0.3% 65,230 4.8%
$1,500 or more 28 0.2% 19,811 1.5%
No cash rent 1,965 12.4% 77,987 5.8%
Total units 15,798 100.0% 1,348,824 100.0%

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census

The county also has a higher percentage of rents below $300, double the state
average. Gross rents above $1,000 make up only 0.5% (74) of rental units in
the state, while the state as a whole has 6.3% of its rental units at those
values. Units with no cash rent make up 12.4% (1,965) of rental units in
Fayette County. The following figure displays the disparities between the
state and the county.
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Figure 4-3
Gross Rent 2000
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Housing Condition

An overview of housing stock condition can be created through census
variables relating to housing deficiency. These variables include age,
plumbing facilities available, and overcrowding in the structure.

Table 4-20
Year Structure Built 2000

Ei{le;is C:L?r{f;tg’/o) Pennsylvania| Pennsylvania (%)
1999 to March 2000 848 1.3% 66,916 1.3%
1995 to 1998 2,668 4.0% 212,916 4.1%
1990 to 1994 2,886 4.3% 266,445 5.1%
1980 to 1989 5,920 8.9% 531,986 10.1%
1970 to 1979 8,986 13.5% 709,768 13.5%
1960 to 1969 5,393 8.1% 595,897 11.4%
1950 to 1959 7,999 12.0% 752,400 14.3%
1940 to 1949 7,132 10.7% 522,749 10.0%
1939 or earlier 24,658 37.1% 1,590,673 30.3%
Total units 66,490 100.0% 5,249,750 100.0%

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census

$1,000 to $1,500 or more  No cash rent

Older structures require intensive maintenance in order to remain free of code
deficiencies. Although older housing units do not necessarily directly
correlate to deficient units, the 50 year threshold is generally used to help
designate potential deficiencies. The following table lists housing structure
age for both Fayette County and Pennsylvania. There are 31,790 units
(47.8%) over 50 years old (built before 1950) in the county.
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An additional variable used to identify housing condition is overcrowding,
which is directly related to wear and/or damage. More than one person per
room (1.01 or more) is the threshold for overcrowding. Fayette County has a

1.2% (719) overcrowding rate, less than the state rate of 1.9%.

Finally, units lacking complete plumbing facilities are also used to define
deficient housing conditions. In Fayette County, 348 units (0.6%) lacked
complete plumbing. This rate is slightly higher than the state rate (0.5%).

The following table reflects the extent of older housing, overcrowded units,
and units without plumbing in Fayette County. Over half of the occupied
housing units in the county fit this description.

Table 4-21

Fayette County Housing Quality Indicators 2000

% of occupied

number . .
housing units
units over 50 years old 31,790 53.0%
overcrowded 719 1.2%
units lacking complete plumbing 348 0.6%
overcrowded, and/or lacking
plumbing 32,857 54.8%
occupied housing units 59,969 100.0%
Total units 66,490 -

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census

xiii. Demographic Impacts on Housing

a. Population by Age

The county’s changing demographics lead to indicators that may identify
housing needs in different portions of the population. Between 1990 and

2000, the county’s population grew by 2.3% (3,293). The county
median age is 40.2, higher than the state median age of 38.0. The

following table breaks down Fayette County’s population by age for both

1990 and 2000.
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Table 4-22
Fayette County Population 1990 and 2000
1990 2000
under 5 years 8,812 8,390
51t0 9 years 9,638 9,310
10 to 14 years 10,271 10,054
15 to 19 years 10,329 9,249
20 to 24 years 8,810 8,414
25 to 29 years 9,402 8,392
30 to 34 years 11,133 9,494
35 to 39 years 11,134 10,567
40 to 44 years 9,753 11,856
45 to 49 years 7,718 11,440
50 to 54 years 6,862 9,927
55 to 59 years 6,925 7,993
60 to 64 years 8,488 6,529
65 to 69 years 8,643 6,438
70 to 74 years 6,878 7,196
75 to 79 years 5,156 6,008
80 to 84 years 3,199 4,270
85 years and over 2,200 3,117
Total 145,351 148,644

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census

The following figure plots Fayette County’s population by age cohort in
five-year increments. Comparing the two time periods enables growth
and decline to become easily visible.
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Figure 4-4
Fayette County Population 1990 and 2000
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Growth occurred in the age ranges of 40-59 years and 70 years and over.
Decline occurred in the populations under 40 years old and 60-69 years.
The largest increase was caused by the baby boom generation, identified
here as 40-59 year olds. The elderly population also increased. The
elderly increase, and the aging of the baby boom generation, both point
to county residents aging in place.

The decrease of children and adults under 40 can likely be attributed to
residents moving out of the county for educational and/or employment
opportunities, and staying away from the county through their
childbearing years. The 25-34 year old age group is also the prime
cohort for household formation.

Workers and Place of Work

The county’s changing work force characteristics also indicate potential
housing needs. Between 1990 and 2000, Fayette County gained 9.697
workers, a 20.1% increase (from 48,249 to 57,946). This increase is
significantly higher than the statewide change of 3.9%.

According to the 2000 Census County-to-County Worker Flow Files,
57,946 workers live in the county (regardless of workplace), and 42,595
workers work in the county (regardless of residence). Since 35,915
workers both live and work in the county, 6,680 workers commute to the
county to work, while 22,031 workers commute to other counties. This
results in a net loss of 15,351 workers on a daily basis.
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Although small numbers of workers from Fayette County travel all over
the country to work, the bulk of workers who work outside the county
travel to surrounding counties or Allegheny County (where Pittsburgh is
located). The following figure demonstrates the flow of workers
between Fayette County, surrounding counties, and Allegheny County.
Within these areas, 6,044 workers commute into the county, while
20,605 workers commute out of the county.
Figure 4-5
Fayette County Worker Flow 2000

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census

Xiv.

Fayette County Indicators against Regional Indices

The following table provides indicators that compare demographic
characteristics, housing characteristics, and housing production in Fayette
County against surrounding counties and the state of Pennsylvania. The
surrounding counties include Greene, Somerset, Washington, and
Westmoreland counties within Pennsylvania. In addition, two counties in
West Virginia, Monongalia and Preston, and Garrett County in Maryland,

border Fayette County to the south.
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Table 4-23
Fayette County Indicators in Comparison to Surrounding Counties and Pennsylvania
Fayette | Greene | Somerset| Washington|Westmoreland| Pennsylvania Garrett Monongalia| Preston
Indicator County | County | County County County County, MD | County, WV|County, WV]
Demoqrgphic Indicﬂors
Total Population
Total Population - 1990 145,351 | 39,550 | 78,218 204,584 370,321 ] 11,881,643 28,138 75,509 29,037
Total Population - 2000 148,644 | 40,672 | 80,023 202,897 369,993 | 12,281,054 29,846 81,866 29,334
% Change 1990 to 2000 2.3% 2.8% 2.3% -0.8% -0.1% 3.4% 6.1% 8.4% 1.0%
2000 Population by Age (%)
Under 15 18.6%| 18.0% 18.1% 18.3% 18.0% 19.7% 20.4% 15.1% 18.7%
15-24 11.8%| 13.7% 11.8% 11.6% 10.8% 13.0% 12.5% 26.5% 12.9%
25 -34 12.2%| 13.8% 12.4% 11.4% 11.4% 12.7% 12.1% 14.3% 12.3%
35-44 15.0%| 15.2% 15.4% 15.7% 16.1% 15.9% 15.5% 13.4% 15.4%
45 - 54 14.4%] 15.0% 14.3% 15.0% 15.1% 13.9% 13.6% 12.5% 15.1%
55 -64 9.8% 9.0% 10.0% 10.0% 10.3% 9.2% 10.9% 7.5% 10.5%
65 -74 9.0% 7.5% 8.9% 8.9% 9.3% 7.9% 8.0% 5.6% 8.1%
75 and over 9.1% 7.7% 9.1% 9.1% 9.0% 7.7% 6.9% 5.1% 6.8%
2000 Population by Race (%)
White 95.3%| 95.1% 97.4% 95.3% 96.6% 85.4% 98.8% 92.2% 98.8%
Black 3.5% 3.9% 1.6% 3.3% 2.0% 10.0% 0.4% 3.4% 0.3%
Indian/Alaska Native 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.2% 0.1%
Asian 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.4% 0.5% 1.8% 0.2% 2.5% 0.1%
Hawaiian/Other Pacific Islander 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Some Other Race 0.1% 0.1% 0.3% 0.2% 0.1% 1.5% 0.1% 0.3% 0.0%
Two or More Races 0.7% 0.6% 0.4% 0.8% 0.6% 1.2% 0.4% 1.4% 0.5%
2000 Persons of Hisﬁnic Origin (%) 0.4% 0.9% 0.7% 0.6% 0.5% 3.2% 0.4% 1.0% 0.6%
2000 Households (%)
1-person households 11.3% 9.5% 10.2% 10.8% 10.9% 10.8% 9.0% 12.8% 9.3%
Family households 27.7%| 26.0% 27.5% 27.6% 28.3% 26.1% 28.0% 22.6% 28.5%
Married-couple family* 20.9%| 20.5% 22.8% 22.1% 23.1% 20.1% 23.4% 17.9% 23.4%
with children under 18** 8.1% 8.4% 9.0% 8.7% 9.0% 8.5% 9.9% 7.5% 9.7%
Female-headed family* 5.0% 4.0% 3.3% 4.1% 3.9% 4.5% 3.2% 3.4% 3.6%
with children under 18** 2.6% 2.1% 1.7% 2.0% 1.9% 2.4% 1.8% 1.8% 1.8%
Nonfamily households 1.3% 1.5% 1.3% 1.6% 1.3% 2.0% 1.4% 5.5% 1.5%
Householder 65 and over 12.0%| 10.0% 11.6% 11.6% 11.8% 9.9% 9.3% 7.2% 10.0%
*% of Family Households
[** % of married-couple and female-headed families
Annual Household Income
Less than $15,000 27.2%| 24.3% 21.1% 17.8% 17.0% 16.7% 21.9% 29.4% 25.9%
$15,000 to $24,999 18.4%| 17.4% 18.5% 14.9% 15.9% 13.8% 16.5% 15.3% 19.1%
$25,000 to $34,999 15.0%| 14.7% 17.2% 13.6% 14.3% 13.3% 15.8% 13.2% 16.8%
$35,000 to $44,999 10.5%]| 11.5% 13.5% 12.1% 12.2% 11.9% 12.6% 10.0% 12.4%
$45,000 to $59,999 12.3%| 12.1% 14.6% 14.7% 14.1% 14.2% 13.8% 11.3% 12.7%
$60,000 to $74,999 7.0% 9.1% 7.4% 9.7% 10.2% 10.3% 7.7% 6.9% 6.1%
$75,000 to $99,999 5.5% 6.4% 4.5% 8.8% 8.5% 9.6% 6.2% 6.8% 4.0%
$100,000 to $149,999 2.9% 3.4% 2.1% 5.5% 5.3% 6.6% 3.5% 4.6% 2.0%
$150,000 to $199,999 0.5% 0.5% 0.5% 1.3% 1.2% 1.8% 0.9% 1.0% 0.5%
$200,000 or more 0.7% 0.5% 0.7% 1.5% 1.3% 1.9% 1.0% 1.4% 0.4%
Median Household Income ($)
Median Household Income - 1990 19,195 | 19,903 | 21,674 25,468 25,736 29,069 22,733 22,183 19,940
Median Household Income - 1990
(adjusted for inflation) 25,241 | 26,172 | 28,501 33,490 33,843 38,226 29,894 29,171 26,221
Median Household Income - 2000 27,451 | 30,352 30,911 37,607 37,106 40,106 32,238 28,625 27,927
% Change 1990 to 2000 8.8%| 16.0% 8.5% 12.3% 9.6% 4.9% 7.8% -1.9% 6.5%
Individuals Baow Poverty Level
% of Total Population 18.0%| 15.9% 11.8% 9.8% 8.6% 11.0% 13.3% 22.8% 18.3%
% of All Population Below 18 5.9% 5.2% 3.7% 3.0% 2.6% 3.6% 4.3% 3.5% 6.0%
% of All Population 18 to 64 9.7% 8.9% 6.3% 5.3% 4.6% 6.0% 7.0% 18.4% 10.2%
% of All Population 65 and Over 2.4% 1.7% 1.8% 1.5% 1.4% 1.4% 2.0% 0.9% 2.1%
Source: US Bureau of the Census
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Table 4-24
Fayette County Indicators in Comparison to Surrounding Counties and Pennsylvania
(continued)

Fayette | Greene | Somerset| Washington|Westmoreland| Pennsylvania Garrett Monongalia| Preston
Indicator County | County | County County County County, MD | County, WV|County, WV]

Housing Indicators
Total Units

Housing Units - 1990 61,406 | 15,982 | 35,713 84,113 153,554 | 4,938,140 14,119 31,563 12,137

Housing Units - 2000 66,490 | 16,678 | 37,163 87,267 161,058 | 3,249,750 16,761 36,695 13,444

% Change 1990 to 2000 8.3% 4.4% 4.1% 3.7% 4.9% -34.2% 18.7% 16.3% 10.8%
Occupied —

% Occupied 90.2%| 90.3%| 84.0% 93.0% 93.0% 91.0% 68.5% 91.1% 85.9%
Vacant (% of total units) 9.8% 9.7% 16.0% 7.0% 7.0% 9.0% 31.5% 8.9% 14.1%

% of Vacant Units Held for Seasonal,

Recreational, or Occasional Use 22.8%| 25.8% 63.1% 5.3% 14.4% 31.4% 75.6% 12.1% 36.1%

% Vacant (of total units) Minus Units

Held for Seasonal,

Recreational, or Occasional Use 7.6% 7.2% 5.9% 6.7% 6.0% 6.2% 7.7% 7.8% 9.0%
% of Total Units - Vacant for Sale 1.0% 1.2% 1.0% 1.3% 1.1% 1.1% 1.5% 1.4% 1.5%
% of Total Units - Vacant for Rent 2.5% 2.0% 1.5% 2.2% 1.8% 2.0% 2.5% 3.0% 1.5%
Units in gtructure (WT

Single-family (attached or detached) 72.7%| 71.0% 74.5% 77.8% 77.8% 73.8% 78.8% 57.0% 72.7%

Multi-family (two or more per structure) 14.4%| 10.4% 11.9% 15.1% 14.6% 21.2% 8.4% 27.1% 5.9%

Mobile Homes 12.6%| 18.4% 13.4% 7.1% 7.6% 4.9% 12.6% 15.9% 21.1%

Other 0.3%| 0.1% 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 0.2% 0.0% 0.3%
Owner-Occupied Units
% of Occupied - Owner-Occupied 73.2%] 74.1%]  78.1%] 77.1%]| 78.0%]| 71.3%]| 77.9%]| 61.0%]| 83.0%
Median Value ($)

Median Value - 1990 39,400 | 38,300 | 43,300 53,200 56,600 69,100 60,200 64,600 44,000

Median Value - 1990

(adjusted for inflation) 51,811 | 50,365 | 56,940 69,958 74,429 90,867 79,163 84,949 57,860

Median Value - 2000 63,900 | 56,900 | 70,200 87,500 90,600 97,000 86,400 95,500 63,100

% Change 1990 (adjusted) to 2000 23.3%| 13.0% 23.3% 25.1% 21.7% 6.8% 9.1% 12.4% 9.1%
% Cost Burdened 18.7%| 17.6% 18.5% 17.1% 19.0% 20.8% 18.6% 16.0% 13.4%
Age

% built before 1950 47.7%| 45.9%]| 43.9% 38.9% 33.7% 38.3% 24.0% 22.4% 27.3%

% built from 1950 to 2000 52.3%| 54.1% 56.1% 61.1% 66.3% 61.7% 76.0% 77.6% 72.7%
Median Year Built 1952 1955 1956 1957 1959 1958 1973 1974 1974
Lacking Complete Plumbing (%) 0.6% 0.6% 0.5% 0.4% 0.3% 0.4% 0.6% 0.6% 1.4%
% More lhgn One Person Per Room 0.9% 1.1% 1.0% 0.8% 0.6% 1.1% 0.8% 1.1% 0.9%
Renter-Occupied Units
% of Occupied - Renter-Occupied 26.8%| 25.9%|  21.9% 22.9% 22.0% 28.7% 22.1% 39.0% 17.0%
Median Gross Rent

Median Gross Rent - 1990 281 270 283 320 321 404 310 359 250

Median Gross Rent - 1990

(adjusted for inflation) 370 355 372 421 422 531 408 472 329

Median Gross Rent - 2000 367 367 366 423 432 531 382 453 336

% Change 1990 to 2000 -0.7% 3.4% -1.7% 0.5% 2.3% 0.0% -6.3% -4.0% 2.2%
% Cost Burdened 34.0%] 32.5%| 29.4% 33.5% 30.9% 35.6% 31.5% 50.4% 28.4%
Age

% built before 1950 48.4%| 45.2%| 47.2% 49.4% 41.5% 43.3% 29.0% 28.1% 30.9%

% built from 1950 to 2000 51.6%]| 54.8% 52.8% 50.6% 58.5% 56.7% 71.0% 71.9% 69.1%
Median Year Built 1951 1956 1953 1950 1956 1955 1970 1969 1972
Lacking Complete Plumbing (%) 0.6% 2.6% 0.8% 0.6% 0.4% 0.8% 1.5% 0.5% 1.7%
% More than One Person Per Room 2.1% 2.1% 2.2% 2.4% 1.5% 4.0% 1.3% 2.2% 2.7%
Source: US Bureau of the Census
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XV. Income Trends

Income trends can reveal the financial capacity of a region to support new
housing construction, modernization of older housing units, and regular
maintenance of existing units. Lower income households will have greater
difficulty meeting their basic needs (food and clothing) and generally have
less disposable income to save toward a downpayment to rent or purchase a
home, or to make necessary repairs on an older housing unit.

In 2000, over 45 percent of all county households had incomes less than
$25,000. This was the highest percentage among all surrounding
Pennsylvania counties. The median household income rose 8.8 percent
between 1990 and 2000 from $25,241 to $27,451, when adjusted for
inflation. Still, Fayette County had the lowest median income among all
surrounding Pennsylvania counties.

One reason for lower income levels is the source of income for many county
households. In 2000, nearly one in every two households (48 percent)
received transfer payments. Transfer payments are money given by the
government to its citizens. Examples include Social Security, unemployment
compensation, welfare, and disability payments and are typically fixed
amounts each month. With only slight increases allocated for cost of living
adjustments, most households receiving transfer payments are lower income
households. For example, the monthly Supplemental Security Income (SSI)
check in 2003 was $579, which was equivalent to $6,948 in annual income.

Table 4-25
Type of Household Income — 1999

Households
Source Number Percent
Wage or Salary 39,465 66%
Self-employment 4,699 8%
Social Security 22,135 37%
Supplemental Security 4,977 8%
Public Assistance 2,929 5%
Retirement Income 13,088 22%

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census

B. Labor Force, Unemployment, and Employment Trends

i. Unemployment Trends

Fayette County’s unemployment rate has fluctuated with the economic trends
of the state. Unemployment rates are tracked at the county and state level by
the Bureau of Labor Statistics. As seen in the following figure, Fayette
County’s unemployment rates are higher than the state rates. However, the
county rate has roughly paralleled the state pattern since 1990. The county’s
unemployment rate over the last 13 years has varied between 6.5% in 2000
and 10.6% in 1992. The most recent available data is for 2003, where the
county had an 8.4% unemployment rate.
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Source: Bureau of Labor Statistics

Data from the Bureau of Labor Statistics is not available for units of
government smaller than the county level. However, census data is available
at the municipality and market area level. Since census questionnaires ask
for employment status for a reference week in the year 2000 and do not
sample throughout the year, this information is for a snapshot in time and is
not seasonally adjusted. It is, however, useful to determine unemployment
rates for comparison purposes within the county. The following table outlines
the 2000 civilian unemployment rate by municipality and market area.

Unemployment rates varied widely within the county. Market area rates
included a low of 5.8% in Market area 6, and a high of 12.6% in Market area
11. Municipalities had an even greater range of rates, from 2.8% in Everson
to 30.0% in Ohiopyle.
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Table 4-26
Unemployment Rates — 2000
Total in Armed Civilian
labor force | Forces | Employed | Unemployed | Rate
Pennsylvania 6,000,512 7,626 | 5,653,500 339,386 5.7%
Fayette County 64,371 36 59,017 5,318 8.3%
Belle Vernon 539 - 449 90 | 16.7%
Everson 352 - 342 10 2.8%
Fayette City 279 - 264 15| 5.4%
Jefferson 1,063 - 994 69 6.5%
Lower Tyrone 543 - 511 32 5.9%
District 1 |Newell 243 1 231 11| 4.5%
Perry 1,348 - 1,244 104 7.7%
Perryopolis 815 - 785 30| 3.7%
Upper Tyrone 1,084 - 984 100 | 9.2%
Washington 1,969 - 1,685 284 | 14.4%
Total 8,235 1 7,489 7451 9.0%
Brownsville Borough 1,050 - 991 59 5.6%
Brownsville Twp 346 - 322 24| 6.9%
District 2 |Luzerne 2,019 - 1,878 141 7.0%
Redstone 2,454 17 2,231 206 | 8.5%
Total 5,869 17 5,422 430 | 7.3%
Fairchance 938 - 854 84 9.0%
Georges 3,244 - 2,969 275 8.5%
s German 2,490 - 2,276 214 | 8.6%
District 3
Masontown 1,257 - 1,149 108 8.6%
Smithfield 373 - 353 20| 5.4%
Total 8,302 - 7,601 701 | 8.4%
Nicholson 830 - 762 68 8.2%
L Point Marion 533 - 492 41 7.7%
District 4 - -
Springhill 1,161 3 1,007 151 | 13.0%
Total 2,524 3 2,261 260 | 10.3%
Henry Clay 886 - 807 79| 8.9%
Markleysburg 107 - 90 17 | 15.9%
o Ohiopyle 30 - 21 9| 30.0%
District 5 Stewart 374 - 326 48 | 12.8%
Wharton 1,837 - 1,630 207 | 11.3%
Total 3,234 - 2,874 360 | 11.1%
Saltlick 1,713 - 1,644 69| 4.0%
District 6 |Springfield 1,303 5 1,193 105 8.1%
Total 3,016 5 2,837 174 | 5.8%
Bullskin 3,731 - 3,494 237 | 6.4%
Connellsville Twp 1,212 - 1,171 41 3.4%
Dawson 176 - 164 12 6.8%
District 7 |Dunbar Borough 574 - 527 47| 8.2%
Dunbar Twp 3,379 - 3,120 259 | 7.7%
Vanderbilt 264 - 251 13| 4.9%
Total 9,336 - 8,727 609 | 6.5%
Franklin 1,143 - 1,031 112 9.8%
District 8 |Menallen 2,036 - 1,940 96 4.7%
Total 3,179 - 2,971 208 | 6.5%
North Union 6,051 - 5,487 564 | 9.3%
District 9 |South Union 4,978 - 4,644 334 6.7%
Total 11,029 - 10,131 898 | 8.1%
Connellsville City 3,826 10 3,542 274 7.2%
District 10 |South Connellsville 1,040 - 983 57 5.5%
Total 4,866 10 4,525 331| 6.8%
District 11 |Uniontown 4,781 - 4,179 602 | 12.6%
source: US Bureau of the Census
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Employment by Industry

The U.S. Census Bureau tracks employment data yearly through the County
Business Patterns survey. Survey information is obtained from employers

throughout the county. The North American Industry Classification System
(NAICS) is the classification system used by the Census Bureau to track this

information.

Data was obtained from years 1998, 2000, and 2002 to provide a general
overview on employment in Fayette County by industry. The following table
outlines employment by industry for the county.

Table 4-27

Employment by Industry — 1998-2002

Industry Industry Code Number of Employees % change
Code Description 1998 2000 2002 1998-2002
—————— Total 32,766 34,030 34,761 6.1%

11---- Forestry, fishing, hunting, and agriculture support 20-99 20-99 98 -

21---- Mining 384 397 369 -3.9%
22--- Utilities 250-499 | 500-999 | 500-999 -

23---- Construction 1,383 1,698 1,671 20.8%
31---- Manufacturing 3,715 4,529 3,407 -8.3%
42---- Wholesale trade 1,524 1,210 1,209 -20.7%
44---- Retail trade 6,753 6,571 6,849 1.4%
48---- Transportation & warehousing 957 1,122 1,339 39.9%
51---- Information 768 772 686 -10.7%
52---- Finance & insurance 842 841 880 4.5%
53---- Real estate & rental & leasing 296 341 361 22.0%
54---- Professional, scientific & technical services 791 879 1,104 39.6%
55---- Management of companies & enterprises 170 120 240 41.2%
56---- Admin, support, waste mgt, remediation services 616 1,523 1,420 130.5%
61---- Educational services 162 164 238 46.9%
62---- Health care and social assistance 6,769 6,344 6,877 1.6%
71---- Arts, entertainment & recreation 370 409 1,102 197.8%
72---- Accommodation & food services 4,920 4,818 4,568 -7.2%
81---- Other services (except public administration) 1,640 1,633 1,655 0.9%
95---- Auxiliaries (exc corporate, subsidiary & regional mgt) 100-249 0-19 20-99 -

99---- Unclassified establishments 0-19 20-99 0-19 -

Source: U. S. Bureau of the Census

The county had a 6.1% increase in the number of employees between 1998
and 2002. Of the industries able to be tracked over time, five had decreases
in the number of workers while twelve gained employees. The largest gains

were found in the following industries:

e Arts, entertainment, and recreation (197.8%)

e Admin, support, waste mgt, remediation services (130.5%)
e Educational services (46.9%)

e Management of companies and enterprises (41.2%)

The largest declines were found in the following industries:
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e  Wholesale trade (-20.7%)
e Information (-10.7%)

iii.  Major New Employers

The Fayette County Chamber of Commerce highlighted several defense
contractors as major new employers in the county. They include:

e  Coherent Technology (system engineering)

e ST Production Systems (torpedo manufacturing)

e Pro Logic (high end software development)

e Advanced Acoustic Concepts (high end software development)
e United Defense (tank retrofitting and rebuilding)

e NuRealm (software development)

These firms are locating in KOZ or KOEZ areas, which are tax-free until at
least 2010. These employers generally are relocating existing employees
(including electrical, software, and nuclear engineers) because local qualified
applicants cannot be found. This sector is expected to drive other supportive
job sectors (including hotels, restaurants, retail, etc.)

Tourism is also seen as a large growth industry in Fayette County today.
This segment is expanding and has multiple facets (recreation, heritage
tourism, etc.). However, this industry needs further support to remain and
grow as a viable industry.

C. Economic Incentives for New Employers

i KOZ

The Pennsylvania Keystone Opportunity Zones (KOZ) program is an
economic development initiative that empowers local communities and
fosters unique state/local and private/public partnerships. State and local
taxes are reduced to almost zero through credits, waivers, and comprehensive
deductions. The tax abatements, depending on the zone, could remain in
effect until 2018.

KOZs are defined parcel-specific areas with greatly reduced or no tax burden
for property owners, residents and businesses. KOZs represent a partnership
between each community and region among state and local taxing bodies,
school districts, economic development agencies and community-based
organizations.

To qualify as a KOZ, a site must have:

e Displayed through a vision/strategy statement how the property
through targeted growth could impact the area;

e Displayed evidence of adverse economic and socioeconomic
conditions within the proposed zone such as high poverty rates, high
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unemployment rates, percentage of abandoned or underutilized
property, and/or population loss;

e Binding resolutions or ordinances passed by the local municipality
to forgo certain taxes, including school districts, county and
municipal governments;

e Public and private commitment of resources;

e A written plan discussing the implementation of quality school
improvements and local crime reduction measures; and,

e A demonstrated cooperation from surrounding municipalities.

Properties selected as KOZs have generated minimal state and local taxable
revenue. The KOZ designation is expected to attract development where little
or no activity existed beforehand. This development may produce spin-off
taxable activity outside the designated zone.

Projects in Keystone Opportunity Zones receive priority consideration for
state assistance under state community and economic development programs
as well as community building initiatives. Projects in designated KOZs that
are approved for Pennsylvania Industrial Development Authority (PIDA) or
Small Business Financing receive the lowest interest rate extended to
borrowers.

In Fayette County, there are several KOZs:

e Brownfield Site — South Union Township

e Central School — City of Uniontown

e CIE Industrial Park — Bullskin Township

e  Cornish Building — City of Uniontown

e Fayco Building Site — North Union Township

e Fayette Building — City of Uniontown

e Fayette Business Park & Multi-Tenant Facility — Georges Township
e Fayette County Property — South Union Township

e Fayette Technology Park — North Union Township

e  Greater Uniontown Business Park — North Union and Dunbar
townships

e Lemont Furnace — North Union Township

e Library Lot - City of Uniontown

e Marshall Lot — City of Uniontown

e Ridec Property — Dunbar and North Union townships
e  Springhill Site — Springhill Township

Several Keystone Opportunity Expansion Zones (KOEZs) are also found in
the county:
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LERTA

Fayette Business Park — Georges Township

German Township — German Township

Uniontown Redevelopment — Uniontown

University Technology Park — North Union Township

The Local Economic Revitalization Tax Assistance Program (LERTA) was
established by the state legislature in the 1970s to allow local taxing
authorities to provide tax incentives for new businesses and the expansion of
existing businesses in delineated areas. LERTA allows a company
constructing a new facility or a major expansion to defer the increase in real
estate taxes on the value of the construction over a period of ten years.
Simply, the real estate tax increase attributed to the increased assessment due
to improvements is phased in over a ten-year period by increasing the taxes
paid by 10 percent per year until the full assessment is reached.
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5. HOUSING CHARACTERISTICS AND REAL ESTATE MARKET

CONDITIONS

A. Housing Supply Characteristics

This section of the housing needs analysis defines the supply and demand for
homeowner housing, rental housing and housing for special population groups in
Fayette County. The supply side analysis includes detailed research on the number
and characteristics of the county’s housing stock (including vacancy rates, tenure,
housing quality indicators, and affordability factors).

The analysis of Fayette County’s housing supply takes several factors into
consideration. Available housing supply, based on 2000 Census data,’ includes an
assessment of the amount, type, and location of existing housing units in the
county.

i Income Ranges

Income ranges in the county are broad, and are generally referred to as low-,
moderate-, and upper-income. However, since housing subsidy is based on
income levels, a more detailed definition of low-income housing becomes
necessary. Where noted, low-income households are generally defined as
those households with income at or below 80% of median family income
(MFI). Because 0-80% MFI is a broad range of income levels, the term
“low-income” can be broken down into three main categories:

e Extremely low-income (0-30% MFI)
e Very low-income (31-50% MFI)
e Low-income (51-80% MFI)
e Low-income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC) (51-60% MFI)
e Low-income other (61-80% MFI)
Moderate income households are defined as those households between 81-
100% MFI, and upper income households are those above 100% MFI.

These categories are based on the MFI determined by HUD on a yearly basis.
The 2004 HUD-determined MFI for a four-person household for the
Pittsburgh Primary Metropolitan Statistical Area (PMSA) (of which Fayette
County is a part), and annual income ranges for the previously mentioned
low-income categories, are found in the first line of the following table.

® The bulk of the statistical information presented is derived from the 2000 Census Summary File 3 data
set. Because statistics in Census data products are based on the collection, tabulation, editing, and handling
of questionnaires, errors in the data are possible. In addition, as the Summary File 3 data set is a sample
data set and not 100% reporting, it is subject to sampling error. Because of sampling and non-sampling
errors, there may be discrepancies in the reporting of similar types of data. However, the discrepancies will
not negate the usefulness of Census data to conduct analysis.
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The second line shows the affordability range for households for the four
categories listed above. It specifically demonstrates the monthly housing cost
that these households could afford at a housing expense to household income
ratio of 30%, without being cost burdened. The monthly housing costs
identified represent either rent or a mortgage payment.

Finally, the third line applies some assumptions to the affordability range,
detailed below, to determine what price a home that households at various
income levels could afford to purchase without becoming cost burdened.
Assumptions made to determine an affordable housing price include:

e A housing expense to household income ratio of 30%

e 5% of the value of the unit to account for closing costs and origination
fees

e Monthly taxes and property insurance were valued at 0.25% of the sales
price

e Households would contribute a 5% down payment, with a mortgage
value of 95% and an interest rate of 6% on a 30 year loan

Table 5-1
Fayette County Income, Affordability, and Purchase Price 2004

Extremely Low
Income
0-30% MFI 31%-50% MFI

From: ($)| To: ($) | From: (®)| To: (%)

Very Low
Income

Low
Income
51%-80% MFI

From: ($)| To: (8)

Moderate
Income
81-100% MFI

From: ($) | To: ($)

Housing
Tax Credit 51%-60%
MFI

From: ($)| To: (9)

Median
Family
Income ($)

Pittsburgh PMSA

Annual Income Levels 2004 ($)

| 16530 17,081] 275550 28,101] 44080] 28,101| 33,060
Housing Affordability Range - Monthly Housing Cost by Income Levels 2004 ($)
55100 - | sz 47| es9] 703| 1,102 ] 703 | 827 |
Home Purchase Price by Income Levels and Housing Affordability Range 2004 ($)

| ss700] 605500 97,700] 99,700 156,600 99,700 117,400] 158,600 195,800

44,631 | 55,100

1116 1,378

source: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development; Mullin & Lonergan Associates, Inc.

note: gaps between dollar amounts at the high end of one category and the low end of the next occur due to multiplication
of the MFI figure by whole percents (30.0, and 31.0, for example).

Additional factors that may impact a housing purchase include any long-term
debt or living expenses. Two ratios — a housing payment to household
income ratio of 30% (front end ratio), and a total debt to household income
ratio of 36% (back end ratio) — are industry standards used by lenders to
determine the credit-worthiness of prospective borrowers. However, many
households are encumbered with debt and monthly living expenses higher
than acceptable debt to income ratios. This can occur even if their annual
household income allows for a housing payment to household income ratio of
30%. Typical expenses for many working families include childcare, health
insurance (if not provided at their place of employment), and vehicle cost and
maintenance. The impact of many typical living expenses is greatest on low-
income households. Their housing costs and living expenses typically are a
larger portion of their monthly income.

Because of high interest rates on home mortgages during the 1970s and into
the 1980s, fewer homes were built than during the latter half of the 1980s and
throughout the 1990s. New housing tends to be larger, and comes with many
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modern features that add significantly to unit cost. The least expensive
housing — often the only housing affordable to low-income households — is
typically older. Because fewer units were constructed 20 to 30 years ago, the
inventory of the most affordable housing is at least 30 years of age or older.
Older units often require extensive maintenance and repairs, increasing
overall housing costs and limiting its affordability to low-income households.
Statistical housing unit value may not accurately reflect the true cost of the
unit, as it does not account for rehabilitation, maintenance, and/or
modernization.

Additional issues that constitute barriers to homeownership include:

e Low-income households, especially extremely low-income, often have
poor credit histories and may lack long-term employment records.

e Interest rates, after unprecedented lows, are on the rise. This impacts
mortgage rates on potential home purchases as well as adjustable interest
rates on existing consumer debt (credit cards, student loans, etc.)

e Rising interest rates, coupled with low appreciation of property values,
discourages investment in property.

ii. Number and Location of Available Housing Supply

The housing market in Fayette County has responded to underlying
demographic and economic shifts. In general, the housing supply has
increased throughout the county. The largest increases in housing units have
occurred in more rural, eastern areas of the county. Decreases in the housing
stock are fairly limited, and occurred mainly in older boroughs and
townships.

Housing supply has become more diverse throughout the county. The
number of multifamily housing units is increasing in most areas of the
county. In rural areas, the housing supply is more homogenous, with the
majority of the housing stock consisting primarily of single family detached
dwellings.

Mobile homes and multifamily units are becoming larger parts of the
county’s housing stock. The number of mobile homes increased by 23.6%
(1,594 units) between 1990 and 2000. This rate of growth was more than
four times greater than single family units (which grew 5.0%, 2,283 units).
Multifamily units also outpaced single family units, growing by 1,809 units
(23.4%) from 1990 to 2000.

iii.  Total Housing Supply
The number of housing units in the county increased 8.3% in the last decade,

from 61,406 in 1990 to 66,490 in 2000. This rate is much higher than the
previous decade. Between 1980 and 1990, there was only a 0.6% increase in
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the number of housing units.® The largest housing unit increases occurred in
Market Areas 6 (20.8%) and 5 (16.2%).

In 2000, there were 6,521 vacant housing units in the county, a 23.1%
increase from the 5,296 vacant units reported in 1990. The Census further
subdivides vacant housing units into five sub-categories: units for rent; units
for sale only; units rented or sold, but not yet occupied; units held for
seasonal, recreational, or occasional use; units for migrant workers; and other
units. In the county, 1,486 units (22.8% of vacant units, and 2.2% of the
county’s total housing units) were designated for seasonal, recreational, or
occasional use in 2000.

e Market Area highlights

Seasonal vacancies were highest in Market Areas 5 and 6, where
these vacancies accounted for 82.2% (855) and 66.9% (323) of the
vacancies in each market area, respectively. Market Areas 10 and
11 have the lowest amount of seasonal vacancies, at 1.7% (9) and
2.7% (24), respectively. Overall, seasonal vacancies by market area
are evenly split, with six market areas showing decreases in seasonal
vacancies and five showing increases.

e  Municipality highlights
Nine municipalities — Smithfield Borough, Henry Clay Township,
Markleysburg Borough, Ohiopyle Borough, Stewart Township,
Wharton Township, Saltlick Township, Springfield Township, and
Bullskin Township — had seasonal vacancy rates higher than the
county rate of 22.8%. In contrast, 15 municipalities had seasonal
vacancy rates under 5.0% of total vacant units.

Subtracting seasonal vacancies from the total number of vacancies gives a
clearer picture of the units that are vacant year-round. After seasonal
vacancies were deducted from the total number of vacant units, 4,398 units
(67.4% of vacant units, and 6.6% of the county’s total housing units) remain.
This rate is up 12.7% from 1990 (3,603 units, 68.0% of vacant units, and
5.9% of total housing units).

e Market Area highlights

In 2000, four market areas, Market Areas 2, 4, 10, and 11, had year-
round vacancy rates higher than the county rate of 6.6%. In
contrast, Market Area 5 had the lowest year-round vacancy rate at
4.1% (145). The largest market area increases are found in Market
Areas 2 (30.9%) and 11 (32.0%). These market areas have two of
the county’s larger urban areas, Brownsville and Uniontown. The
largest decline in vacant units occurred in Market Area 5 (-41.1%).

19 part of this large increase may be due to a discrepancy in building permit reporting at the county level.
Between 1990 and 1998, building permits for new mobile homes were added to the county’s inventory
without noting a removal or demolition for a previous structure on the same parcel. Rather than the net
gain being zero in many cases, the county was reporting a net gain of one housing unit.
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e  Municipality highlights
Five municipalities — Belle VVernon Borough, Fayette City Borough,
Brownsville Borough, Point Marion Borough, and the city of
Uniontown — had year-round vacancy rates over 10.0%. In contrast,
seven municipalities (Jefferson Township, Lower Tyrone Township,
Newell Borough, Upper Tyrone Township, Henry Clay Township,
Stewart Township, and Springfield Township) had year-round
vacancy rates under 3.0% of total vacant units.

Further information on the county’s total housing supply, including housing
supply by market area and municipality for 1990 and 2000, is presented in
the following tables.
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Table 5-2
Fayette County Housing Supply and Vacant Unit Characteristics 1990

Housing Units Vacant Units
Number of Total
Total Vacant] Rented Total Year- Year-Round

for Seasonal| or Sold, Not Round Vacant Units (as|

Total | Occupied| Total Use Occupied |Vacant Units|% of Total Units)

Pennsylvania 4,938,140]4,495,966| 442,174 144,359 43,747 254,068 5.1%

Fayette County 61,406 56,110] 5,296 1,141 552 3,603 5.9%

Belle Vernon 648 592 56 3 1 52 8.0%

Everson 432 378 54 0 12 42 9.7%

Fayette City 340 306 34 6 11 17 5.0%

Jefferson 790 730 60 5 35 20 2.5%

Lower Tyrone 422 398 24 2 0 22 5.2%

District 1 |Newell 217 202 15 0 0 15 6.9%

Perry 1,117 1,033 84 11 6 67 6.0%

Perryopolis 797 765 32 1 0 31 3.9%

Upper Tyrone 762 717 45 3 5 37 4.9%

Washington 1,919 1,826 93 2 27 64 3.3%

Total 7,444 6,947 497 33 97 367 4.9%

Brownsville Borough 1,541 1,340 201 3 11 187 12.1%

Brownsville Twp 396 353 43 3 2 38 9.6%

District 2 |Luzerne 2,027 1,909 118 2 23 93 4.6%

Redstone 2,824 2,658 266 15 69 182 6.4%

Total 6,788 6,160 628 23 105 500 7.4%

Fairchance 776 727 49 0 6 43 5.5%

Georges 2,522 2,372 150 9 8 133 5.3%

District 3 German 2,211 2,092 119 1 35 83 3.8%

Masontown 1,646 1,632 114 1 20 93 5.7%

Smithfield 397 379 18 1 1 16 4.0%

Total 7,552 7,102 450 12 70 368 4.9%

Nicholson 738 689 49 1 1 47 6.4%

o Point Marion 609 534 75 1 1 73 12.0%

District 4 - -

Springhill 1,112 1,038 74 28 1 45 4.0%

Total 2,459 2,261 198 30 3 165 6.7%

Henry Clay 1,057 620 437 372 7 58 5.5%

Markleysburg 105 94 11 2 0 9 8.6%

L Ohiopyle 50 39 11 9 0 2 4.0%

DIStret S IS ewart 331 263 68 49 Z 15 4.5%

Wharton 1,507 1,129 378 232 18 128 8.5%

Total 3,050 2,145 905 664 29 212 7.0%

Saltlick 1,368 1,148 220 145 21 54 3.9%

District 6 | Springfield 1,137 999 138 71 13 54 4.7%

Total 2,505 2,147 358 216 34 108 4.3%

Bullskin 2,809 2,604 205 96 19 90 3.2%

Connellsville Twp 1,026 974 52 0 2 50 4.9%

Dawson 214 199 15 0 0 15 7.0%

District 7 | Dunbar Borough 529 496 33 1 1 31 5.9%

Dunbar Twp 2,912 2,740 172 4 13 155 5.3%

Vanderhilt 237 208 29 0 1 28 11.8%

Total 7,727 7,221 506 101 36 369 4.8%

Franklin 1,047 958 89 23 7 59 5.6%

District 8 |[Menallen 1,893 1,776 117 14 30 73 3.9%

Total 2,940 2,734 206 37 37 132 4.5%

North Union 5,761 5,461 300 8 27 265 4.6%

District 9 | South Union 4,190 3,978 212 2 40 170 4.1%

Total 9,951 9,439 512 10 67 435 4.4%

Connellsville City 4,210 3,845 365 6 23 336 8.0%

District 10]South Connellsville 899 836 63 2 14 47 5.2%

Total 5,109 4,681 428 8 37 383 7.5%

District 11| Uniontown 5,881 5,273 608 7 37 564 9.6%
Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census
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Table 5-3
Fayette County Housing Supply and Vacant Unit Characteristics 2000

Housing Units Vacant Units
Number of Total
Total Vacant] Rented Total Year- Year-Round

for Seasonal| or Sold, Not Round Vacant Units (as|

Total | Occupied| Total Use Occupied |Vacant Units|% of Total Units)

Pennsylvania 5,249,750 4,777,003 472,747 148,230 37,494 287,023 5.5%

Fayette County 66,490 59,969] 6,521 1,486 637 4,398 6.6%

Belle Vernon 716 612 104 4 4 96 13.4%

Everson 385 351 34 3 5 26 6.8%

Fayette City 321 286 35 1 1 33 10.3%

Jefferson 900 865 35 5 5 25 2.8%

Lower Tyrone 480 461 19 2 4 13 2.7%

District 1 |Newell 232 222 10 1 4 5 2.2%

Perry 1,245 1,170 75 4 5 66 5.3%

Perryopolis 831 798 33 0 7 26 3.1%

Upper Tyrone 902 870 32 3 3 26 2.9%

Washington 1,948 1,821 127 6 11 110 5.6%

Total 7,960 7,456 504 29 49 426 5.4%

Brownsville Borough 1,550 1,238 312 5 19 288 18.6%

Brownsville Twp 362 325 37 4 3 30 8.3%

District 2 |Luzerne 2,043 1,897 146 11 11 124 6.1%

Redstone 2,943 2,651 292 14 55 223 7.6%

Total 6,898 6,111 787 34 88 665 9.6%

Fairchance 932 871 61 3 13 45 4.8%

Georges 2,749 2,588 161 20 23 118 4.3%

District 3 German 2,333 2,148 185 14 44 127 5.4%

Masontown 1,701 1,536 165 3 17 145 8.5%

Smithfield 384 363 21 5 2 14 3.6%

Total 8,099 7,506 593 45 99 449 5.5%

Nicholson 777 737 40 8 4 28 3.6%

District 4 Point Marion 682 572 110 3 5 102 15.0%

Springhill 1,270 1,157 113 18 10 85 6.7%

Total 2,729 2,466 263 29 19 215 7.9%

Henry Clay 1,306 742 564 519 9 36 2.8%

Markleysburg 105 90 15 5 0 10 9.5%

L Ohiopyle 44 34 10 6 1 3 6.8%

DIStret 3 IS ewart 338 275 63 22 14 7 2.1%

Wharton 1,750 1,362 388 283 16 89 5.1%

Total 3,543 2,503| 1,040 855 40 145 4.1%

Saltlick 1,743 1,385 358 242 26 90 5.2%

District 6 | Springfield 1,283 1,158 125 81 8 36 2.8%

Total 3,026 2,543 483 323 34 126 4.2%

Bullskin 3,206 3,023 183 57 10 116 3.6%

Connellsville Twp 1,093 1,032 61 2 8 51 4.7%

Dawson 205 183 22 4 11 7 3.4%

District 7 | Dunbar Borough 576 513 63 2 4 57 9.9%

Dunbar Twp 3,152 2,944 208 11 40 157 5.0%

Vanderbilt 234 222 12 0 1 11 4.7%

Total 8,466 7,917 549 76 74 399 4.7%

Franklin 1,072 1,012 60 10 9 41 3.8%

District 8 |[Menallen 1,964 1,810 154 10 27 117 6.0%

Total 3,036 2,822 214 20 36 158 5.2%

North Union 6,234 5,805 429 27 30 372 6.0%

District 9 | South Union 4,795 4,563 232 14 29 189 3.9%

Total 11,029 10,368 661 41 59 561 5.1%

Connellsville City 4,434 3,963 471 9 65 397 9.0%

District 10|South Connellsville 948 890 58 0 1 57 6.0%

Total 5,382 4,853 529 9 66 454 8.4%

District 11| Uniontown 6,320 5,423 897 24 73 800 12.7%
Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census
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Table 5-4
Fayette County Housing Supply and Vacant Unit Characteristics Percent Change 1990 —
2000
Housing Units Vacant Units
Number of

Total Vacant | Total Rented Total Year- Year-Round
for Seasonal | or Sold, Not Round Vacant Units (as
Total |Occupied] Total Use Occupied Vacant Units | % of Total Units)
Pennsylvania 6.3% 6.3%] 6.9% 2.7% -14.3% 13.0% 6.3%
Fayette County 8.3% 6.9%] 23.1% 30.2% 15.4% 22.1% 12.7%
Belle Vernon 10.5% 3.4%| 85.7% 33.3% 300.0% 84.6% 67.1%
Everson -10.9% -7.1%| -37.0%|* -58.3% -38.1% -30.5%
Fayette City -5.6% -6.5%] 2.9% -83.3% -90.9% 94.1% 105.6%
Jefferson 13.9% 18.5%| -41.7% 0.0% -85.7% 25.0% 9.7%
Lower Tyrone 13.7% 15.8%| -20.8% 0.0% -40.9% -48.0%
District 1 |Newell 6.9% 9.9%]| -33.3%|* -66.7% -68.8%
Perry 11.5% 13.3%] -10.7% -63.6% -16.7% -1.5% -11.6%
Perryopolis 4.3% 4.3%] 3.1% -100.0% -16.1% -19.6%
Upper Tyrone 18.4% 21.3%] -28.9% 0.0% -40.0% -29.7% -40.6%
Washington 1.5% -0.3%] 36.6% 200.0% -59.3% 71.9% 69.3%
Total 6.9% 7.3%) 1.4% -12.1% -49.5% 16.1% 8.6%
Brownsville Borough| 0.6% -7.6%] 55.2% 66.7% 72.7% 54.0% 53.1%
Brownsville Twp -8.6% -7.9%| -14.0% 33.3% 50.0% -21.1% -13.6%
District 2 |Luzerne 0.8% -0.6%] 23.7% 450.0% -52.2% 33.3% 32.3%
Redstone 4.2% 3.6%] 9.8% -6.7% -20.3% 22.5% 17.6%
Total 1.6% -0.8%| 25.3% 47.8% -16.2% 33.0% 30.9%
Fairchance 20.1% 19.8%| 24.5%|* 116.7% 4.7% -12.9%
Georges 9.0% 9.1%] 7.3% 122.2% 187.5% -11.3% -18.6%
District 3 German 5.5% 2.7%| 55.5% 1300.0% 25.7% 53.0% 45.0%
Masontown 3.3% 0.3%] 44.7% 200.0% -15.0% 55.9% 50.9%
Smithfield -3.3% -4.2%] 16.7% 400.0% 100.0% -12.5% -9.5%
Total 7.2% 5.7%| 31.8% 275.0% 41.4% 22.0% 13.8%
Nicholson 5.3% 7.0%| -18.4% 700.0% 300.0% -40.4% -43.4%
District 4 Point Marion 12.0% 7.1%)| 46.7% 200.0% 400.0% 39.7% 24.8%
Springhill 14.2% 11.5%] 52.7% -35.7% 900.0% 88.9% 65.4%
Total 11.0% 9.1%| 32.8% -3.3% 533.3% 30.3% 17.4%
Henry Clay 23.6% 19.7%] 29.1% 39.5% 28.6% -37.9% -49.8%
Markleysburg 0.0% -4.3%] 36.4% 150.0% 11.1% 11.1%
District 5 Ohiopyle -12.0%| -12.8%] -9.1% -33.3% 50.0% 70.5%
Stewart 2.1% 4.6%) -7.4% -14.3% 250.0% -53.3% -54.3%
Wharton 16.1% 20.6%] 2.6% 22.0% -11.1% -30.5% -40.1%
Total 16.2% 16.7%| 14.9% 28.8% 37.9% -31.6% -41.1%
Saltlick 27.4% 20.6%] 62.7% 66.9% 23.8% 66.7% 30.8%
District 6 | Springfield 12.8% 15.9%] -9.4% 14.1% -38.5% -33.3% -40.9%
Total 20.8% 18.4%] 34.9% 49.5% 0.0% 16.7% -3.4%
Bullskin 14.1% 16.1%] -10.7% -40.6% -47.4% 28.9% 12.9%
Connellsville Twp 6.5% 6.0%] 17.3%]|* 300.0% 2.0% -4.3%
Dawson -4.2% -8.0%] 46.7%]* -53.3% -51.3%
District 7 |Dunbar Borough 8.9% 3.4%| 90.9% 100.0% 300.0% 83.9% 68.9%
Dunbar Twp 8.2% 7.4%] 20.9% 175.0% 207.7% 1.3% -6.4%
Vanderbilt -1.3% 6.7%| -58.6%|* 0.0% -60.7% -60.2%
Total 9.6% 9.6%] 8.5% -24.8% 105.6% 8.1% -1.3%
Franklin 2.4% 5.6%] -32.6% -56.5% 28.6% -30.5% -32.1%
District 8 |Menallen 3.8% 1.9%] 31.6% -28.6% -10.0% 60.3% 54.5%
Total 3.3% 3.2%] 3.9% -45.9% -2.7% 19.7% 15.9%
North Union 8.2% 6.3%| 43.0% 237.5% 11.1% 40.4% 29.7%
District 9 |South Union 14.4% 14.7%| 9.4% 600.0% -27.5% 11.2% -2.9%
Total 10.8% 9.8%| 29.1% 310.0% -11.9% 29.0% 16.4%
Connellsville City 5.3% 3.1%| 29.0% 50.0% 182.6% 18.2% 12.2%
District 10| South Connellsville 5.5% 6.5%] -7.9% -100.0% -92.9% 21.3% 15.0%
Total 5.3% 3.7%| 23.6% 12.5% 78.4% 18.5% 12.5%
District 11|Uniontown 7.5% 2.8%| 47.5% 242.9% 97.3% 41.8% 32.0%

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census

note: The large percentages calculated in some categories are due in part to the very small numbers of a given type
of housing unit in a given geographic area.
* - These percentages could be not be calculated because one or both of the values used to calculate the percentage was zero.
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Total Housing Supply by Units per Structure and Mobile Homes

Fayette County’s housing stock primarily consists of single family units. The
2000 Census shows the following statistics:

e 48,363 housing units (72.7% of the county’s total units) were single
family units

e 9,543 housing units (14.4%) were multifamily units
e 8,354 housing units (12.6%) were mobile homes
e 230 housing units (0.3%) were classified as “other”

Since 1990, the single family segment of the total housing stock has slightly
decreased (-3.1%), while both the multifamily and mobile homes segments of
the housing stock have increased (14.0% and 14.1%, respectively).

e Market Area highlights

Single family. In 2000, Market Area 2 had the highest rate of single
family units (79.0%, 5,450). Conversely, Market Area 11 had the
lowest single family rate, at 58.2% (3,667).
Multifamily. Market Area 11 had the highest percentage of
multifamily units in 2000, at 41.2% (2,595), while Market Area 6
had the lowest rate, 1.7% (52).
Mobile homes. The percentage of mobile homes in Market Area 6
is the highest in the county, at 25.6% (775). In contrast, Market
Area 11 had the lowest rate of mobile homes, at 0.6% (39).
Other. Market Areas 5, 6, and 9 are the only market areas that had
“other” housing units in 2000. This category includes boats, RVs,
vans, and any other type of housing unit not otherwise categorized.
All but 15 of the 230 units classified this way can be found in
Market Area 5.

e  Municipality highlights
Single family. Of the forty-two municipalities in the county,
Newell Borough had the highest single family rate (96.2%, 225),
while Belle Vernon Borough had the lowest (56.5%, 407).
Multifamily. The city of Uniontown had the highest percentage of
multifamily units, 41.2% (2,595), while Markleysburg Borough and
Stewart Township had no multifamily units.
Mobile homes. Springfield Township had the highest number of
mobile homes in the county (33.3%, 427), while the city of
Connellsville had the lowest mobile home rate (0.3%, 13) in 2000.
Other. Henry Clay Township had the only significant amount of
units classified as “other” in the 2000 Census (15.2%, 198). This
category includes boats, RVs, vans, and any other type of housing
unit not otherwise categorized.
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tables.
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Table 5-5
Fayette County Units per Structure and Mobile Homes 1990
single family multifamiy
housing attached and . mobile homes other
units detached units per structure %
total % 2-4 5-9 10 or more total % total %
Pennsylvania 4,938,140 | 3,553,521 | 72.0%| 501,335 | 170,695 | 397,631 |21.7%]| 251,864 | 5.1%]| 63,094 | 1.3%
Fayette County 61,406 46,080 | 75.0% 4,427 1,531 1,776 | 12.6% 6,760 | 11.0% 832 | 1.4%
Belle Vernon 646 315 |48.8% 130 33 148 | 48.1% 16 | 2.5% 41 0.6%
Everson 426 330 | 77.5% 76 10 - 20.2% 41 0.9% 6| 1.4%
Fayette City 342 253 | 74.0% 78 2 - 23.4% 7] 2.0% 2| 0.6%
Jefferson 815 700 | 85.9% 26 - - 3.2% 88 |10.8% 1] 0.1%
Lower Tyrone 422 279 | 66.1% 8 - - 1.9% 132 | 31.3% 3] 0.7%
District 1 |Newell 217 209 | 96.3% 6 - - 2.8% 2] 0.9% - 0.0%
Perry 1,117 869 | 77.8% 40 4 - 3.9% 181 | 16.2% 23| 2.1%
Perryopolis 797 647 | 81.2% 31 11 11] 6.6% 91 |11.4% 6| 0.8%
Upper Tyrone 762 607 | 79.7% 23 5 - 3.7% 119 |15.6% 8| 1.0%
Washington 1,919 1,648 | 85.9% 68 62 25| 8.1% 108 | 5.6% 8| 0.4%
Total 7,463 5,857 | 78.5% 486 127 184 110.7% 748 | 10.0% 61| 0.8%
Brownsvme Borough 1,541 1,036 | 67.2% 167 101 188 | 29.6% 5] 0.3% 441 2.9%
Brownsville Twp 400 329 |82.3% 32 3 - 8.8% 31| 7.8% 5] 1.3%
District 2 [Luzerne 2,019 1,758 | 87.1% 36 - - 1.8% 203 ]10.1% 22| 1.1%
Redstone 2,803 2,345 |83.7% 108 63 34| 7.3% 167 | 6.0% 86| 3.1%
Total 6,763 5,468 | 80.9% 343 167 222 |10.8% 406 | 6.0% 157 | 2.3%
Fairchance 776 626 | 80.7% 75 9 - 10.8% 57| 7.3% 9| 1.2%
Georges 2,522 1,988 | 78.8% 64 - - 2.5% 460 | 18.2% 10| 0.4%
District 3 German 2,211 1,880 | 85.0% 35 - - 1.6% 257 | 11.6% 39| 1.8%
Masontown 1,646 1,264 | 76.8% 163 113 7117.2% 59| 3.6% 40| 2.4%
Smithfield 397 285 | 71.8% 54 5 - 14.9% 51 112.8% 2] 0.5%
Total 7,552 6,043 | 80.0% 391 127 7| 7.0% 884 |11.7% 100 | 1.3%
Nicholson 748 601 | 80.3% 9 - - 1.2% 138 | 18.4% - 0.0%
District 4 Point Marion 609 487 180.0% 68 28 8117.1% 6] 1.0% 12| 2.0%
Springhill 1,102 727 | 66.0% - - - 0.0% 375 | 34.0% - 0.0%
Total 2,459 1,815 | 73.8% 77 28 8| 4.6% 519 |21.1% 12| 0.5%
Henry Clay 1,064 784 | 73.7% 24 8 - 3.0% 223 121.0% 25| 2.3%
Markleysburg 104 95 |91.3% 4 - - 3.8% 2] 1.9% 3] 2.9%
District 5 [2hiopyle 44 35 [79.5% 4 - - 9.1% 2| 45% 3] 6.8%
Stewart 337 283 | 84.0% - - - 0.0% 49 | 14.5% 5] 1.5%
Wharton 1,501 1,179 | 78.5% 19 4 41 1.8% 238 | 15.9% 57| 3.8%
Total 3,050 2,376 | 77.9% 51 12 41 2.2% 514 | 16.9% 93| 3.0%
Saltlick 1,351 969 | 71.7% 28 - - 2.1% 339 | 25.1% 15| 1.1%
District 6 | Springfield 1,154 820 | 71.1% - - - 0.0% 316 | 27.4% 18| 1.6%
Total 2,505 1,789 | 71.4% 28 - - 1.1% 655 | 26.1% 33| 1.3%
Bullskin 2,809 2,043 |172.7% 53 19 34| 3.8% 645 | 23.0% 15] 0.5%
Connellsville Twp 1,026 815 | 79.4% 50 - - 4.9% 143 | 13.9% 18| 1.8%
Dawson 220 183 | 83.2% 18 9 - 12.3% 10| 4.5% - 0.0%
District 7 | Dunbar Borough 529 431 | 81.5% 45 12 14 113.4% 26| 4.9% 1] 0.2%
Dunbar Twp 2,912 2,269 | 77.9% 36 - - 1.2% 599 |20.6% 8| 0.3%
Vanderbilt 237 183 | 77.2% 26 4 12 117.7% 12| 5.1% - 0.0%
Total 7,733 5,924 176.6% 228 44 60| 4.3% 1,435 | 18.6% 42 | 0.5%
Franklin 1,047 848 | 81.0% 17 - - 1.6% 161 | 15.4% 21| 2.0%
District 8 |Menallen 1,893 1,622 | 85.7% 19 12 10| 2.2% 194 10.2% 36| 1.9%
Total 2,940 2,470 | 84.0% 36 12 10| 2.0% 355 |12.1% 57| 1.9%
North Union 5,772 3,989 |69.1% 319 127 295 |12.8% 980 | 17.0% 62| 1.1%
District 9 |South Union 4,179 3,525 | 84.4% 212 208 22 |10.6% 163 | 3.9% 49| 1.2%
Total 9,951 7,514 1 75.5% 531 335 317 |11.9% 1,143 | 11.5% 111 | 1.1%
Connellsville City 4,210 2,536 | 60.2% 995 244 323 |37.1% 41 0.1% 108 | 2.6%
District 10{South Connellsville 899 725 180.6% 74 9 - 9.2% 85| 9.5% 6| 0.7%
Total 5,109 3,261 | 63.8% 1,069 253 323 |32.2% 89| 1.7% 114 | 2.2%
District 11|Uniontown 5,881 3,563 | 60.6% 1,187 426 641 | 38.3% 12| 0.2% 52| 0.9%
Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census
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Table 5-6
Fayette County Units per Structure and Mobile Homes 2000
single family multifamiy
housing attached and . mobile homes other
units detached units per structure %
total % 2-4 5-9 10 or more total % total %
Pennsylvania 5,249,750 | 3,875,644 | 73.8% 515,543 | 179,909 415,405 | 21.2%| 258,551 | 4.9%] 4,698 | 0.1%
Fayette County 66,490 48,363 | 72.7% 5,352 2,035 2,156 | 14.4% 8,354 | 12.6% 230 | 0.3%
Belle Vernon 720 407 | 56.5% 82 131 73 139.7% 27| 3.8% - 0.0%
Everson 386 329 [85.2% 42 6 - 12.4% 9| 2.3% - 0.0%
Fayette City 316 246 | 77.8% 48 4 - 16.5% 18| 5.7% - 0.0%
Jefferson 898 757 |184.3% 21 - 21 2.6% 118 | 13.1% - 0.0%
Lower Tyrone 472 314 | 66.5% 4 - - 0.8% 154 | 32.6% - 0.0%
District 1 |[Newell 234 225 196.2% 2 3 - 2.1% 41 1.7% - 0.0%
Perry 1,245 903 | 72.5% 91 - - 7.3% 251 |20.2% - 0.0%
Perryopolis 831 660 | 79.4% 50 13 2| 7.8% 106 | 12.8% - 0.0%
Upper Tyrone 901 658 | 73.0% 18 - 5] 2.6% 220 | 24.4% - 0.0%
Washington 1,949 1,637 | 84.0% 64 160 10 |12.0% 78 | 4.0% - 0.0%
Total 7,952 6,136 | 77.2% 422 317 92 110.5% 985 112.4% - 0.0%
Brownsvme Borough 1,579 954 | 60.4% 287 94 224 138.3% 20| 1.3% - 0.0%
Brownsville Twp 356 330 [92.7% 14 - - 3.9% 12 | 3.4% - 0.0%
District 2 |Luzerne 2,049 1,823 | 89.0% 40 8 - 2.3% 178 | 8.7% - 0.0%
Redstone 2,914 2,343 ]180.4% 186 190 9113.2% 186 | 6.4% - 0.0%
Total 6,898 5,450 | 79.0% 527 292 233 |15.3% 396 | 5.7% - 0.0%
Fairchance 913 591 | 64.7% 123 10 37 | 18.6% 152 | 16.6% - 0.0%
Georges 2,866 2,054 | 71.7% 67 - - 2.3% 745 |26.0% - 0.0%
District 3 German 2,333 1,924 |82.5% 42 - 10| 2.2% 357 [ 15.3% - 0.0%
Masontown 1,648 1,280 | 77.7% 206 128 - 20.3% 34| 2.1% - 0.0%
Smithfield 388 282 | 72.7% 44 11 - 14.2% 51 ]13.1% - 0.0%
Total 8,148 6,131 | 75.2% 482 149 47| 8.3% 1,339 | 16.4% - 0.0%
Nicholson 778 616 | 79.2% 5 - - 0.6% 157 120.2% - 0.0%
District 4 Point Marion 674 508 | 75.4% 91 42 25 123.4% 8| 1.2% - 0.0%
Springhill 1,277 863 | 67.6% 65 - - 5.1% 349 | 27.3% - 0.0%
Total 2,729 1,987 | 72.8% 161 42 25| 8.4% 514 118.8% - 0.0%
Henry Clay 1,305 784 160.1% 46 2 - 3.7% 275 [21.1% 198 | 15.2%
Markleysburg 105 93 |88.6% - - - 0.0% 12 111.4% - 0.0%
District 5 Ohiopyle 38 23 160.5% 6 - - 15.8% 9 [23.7% - 0.0%
Stewart 345 270 | 78.3% - - - 0.0% 71 120.6% 41 1.2%
Wharton 1,750 1,312 | 75.0% 89 - 82| 9.8% 254 | 14.5% 13| 0.7%
Total 3,543 2,482 | 70.1% 141 2 82| 6.4% 621 |1 17.5% 215 | 6.1%
Saltlick 1,744 1,357 | 77.8% 28 6 5] 2.2% 348 | 20.0% - 0.0%
District 6 |Springfield 1,283 834 | 65.0% 8 5 - 1.0% 427 133.3% 9] 0.7%
Total 3,027 2,191 | 72.4% 36 11 51 1.7% 775 125.6% 91 0.3%
Bullskin 3,200 2,304 | 72.0% 30 36 17| 2.6% 813 | 25.4% - 0.0%
Connellsville Twp 1,113 838 | 75.3% 43 - - 3.9% 232 |20.8% - 0.0%
Dawson 206 163 | 79.1% 28 9 - 18.0% 6| 2.9% - 0.0%
District 7 |Dunbar Borough 591 417 | 70.6% 93 9 9]18.8% 63 110.7% - 0.0%
Dunbar Twp 3,126 2,437 | 78.0% 80 7 - 2.8% 602 | 19.3% - 0.0%
Vanderbilt 252 206 |81.7% 25 - 2110.7% 19| 7.5% - 0.0%
Total 8,488 6,365 | 75.0% 299 61 28| 4.6% 1,735 1 20.4% - 0.0%
Franklin 1,072 898 | 83.8% 9 - - 0.8% 165 | 15.4% - 0.0%
District 8 |Menallen 1,964 1,449 | 73.8% 203 7 11 |11.3% 294 | 15.0% - 0.0%
Total 3,036 2,347 | 77.3% 212 7 11| 7.6% 459 | 15.1% - 0.0%
North Union 6,234 4,288 | 68.8% 307 148 278 111.8% 1,213 | 19.5% - 0.0%
District 9 |South Union 4,765 3,955 | 83.0% 216 243 192 | 13.7% 153 | 3.2% 6] 0.1%
Total 10,999 8,243 | 74.9% 523 391 470 | 12.6% 1,366 | 12.4% 6] 0.1%
Connellsvme City 4,425 2,605 | 58.9% 1,123 337 347 |40.8% 13| 0.3% - 0.0%
District 10| South Connellsville 943 758 | 80.4% 73 - - 7.7% 112 | 11.9% - 0.0%
Total 5,368 3,363 | 62.6% 1,196 337 347 | 35.0% 125 2.3% - 0.0%
District 11]Uniontown 6,301 3,667 | 58.2% 1,353 426 816 |41.2% 39| 0.6% - 0.0%
Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census
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Table 5-7
Fayette County Units per Structure and Mobile Homes Percent Change 1990 — 2000
single family multifamiy
housing] attached and . mobile homes other
units detached units per structure %
total % 2-4 5-9  ]10 or more| total % total %
Pennsylvania 6.3%] 9.1%| 2.6% 2.8% 5.4% 4.5%]| -2.3%) 2.7%| -3.4%] -92.6%]| -93.0%
Fayette County 8.3%) 5.0%| -3.1%] 20.9%| 32.9% 21.4%| 14.0%] 23.6%| 14.1%] -72.4%| -74.5%
Belle Vernon 11.5%] 29.2%| 15.9%] -36.9%| 297.0% -50.7%] -17.5%] 68.8%]| 51.4%]-100.0%]|-100.0%
Everson -9.4%] -0.3%| 10.0%] -44.7%]| -40.0%]|* -38.4%] 125.0%] 148.3%] -100.0%| -100.0%
Fayette City -7.6%] -2.8%| 5.2%] -38.5%]| 100.0%]|* -29.7%] 157.1%] 178.3%] -100.0%| -100.0%
Jefferson 10.2%] 8.1%| -1.9%| -19.2%|* * -19.7%] 34.1%| 21.7%]-100.0%|-100.0%
Lower Tyrone 11.8%] 12.5%| 0.6%] -50.0%]* * -55.3%] 16.7%]| 4.3%]-100.0%]| -100.0%
District 1 [Newell 7.8%) 7.7%]| -0.2%] -66.7%]|* * -22.7%] 100.0%] 85.5%}* *
Perry 11.5%] 3.9%] -6.8%] 127.5%] -100.0%|* 85.6%] 38.7%| 24.4%]-100.0%]|-100.0%
Perryopolis 4.3%] 2.0%| -2.2%] 61.3%| 18.2% -81.8%] 17.6%] 16.5%| 11.7%]-100.0%]-100.0%
Upper Tyrone 18.2%] 8.4%| -8.3%] -21.7%]-100.0%|* -30.5%] 84.9%]| 56.4%]-100.0%]|-100.0%
Washington 1.6%] -0.7%| -2.2%] -5.9%| 158.1% -60.0%]| 48.6%] -27.8%| -28.9%]-100.0%| -100.0%
Total 6.6%] 4.8%]| -1.7%] -13.2%| 149.6% -50.0%| -2.1%] 31.7%| 23.6%]-100.0%]|-100.0%
Brownsville Borough 2.5%) -7.9%]|-10.1%] 71.9%| -6.9% 19.1%| 29.5%]300.0%)] 290.4%] -100.0%] -100.0%
Brownsville Twp -11.0%) 0.3%] 12.7%] -56.3%]-100.0%]* -55.1%] -61.3%] -56.5%] -100.0%]| -100.0%
District 2 [Luzerne 1.5%) 3.7%| 2.2%) 11.1%|* * 31.4%]) -12.3%]| -13.6%] -100.0%] -100.0%
Redstone 4.0%] -0.1%| -3.9%] 72.2%]| 201.6% -73.5%] 80.7%] 11.4%| 7.1%]-100.0%]-100.0%
Total 2.0%] -0.3%]| -2.3%] 53.6%| 74.9% 5.0%| 40.9%] -2.5%| -4.4%]-100.0%]-100.0%
Fairchance 17.7%)] -5.6%]-19.8%] 64.0%]| 11.1%]|* 72.0%] 166.7%] 126.7%] -100.0%] -100.0%
Georges 13.6%) 3.3%] -9.1% 4.7%]|* * -7.9%] 62.0%| 42.5%]-100.0%] -100.0%
District 3 German 5.5%] 2.3%| -3.0%] 20.0%]|* * 40.8%) 38.9%| 31.6%]-100.0%] -100.0%
Masontown 0.1%] 1.3%| 1.1%] 26.4%| 13.3%| -100.0%| 17.9%] -42.4%| -42.4%]-100.0%]|-100.0%
Smithfield -2.3%) -1.1%| 1.2%] -18.5%]| 120.0%]|* -4.6%] 0.0%| 2.3%]-100.0%]-100.0%
Total 7.9%] 1.5%| -6.0%] 23.3%| 17.3% 571.4%| 19.7%] 51.5%]| 40.4%]-100.0%]|-100.0%
Nicholson 4.0%] 2.5%| -1.5%] -44.4%]* * -46.6%] 13.8% 9.4%[* *
District 4 Point Marion 10.7%) 4.3%| -5.7%] 33.8%| 50.0% 212.5%] 37.3%] 33.3%] 20.5%]-100.0%]-100.0%
Springhill 15.9%| 18.7%| 2.4%[* * * * -6.9%]| -19.7%[* *
Total 11.0%] 9.5%| -1.4%] 109.1%| 50.0% 212.5%| 81.8%| -1.0%| -10.8%]-100.0%|-100.0%
Henry Clay 22.7%] 0.0%]-18.5%f] 91.7%] -75.0%|* 22.3%] 23.3% 0.5%] 692.0%] 545.7%
Markleysburg 1.0%] -2.1%)] -3.0%]-100.0%|* * -100.0%] 500.0%| 494.3%] -100.0%]| -100.0%
District 5 Ohiopyle -13.6%] -34.3%] -23.9%] 50.0%|* * 73.7%] 350.0%| 421.1%] -100.0%] -100.0%
Stewart 2.4%) -4.6%]| -6.8%[* * * * 44.9%]| 41.5%] -20.0%]| -21.9%
Wharton 16.6%] 11.3%| -4.6%] 368.4%]-100.0%] 1950.0%| 443.2%) 6.7%] -8.5%] -77.2%]| -80.4%
Total 16.2%] 4.5%]-10.1%] 176.5%]| -83.3%| 1950.0%| 189.1%] 20.8% 4.0%] 131.2%| 99.0%
Saltlick 29.1%] 40.0%| 8.5% 0.0%]* * 7.9%) 2.7%] -20.5%]-100.0%| -100.0%
District 6 |Springfield 11.2%) 1.7%] -8.5%}* * * * 35.1%| 21.5%] -50.0%]| -55.0%
Total 20.8%] 22.5%| 1.4%] 28.6%]* * 53.7%] 18.3%| -2.1%] -72.7%| -77.4%
Bullskin 13.9%) 12.8%| -1.0%] -43.4%]| 89.5% -50.0%] -31.3%] 26.0%| 10.6%]-100.0%]-100.0%
Connellsville Twp 8.5%] 2.8%| -5.2%] -14.0%]* * -20.7%] 62.2%]| 49.6%]-100.0%]| -100.0%
Dawson -6.4%]-10.9%| -4.9%] 55.6% 0.0%]* 46.4%]| -40.0%] -35.9%}* *
District 7 |Dunbar Borough 11.7%) -3.2%]|-13.4%] 106.7%]| -25.0% -35.7%] 39.9%] 142.3%]| 116.9%] -100.0%]| -100.0%
Dunbar Twp 7.3%) 7.4%]| 0.1%] 122.2%]|* * 125.1%] 0.5%]| -6.4%]-100.0%]| -100.0%
Vanderbilt 6.3%] 12.6%| 5.9%] -3.8%]-100.0% -83.3%]| -39.5%] 58.3%] 48.9%]* *
Total 9.8%) 7.4%| -2.1%] 31.1%| 38.6% -53.3% 6.5%] 20.9%| 10.2%]-100.0%| -100.0%
Franklin 2.4%) 5.9%| 3.4%] -47.1%|* * -48.3% 2.5% 0.1%] -100.0%] -100.0%
District 8 [Menallen 3.8%] -10.7%] -13.9%] 968.4%| -41.7% 10.0%]| 419.5%] 51.5%)] 46.1%]-100.0%]-100.0%
Total 3.3%] -5.0%| -8.0%] 488.9%| -41.7% 10.0%| 284.0%| 29.3%| 25.2%]-100.0%]-100.0%
North Union 8.0%) 7.5%]| -0.5% -3.8%| 16.5% -5.8% -8.4%] 23.8%| 14.6%]-100.0%]-100.0%
District 9 | South Union 14.0%] 12.2%| -1.6% 1.9%| 16.8% 772.7%| 29.2%) -6.1%| -17.7%] -87.8%| -89.3%
Total 10.5%) 9.7%| -0.8%] -1.5%]| 16.7% 48.3% 5.8%] 19.5%| 8.1%] -94.6%| -95.1%
Connellsville City 5.1%] 2.7%| -2.3%] 12.9%| 38.1% 7.4%] 10.1%]225.0%]209.2%]-100.0%] -100.0%
District 10| South Connellsville 4.9%] 4.6%| -0.3%] -1.4%]-100.0%|* -16.2%] 31.8%]| 25.6%)]-100.0%|-100.0%
Total 5.1%) 3.1%| -1.8%] 11.9%| 33.2% 7.4% 8.8%| 40.4%]| 33.7%]-100.0%]|-100.0%
District 11|Uniontown 7.1%f) 2.9%| -3.9%] 14.0% 0.0% 27.3% 7.5%)225.0%] 203.3%] -100.0%| -100.0%

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census
note: The large percentages calculated in some categories are due in part to the very small numbers of a given type of housing unit
in a given geographic area.
* - These percentages could be not be calculated because one or both of the values used to calculate the percentage was zero.
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V. Homeowner Housing

Fayette County’s homeownership rate was higher than the state average in
both 1990 and 2000. The owner-occupied portion of the county’s housing
stock in 2000 represented 73.2% (43,876) of the occupied housing units in
the county. The owner-occupancy rate rose slightly from the 1990 rate of
72.3%. In both 1990 and 2000, the county’s homeownership rate surpassed
the statewide average (70.6% and 71.3%, respectively).

e Market Area highlights

Homeownership was highest in Market Area 7 at 83.8% (6,637), and
lowest in Market Area 11 at 49.3% (2,675). Between 1990 and
2000, the largest percent gain in homeownership (3.9%) was also in
Market Area 7, while Market Area 10 had the largest percent loss (-
1.7%).

e  Municipality highlights
Homeownership was highest in Newell Borough at 87.4% (194),
and lowest in Belle Vernon Borough at 46.2% (283). Between 1990
and 2000, the largest percent gain in homeownership was in
Markleysburg Borough (10.9%), while the largest percent loss was
found in Fairchance Borough (-5.6%).

The 2000 Census reported 678 vacant for sale only units in Fayette County,
which represent 1.5% of the total owner units in the county. The low rate of
vacant for sale units may have a negative impact on the relative affordability
of housing because of a small number of available units in the marketplace at
any given time.

Further information on the county’s owner housing supply, including owner
information by market area and municipality for 1990 and 2000, is presented
in the following tables.

MULLIN
LONERGAN

ONERCGAN June 2005
ASSOCIATES une

Page 64




Fayette County
Housing Market Analysis

MULLIN
LONERGAN

ASSOCIATES

Table 5-8
Fayette County Owner Housing Supply 1990
Housing Owner- Vacant for-sale
Units occupied units only units
% of % of | % of

Total Occupied Total Occupied| Total |Vacant| Owner
Pennsylvania 4,938,140 | 4,495,966 | 3,176,121 70.6%)| 48,763 | 11.0%| 1.5%
Fayette County 61,406 56,110 40,595 72.3% 559 | 10.6%| 1.4%
Belle Vernon 648 592 277 46.8% 13| 23.2%| 4.7%
Everson 432 378 280 74.1% 41 7.4%| 1.4%
Fayette City 340 306 210 68.6% 91 26.5%| 4.3%
Jefferson 790 730 601 82.3% 4 6.7%| 0.7%
Lower Tyrone 422 398 324 81.4% 1 4.2%| 0.3%
District 1 [Newell 217 202 170 84.2% - 0.0%] 0.0%
Perry 1,117 1,033 837 81.0% 91 10.7%| 1.1%
Perryopolis 797 765 594 77.6% 9| 28.1%| 1.5%
Upper Tyrone 762 717 572 79.8% 81 17.8%| 1.4%
Washington 1,919 1,826 1,472 80.6% 8 8.6%| 0.5%
Total 7,444 6,947 5,337 76.8% 65| 13.1%| 1.2%
Brownsville Borough 1,541 1,340 739 55.1% 19 9.5%| 2.6%
Brownsville Twp 396 353 287 81.3% 8| 18.6%]| 2.8%
District 2 |Luzerne 2,027 1,909 1,551 81.2% 12 | 10.2%| 0.8%
Redstone 2,824 2,558 1,825 71.3% 29| 10.9%| 1.6%
Total 6,788 6,160 4,402 71.5% 68 | 10.8%| 1.5%
Fairchance 776 727 496 68.2% 7| 14.3%| 1.4%
Georges 2,522 2,372 1,847 77.9% 14 9.3%| 0.8%
District 3 German 2,211 2,092 1,694 81.0% 12| 10.1%]| 0.7%
Masontown 1,646 1,532 1,053 68.7% 23| 20.2%| 2.2%
Smithfield 397 379 260 68.6% 1] 5.6%| 0.4%
Total 7,552 7,102 5,350 75.3% 57 | 12.7%| 1.1%
Nicholson 738 689 557 80.8% 5] 10.2%]| 0.9%
District 4 Point Marion 609 534 343 64.2% 12| 16.0%]| 3.5%
Springhill 1,112 1,038 789 76.0% 4 5.4%]| 0.5%
Total 2,459 2,261 1,689 74.7% 21| 10.6%| 1.2%
Henry Clay 1,057 620 491 79.2% 12 2.7%| 2.4%
Markleysburg 105 94 65 69.1% 5| 45.5%| 7.7%
District 5 Ohiopyle 50 39 28 71.8% - 0.0%] 0.0%
Stewart 331 263 225 85.6% - 0.0%] 0.0%
Wharton 1,507 1,129 896 79.4% 14 3.7%| 1.6%
Total 3,050 2,145 1,705 79.5% 31 3.4%| 1.8%
Saltlick 1,368 1,148 956 83.3% 10 4.5%]| 1.0%
District 6 |Springfield 1,137 999 829 83.0% 9 6.5%] 1.1%
Total 2,505 2,147 1,785 83.1% 19| 5.3%| 1.1%
Bullskin 2,809 2,604 2,174 83.5% 29| 14.1%| 1.3%
Connellsville Twp 1,026 974 777 79.8% 8| 15.4%]| 1.0%
Dawson 214 199 144 72.4% - 0.0%] 0.0%
District 7 |Dunbar Borough 529 496 364 73.4% 2] 6.1%] 0.5%
Dunbar Twp 2,912 2,740 2,217 80.9% 17 9.9%| 0.8%
Vanderbilt 237 208 148 71.2% 41 13.8%| 2.7%
Total 7,727 7,221 5,824 80.7% 60| 11.9%| 1.0%
Franklin 1,047 958 804 83.9% 41 4.5%| 0.5%
District 8 [Menallen 1,893 1,776 1,333 75.1% 13| 11.1%| 1.0%
Total 2,940 2,734 2,137 78.2% 17| 8.3%| 0.8%
North Union 5,761 5,461 3,985 73.0% 40| 13.3%] 1.0%
District 9 |South Union 4,190 3,978 3,046 76.6% 411 19.3%| 1.3%
Total 9,951 9,439 7,031 74.5% 81| 15.8%] 1.2%
Connellsville City 4,210 3,845 1,993 51.8% 55| 15.1%| 2.8%
District 10| South Connellsville 899 836 657 78.6% 16 | 25.4%]| 2.4%
Total 5,109 4,681 2,650 56.6% 71| 16.6%| 2.7%
District 11]Uniontown 5,881 5,273 2,685 50.9% 69 | 11.3%| 2.6%

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census
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Table 5-9
Fayette County Owner Housing Supply 2000

Housing Owner- Vacant for-sale
Units occupied units only units
% of % of | % of

Total Occupied Total Occupied| Total |Vacant| Owner

Pennsylvania 5,249,750 | 4,777,003 | 3,406,337 71.3%]| 55,891 | 11.8%| 1.6%

Fayette County 66,490 59,969 43,876 73.2% 678 | 10.4%| 1.5%

Belle Vernon 716 612 283 46.2% 3 2.9%| 1.1%

Everson 385 351 246 70.1% 81 23.5%| 3.3%

Fayette City 321 286 207 72.4% 13| 37.1%] 6.3%

Jefferson 900 865 720 83.2% 13| 37.1%| 1.8%

Lower Tyrone 480 461 394 85.5% 3] 15.8%| 0.8%

District 1 [Newell 232 222 194 87.4% 21 20.0%| 1.0%

Perry 1,245 1,170 933 79.7% 9| 12.0%| 1.0%

Perryopolis 831 798 616 77.2% 6] 18.2%| 1.0%

Upper Tyrone 902 870 718 82.5% 41 12.5%| 0.6%

Washington 1,948 1,821 1,457 80.0% 12 9.4%]| 0.8%

Total 7,960 7,456 5,768 77.4% 73| 14.5%| 1.3%

Brownsvme Borough 1,550 1,238 703 56.8% 23 7.4%| 3.3%

Brownsville Twp 362 325 269 82.8% 9| 24.3%| 3.3%

District 2 |Luzerne 2,043 1,897 1,560 82.2% 20| 13.7%| 1.3%

Redstone 2,943 2,651 1,981 74.7% 31| 10.6%| 1.6%

Total 6,898 6,111 4,513 73.9% 83| 10.5%] 1.8%

Fairchance 932 871 561 64.4% 2 3.3%| 0.4%

Georges 2,749 2,588 2,016 77.9% 18| 11.2%| 0.9%

District 3 German 2,333 2,148 1,714 79.8% 16| 8.6%] 0.9%

Masontown 1,701 1,536 1,045 68.0% 25| 15.2%| 2.4%

Smithfield 384 363 239 65.8% 5| 23.8%| 2.1%

Total 8,099 7,506 5,575 74.3% 66 | 11.1%| 1.2%

Nicholson 777 737 609 82.6% 71 17.5%] 1.1%

District 4 Point Marion 682 572 372 65.0% 19| 17.3%| 5.1%

Springhill 1,270 1,157 883 76.3% 14| 12.4%] 1.6%

Total 2,729 2,466 1,864 75.6% 40| 15.2%| 2.1%

Henry Clay 1,306 742 583 78.6% 8| 14%| 1.4%

Markleysburg 105 90 69 76.7% 41 26.7%] 5.8%

District 5 Ohiopyle 44 34 24 70.6% 2| 20.0%| 8.3%

Stewart 338 275 234 85.1% 4 6.3%| 1.7%

Wharton 1,750 1,362 1,095 80.4% 17 4.4%| 1.6%

Total 3,543 2,503 2,005 80.1% 35| 3.4%| 1.7%

Saltlick 1,743 1,385 1,148 82.9% 16 4.5%| 1.4%

District 6 |Springfield 1,283 1,158 962 83.1% 11 8.8%| 1.1%

Total 3,026 2,543 2,110 83.0% 27| 5.6%| 1.3%

Bullskin 3,206 3,023 2,640 87.3% 32| 17.5%| 1.2%

Connellsville Twp 1,093 1,032 870 84.3% 11 ] 18.0%| 1.3%

Dawson 205 183 134 73.2% 1 4.5%]| 0.7%

District 7 |Dunbar Borough 576 513 367 71.5% 41 6.3%] 1.1%

Dunbar Twp 3,152 2,944 2,455 83.4% 25| 12.0%| 1.0%

Vanderbilt 234 222 171 77.0% 41 33.3%] 2.3%

Total 8,466 7,917 6,637 83.8% 77| 14.0%| 1.2%

Franklin 1,072 1,012 874 86.4% 10| 16.7%| 1.1%

District 8 [Menallen 1,964 1,810 1,402 77.5% 24| 15.6%| 1.7%

Total 3,036 2,822 2,276 80.7% 34| 15.9%| 1.5%

North Union 6,234 5,805 4,313 74.3% 50| 11.7%| 1.2%

District 9 |South Union 4,795 4,563 3,439 75.4% 41 ) 17.7%] 1.2%

Total 11,029 10,368 7,752 74.8% 91| 13.8%| 1.2%

Connellsville City 4,434 3,963 1,990 50.2% 38| 8.1%| 1.9%

District 10| South Connellsville 948 890 710 79.8% 8| 13.8%| 1.1%

Total 5,382 4,853 2,700 55.6% 46| 8.7%| 1.7%

District 11|Uniontown 6,320 5,423 2,67_5 49.3% 106 | 11.8%| 4.0%
Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census
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Table 5-10
Fayette County Owner Housing Supply Percent Change 1990 — 2000
Housing Owner- Vacant for-sale
Units occupied units only units

% of % of % of

Total | Occupied] Total | Occupied] Total | Vacant| Owner

Pennsylvania 6.3% 6.3%] 7.2% 0.9%] 14.6%| 7.2%| 6.9%

Fayette County 8.3% 6.9%] 8.1% 1.1%] 21.3%| -1.5%| 12.2%

Belle Vernon 10.5% 3.4%] 2.2% -1.2%]| -76.9%]| -87.6%]| -77.4%

Everson -10.9% -7.1%] -12.1% -5.4%] 100.0%] 217.6%]| 127.6%

Fayette City -5.6% -6.5%) -1.4% 5.5%] 44.4%)| 40.3%| 46.5%

Jefferson 13.9% 18.5%] 19.8% 1.1%] 225.0%] 457.1%| 171.3%

Lower Tyrone 13.7% 15.8%] 21.6% 5.0%] 200.0%| 278.9%] 146.7%

District 1 [Newell 6.9% 9.9%] 14.1% 3.8% * * *

Perry 11.5% 13.3%] 11.5% -1.6% 0.0%] 12.0%] -10.3%

Perryopolis 4.3% 4.3%) 3.7% -0.6%]| -33.3%]| -35.4%]| -35.7%

Upper Tyrone 18.4% 21.3%] 25.5% 3.4%] -50.0%]| -29.7%]| -60.2%

Washington 1.5% -0.3%) -1.0% -0.7%] 50.0%] 9.8%| 51.5%

Total 6.9% 7.3%] 8.1% 0.7%] 12.3%| 10.7%| 3.9%

Brownsville Borough] 0.6% -7.6%] -4.9% 3.0%) 21.1%| -22.0%]| 27.3%

Brownsville Twp -8.6% -7.9%) -6.3% 1.8%) 12.5%| 30.7%| 20.0%

District 2 |Luzerne 0.8% -0.6%] 0.6% 1.2%] 66.7%| 34.7%| 65.7%

Redstone 4.2% 3.6%] 8.5% 4.7%) 6.9%| -2.6%| -1.5%

Total 1.6% -0.8%) 2.5% 3.3%] 22.1%)| -2.6%| 19.1%

Fairchance 20.1% 19.8%] 13.1% -5.6%]| -71.4%] -77.0%]| -74.7%

Georges 9.0% 9.1%) 9.1% 0.0%] 28.6%| 19.8%]| 17.8%

District 3 German 5.5% 2.7%] 1.2% -1.5%|] 33.3%]| -14.2%| 31.8%

Masontown 3.3% 0.3%] -0.8% -1.0%]  8.7%] -24.9%| 9.5%

Smithfield -3.3% -4.2%) -8.1% -4.0%] 400.0%] 328.6%| 443.9%

Total 7.2% 5.7%] 4.2% -1.4%| 15.8%]| -12.1%| 11.1%

Nicholson 5.3% 7.0%] 9.3% 2.2%] 40.0%| 71.5%| 28.0%

District 4 Point Marion 12.0% 7.1%] 8.5% 1.2%] 58.3%| 8.0%| 46.0%

Springhill 14.2% 11.5%] 11.9% 0.4%] 250.0%] 129.2%] 212.7%

Total 11.0% 9.1%] 10.4% 1.2%] 90.5%| 43.4%| 72.6%

Henry Clay 23.6% 19.7%] 18.7% -0.8%]| -33.3%]| -48.3%]| -43.9%

Markleysburg 0.0% -4.3%) 6.2% 10.9%] -20.0%| -41.3%| -24.6%

- Ohiopyle -12.0%] -12.8%] -14.3% -1.7% * * *
District 5

Stewart 2.1% 4.6%) 4.0% -0.5% * * *

Wharton 16.1% 20.6%] 22.2% 1.3%) 21.4%| 18.3%| -0.6%

Total 16.2% 16.7%] 17.6% 0.8%] 12.9%| -1.8%]| -4.0%

Saltlick 27.4% 20.6%] 20.1% -0.5%] 60.0%] -1.7%] 33.2%

District 6 |Springfield 12.8% 15.9%] 16.0% 0.1%] 22.2%| 34.9%| 5.3%

Total 20.8% 18.4%| 18.2% -0.2%| 42.1%| 5.3%| 20.2%

Bullskin 14.1% 16.1%] 21.4% 4.6%) 10.3%| 23.6%] -9.1%

Connellsville Twp 6.5% 6.0%] 12.0% 5.7%] 37.5%| 17.2%| 22.8%

Dawson -4.2% -8.0%] -6.9% 1.2% * * *

District 7 |Dunbar Borough 8.9% 3.4%] 0.8% -2.5%]100.0%| 4.8%| 98.4%

Dunbar Twp 8.2% 7.4%] 10.7% 3.1%] 47.1%] 21.6%]| 32.8%

Vanderbilt -1.3% 6.7%] 15.5% 8.3%] 0.0%]141.7%]| -13.5%

Total 9.6% 9.6%] 14.0% 3.9%|] 28.3%| 18.3%| 12.6%

Franklin 2.4% 5.6%] 8.7% 2.9%] 150.0%] 270.8%] 130.0%

District 8 |[Menallen 3.8% 1.9%) 5.2% 3.2%] 84.6%| 40.3%| 75.5%

Total 3.3% 3.2%] 6.5% 3.2%] 100.0%| 92.5%| 87.8%

North Union 8.2% 6.3%] 8.2% 1.8%] 25.0%| -12.6%| 15.5%

District 9 | South Union 14.4% 14.7%] 12.9% -1.6%) 0.0%]| -8.6%] -11.4%

Total 10.8% 9.8%] 10.3% 0.4%] 12.3%]| -13.0%| 1.9%

Connellsville City 5.3% 3.1%] -0.2% -3.1%]| -30.9%]| -46.5%]| -30.8%

District 10| South Connellsville 5.5% 6.5%] 8.1% 1.5%] -50.0%] -45.7%]| -53.7%

Total 5.3% 3.7%] 1.9% -1.7%] -35.2%] -47.6%| -36.4%

District 11|Uniontown 7.5% 2.8%] -0.4% -3.1%| 53.6%| 4.1%]| 54.2%

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census

note: The large percentages calculated in some categories are due in part to the very small
numbers of a given type of housing unit in a given geographic area.

* - These percentages could be not be calculated because one or both of the values used

to calculate the percentage was zero.
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vi. Homeowner Housing by Units per Structure and Mobile Homes

Fayette County’s owner-occupied housing units are predominantly single
family units. There were 40,595 owner-occupied single family units (86.6%
of the county’s owner-occupied units) in the county in 2000. This large
amount confirms the preference for single family dwellings by owner
households and is characteristic of rural areas. In 2000, a total of 658 (1.6%)
multifamily units and 4,440 (10.9%) mobile homes were owner-occupied,
while 330 (0.8%) units classified as other were owner-occupied.

e Market Area highlights

Single family. In 2000, Market Area 11 had the highest rate of
single family owner-occupied units at 96.0% (2,490). Conversely,
Market Area 6 had the lowest single family rate, at 76.7% (1,619).
Multifamily. Owner-occupied multifamily rates in the county are
very low, due to the nature of a multifamily unit structure. Market
Area 10 had the highest percentage of owner-occupied multifamily
units in 2000, at 6.6% (177), while Market Area 6 had no owner-
occupied multifamily units.
Mobile homes. The percentage of owner-occupied mobile homes in
Market Area 6 is the highest in the county, at 22.8% (482). In
contrast, Market Area 11 had the lowest rate of owner-occupied
mobile homes, at 0.4% (10).

e  Municipality highlights
Single family. Of the forty-two municipalities in the county, Point
Marion Borough had the highest single family owner-occupied rate
at 96.6% (337), while Ohiopyle Borough had the lowest at 47.6%
(10).
Multifamily. Ohiopyle Borough had the highest percentage of
owner-occupied multifamily units, 19.0% (4), while twelve
municipalities had no owner-occupied multifamily units.
Mobile homes. Ohiopyle Borough had the highest percentage of
owner-occupied mobile homes in the county at 33.3% (7), while the
city of Connellsville had no owner-occupied mobile homes.

Further information on the county’s owner housing supply by type, including
information by market area and municipality for 1990 and 2000, is presented
in the following tables.
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Table 5-11
Fayette County Owner Housing by Units per Structure and Mobile Homes 1990
total single family multifamiy mobile homes other

owner- % of % of % of % of

occupied owner- owner- owner- owner-
units total occupied total occupied total occupied| total |occupied
Pennsylvania 3,176,693 | 2,886,034 90.9%]| 103,245 3.3%| 170,707 5.4%| 16,707 0.5%
Fayette County 40,595 35,167 86.6% 658 1.6% 4,440 10.9% 330 0.8%
Belle Vernon 281 243 86.5% 22 7.8% 16 5.7% - 0.0%
Everson 283 262 92.6% 15 5.3% 2 0.7% 4 1.4%
Fayette City 206 183 88.8% 14 6.8% 7 3.4% 2 1.0%
Jefferson 599 542 90.5% 2 0.3% 54 9.0% 1 0.2%
Lower Tyrone 324 238 73.5% 1 0.3% 82 25.3% 3 0.9%
District 1 |Newell 172 170 98.8% - 0.0% 2 1.2% - 0.0%
Perry 837 712 85.1% 4 0.5% 102 12.2% 19 2.3%
Perryopolis 594 533 89.7% 7 1.2% 52 8.8% 2 0.3%
Upper Tyrone 572 475 83.0% 3 0.5% 87 15.2% 7 1.2%
Washington 1,472 1,384 94.0% 16 1.1% 72 4.9% - 0.0%
Total 5,340 4,742 88.8% 84 1.6% 476 8.9% 38 0.7%
Brownsville Borough 739 722 97.7% 12 1.6% 5 0.7% - 0.0%
Brownsville Twp 278 249 89.6% 7 2.5% 17 6.1% 5 1.8%
District 2 |Luzerne 1,552 1,405 90.5% 8 0.5% 139 9.0% - 0.0%
Redstone 1,835 1,616 88.1% 37 2.0% 128 7.0% 54 2.9%
Total 4,404 3,992 90.6% 64 1.5% 289 6.6% 59 1.3%
Fairchance 496 447 90.1% 2 0.4% 41 8.3% 6 1.2%
Georges 1,847 1,590 86.1% 15 0.8% 242 13.1% - 0.0%
District 3 German 1,694 1,462 86.3% - 0.0% 202 11.9% 30 1.8%
Masontown 1,053 989 93.9% 11 1.0% 41 3.9% 12 1.1%
Smithfield 260 229 88.1% 5 1.9% 24 9.2% 2 0.8%
Total 5,350 4,717 88.2% 33 0.6% 550 10.3% 50 0.9%
Nicholson 553 456 82.5% 2 0.4% 95 17.2% - 0.0%
District 4 Point Marion 343 331 96.5% 7 2.0% 1 0.3% 4 1.2%
Springhill 793 539 68.0% - 0.0% 254 32.0% - 0.0%
Total 1,689 1,326 78.5% 9 0.5% 350 20.7% 4 0.2%
Henry Clay 491 407 82.9% 3 0.6% 66 13.4% 15 3.1%
Markleysburg 67 63 94.0% - 0.0% 2 3.0% 2 3.0%
District 5 Ohiopyle 26 24 92.3% 2 7.7% - 0.0% - 0.0%
Stewart 225 185 82.2% - 0.0% 35 15.6% 5 2.2%
Wharton 896 722 80.6% 9 1.0% 134 15.0% 31 3.5%
Total 1,705 1,401 82.2% 14 0.8% 237 13.9% 53 3.1%
Saltlick 944 707 74.9% - 0.0% 237 25.1% - 0.0%
District 6 |Springfield 841 645 76.7% - 0.0% 196 23.3% - 0.0%
Total 1,785 1,352 75.7% - 0.0% 433 24.3% - 0.0%
Bullskin 2,174 1,682 77.4% 6 0.3% 486 22.4% - 0.0%
Connellsville Twp 777 630 81.1% 9 1.2% 138 17.8% - 0.0%
Dawson 141 133 94.3% - 0.0% 8 5.7% - 0.0%
District 7 |Dunbar Borough 364 334 91.8% 14 3.8% 15 4.1% 1 0.3%
Dunbar Twp 2,217 1,850 83.4% 5 0.2% 362 16.3% - 0.0%
Vanderbilt 146 137 93.8% 2 1.4% 7 4.8% - 0.0%
Total 5,819 4,766 81.9% 36 0.6% 1,016 17.5% 1 0.0%
Franklin 804 692 86.1% - 0.0% 106 13.2% 6 0.7%
District 8 |Menallen 1,333 1,176 88.2% 12 0.9% 127 9.5% 18 1.4%
Total 2,137 1,868 87.4% 12 0.6% 233 10.9% 24 1.1%
North Union 3,942 3,184 80.8% 73 1.9% 658 16.7% 27 0.7%
District 9 |South Union 3,089 2,880 93.2% 63 2.0% 116 3.8% 30 1.0%
Total 7,031 6,064 86.2% 136 1.9% 774 11.0% 57 0.8%
Connellsville City 1,993 1,859 93.3% 98 4.9% 4 0.2% 32 1.6%
District 10|South Connellsville 657 578 88.0% 11 1.7% 66 10.0% 2 0.3%
Total 2,650 2,437 92.0% 109 4.1% 70 2.6% 34 1.3%
District 11|Uniontown 2,685 2,502 93.2% 161 6.0% 12 0.4% 10 0.4%

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census
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Table 5-12
Fayette County Owner Housing by Units per Structure and Mobile Homes 2000
total single family multifamiy mobile homes other
owner- % of % of % of % of
occupied owner- owner- owner- owner-
units total occupied total occupied total occupied| total | occupied
Pennsylvania 3,406,167 3,123,075 91.7% 107,239 3.1% 175,231 5.1%]| 622 0.0%
Fayette County 43,859 37,635 85.8% 588 1.3% 5,617 12.8%| 19 0.0%
Belle Vernon 349 321 92.0% 10 2.9% 18 5.2%| - 0.0%
Everson 253 243 96.0% 7 2.8% 3 1.2%]| - 0.0%
Fayette City 201 181 90.0% 11 5.5% 9 4.5%| - 0.0%
Jefferson 724 633 87.4% 4 0.6% 87 12.0%| - 0.0%
Lower Tyrone 386 282 73.1% - 0.0% 104 26.9%)| - 0.0%
District 1 |Newell 195 186 95.4% 5 2.6% 4 2.1%| - 0.0%
Perry 932 745 79.9% 28 3.0% 159 17.1%| - 0.0%
Perryopolis 610 545 89.3% 5 0.8% 60 9.8%| - 0.0%
Upper Tyrone 712 577 81.0% - 0.0% 135 19.0%| - 0.0%
Washington 1,394 1,329 95.3% - 0.0% 65 4.7%| - 0.0%
Total 5,756 5,042 87.6% 70 1.2% 644 11.2%| - 0.0%
Brownsville Borough 689 661 95.9% 17 2.5% 11 1.6%]| - 0.0%
Brownsville Twp 283 271 95.8% 2 0.7% 10 3.5%]| - 0.0%
District 2 |Luzerne 1,543 1,430 92.7% 10 0.6% 103 6.7%| - 0.0%
Redstone 1,996 1,854 92.9% 24 1.2% 118 5.9%| - 0.0%
Total 4,511 4,216 93.5% 53 1.2% 242 5.4%| - 0.0%
Fairchance 570 426 74.7% 10 1.8% 134 23.5%]| - 0.0%
Georges 2,110 1,659 78.6% 20 0.9% 431 20.4%)| - 0.0%
District 3 German 1,717 1,488 86.7% - 0.0% 229 13.3%| - 0.0%
Masontown 1,027 976 95.0% 27 2.6% 24 2.3%| - 0.0%
Smithfield 247 222 89.9% 4 1.6% 21 8.5%| - 0.0%
Total 5,671 4,771 84.1% 61 1.1% 839 14.8%| - 0.0%
Nicholson 607 505 83.2% 2 0.3% 100 16.5%]| - 0.0%
District 4 Point Marion 349 337 96.6% 4 1.1% 8 2.3%| - 0.0%
Springhill 906 662 73.1% 9 1.0% 235 25.9%]| - 0.0%
Total 1,862 1,504 80.8% 15 0.8% 343 18.4%| - 0.0%
Henry Clay 582 435 74.7% 2 0.3% 143 24.6% 2 0.3%
Markleysburg 66 57 86.4% - 0.0% 9 13.6%]| - 0.0%
District 5 Ohiopyle 21 10 47.6% 4 19.0% 7 33.3%]| - 0.0%
Stewart 239 190 79.5% - 0.0% 47 19.7% 2 0.8%
Wharton 1,093 922 84.4% 8 0.7% 163 14.9%| - 0.0%
Total 2,001 1,614 80.7% 14 0.7% 369 18.4% 4 0.2%
Saltlick 1,148 937 81.6% - 0.0% 211 18.4%| - 0.0%
District 6 | Springfield 962 682 70.9% - 0.0% 271 28.2% 9 0.9%
Total 2,110 1,619 76.7% - 0.0% 482 22.8% 9 0.4%
Bullskin 2,680 2,044 76.3% - 0.0% 636 23.7%| - 0.0%
Connellsville Twp 857 683 79.7% - 0.0% 174 20.3%]| - 0.0%
Dawson 135 129 95.6% - 0.0% 6 4.4%]| - 0.0%
District 7 | Dunbar Borough 335 296 88.4% 4 1.2% 35 10.4%| - 0.0%
Dunbar Twp 2,478 1,976 79.7% 20 0.8% 482 19.5%]| - 0.0%
Vanderbilt 187 172 92.0% 3 1.6% 12 6.4%| - 0.0%
Total 6,672 5,300 79.4% 27 0.4% 1,345 20.2%)| - 0.0%
Franklin 874 731 83.6% - 0.0% 143 16.4%| - 0.0%
District 8 [Menallen 1,404 1,171 83.4% 30 2.1% 203 14.5%| - 0.0%
Total 2,278 1,902 83.5% 30 1.3% 346 15.2%| - 0.0%
North Union 4,315 3,473 80.5% 15 0.3% 827 19.2%| - 0.0%
District 9 |South Union 3,417 3,286 96.2% 32 0.9% 93 2.7% 6 0.2%
Total 7,732 6,759 87.4% 47 0.6% 920 11.9% 6 0.1%
Connellsville City 1,978 1,813 91.7% 165 8.3% - 0.0%]| - 0.0%
District 10 South Connellsville 693 604 87.2% 12 1.7% 77 11.1%| - 0.0%
Total 2,671 2,417 90.5% 177 6.6% 77 2.9%| - 0.0%
District 11| Uniontown 2,594 2,490 96.0% 94 3.6% 10 0.4%| - 0.0%
Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census
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Table 5-13
Fayette County Owner Housing by Units per Structure and Mobile Homes Percent Change
1990 - 2000
total single family multifamiy mobile homes other
owner- % of % of % of % of
occupied owner- owner- owner- owner-
units total occupied| total Joccupied| total |occupied| total |occupied
Pennsylvania 7.2% 8.2% 0.9% 3.9% -3.1% 2.7% -4.3%] -96.3%] -96.5%
Fayette County 8.0% 7.0% -0.9% -10.6%| -17.3% 26.5% 17.1%| -94.2%| -94.7%
Belle Vernon 24.2% 32.1% 6.4%| -54.5%| -63.4% 12.5% -9.4%]|* *
Everson -10.6% -7.3% 3.7% -53.3%| -47.8% 50.0% 67.8%] -100.0%]| -100.0%
Fayette City -2.4% -1.1% 1.4% -21.4%| -19.5% 28.6% 31.8%] -100.0%]| -100.0%
Jefferson 20.9% 16.8% -3.4%| 100.0% 65.5% 61.1% 33.3%] -100.0%] -100.0%
Lower Tyrone 19.1% 18.5% -0.5%| -100.0%] -100.0% 26.8% 6.5%] -100.0%] -100.0%

District 1 [Newell 13.4% 9.4% -3.5%[* * 100.0% 76.4%|* *

Perry 11.4% 4.6% -6.0%]| 600.0%] 528.6% 55.9% 40.0%] -100.0%] -100.0%
Perryopolis 2.7% 2.3% -0.4%]| -28.6%] -30.4% 15.4% 12.4%] -100.0%] -100.0%
Upper Tyrone 24.5% 21.5% -2.4%] -100.0%] -100.0% 55.2% 24.7%] -100.0%]| -100.0%
Washington -5.3% -4.0% 1.4%] -100.0%)| -100.0% -9.7% -4.7%]|* *

Total 7.8% 6.3% -1.4% -16.7%| -22.7% 35.3% 25.5%] -100.0%| -100.0%
Brownsville Borough -6.8% -8.4% -1.8% 41.7% 51.9%| 120.0%]| 136.0%]* *

Brownsville Twp 1.8% 8.8% 6.9% -71.4%| -71.9% -41.2%| -42.2%]-100.0%] -100.0%

District 2 [Luzerne -0.6% 1.8% 2.4% 25.0% 25.7% -25.9%| -25.5%|* *
Redstone 8.8% 14.7% 5.5% -35.1%| -40.4% -7.8%] -15.2%]-100.0%]| -100.0%
Total 2.4% 5.6% 3.1% -17.2%) -19.2% -16.3%| -18.2%]-100.0%]| -100.0%
Fairchance 14.9% -4.7%| -17.1%]| 400.0%| 335.1%]| 226.8%| 184.4%]-100.0%] -100.0%
Georges 14.2% 4.3% -8.7% 33.3% 16.7% 78.1% 55.9%|* *

District 3 German 1.4% 1.8% 0.4%|* * 13.4% 11.8%]| -100.0%] -100.0%
Masontown -2.5% -1.3% 1.2%]| 145.5%] 151.7% -41.5%| -40.0%] -100.0%] -100.0%
Smithfield -5.0% -3.1% 2.0%| -20.0%]| -15.8%| -12.5% -7.9%] -100.0%] -100.0%
Total 6.0% 1.1% -4.6% 84.8% 74.4% 52.5% 43.9%] -100.0%| -100.0%
Nicholson 9.8% 10.7% 0.9% 0.0% -8.9% 5.3% -4.1%]|* *

District 4 Point Marion 1.7% 1.8% 0.1%] -42.9%] -43.8%] 700.0%| 686.2%]-100.0%] -100.0%
Springhill 14.2% 22.8% 7.5%|* * -7.5%| -19.0%]|* *

Total 10.2% 13.4% 2.9% 66.7% 51.2% -2.0%| -11.1%]-100.0%] -100.0%
Henry Clay 18.5% 6.9% -9.8% -33.3%| -43.8%] 116.7% 82.8%]| -86.7%| -88.8%
Markleysburg -1.5% -9.5% -8.2%[* * 350.0%] 356.8%] -100.0%] -100.0%

District 5 Ohiopyle -19.2% -58.3%] -48.4%] 100.0%| 147.6% * * *
Stewart 6.2% 2.7% -3.3%[* * 34.3% 26.4%]| -60.0%| -62.3%
Wharton 22.0% 27.7% 4.7% -11.1%| -27.1% 21.6% -0.3%] -100.0%] -100.0%
Total 17.4% 15.2% -1.8% 0.0%]| -14.8% 55.7% 32.7%| -92.5%| -93.6%
Saltlick 21.6% 32.5% 9.0%|* * -11.0%| -26.8%|* *

District 6 |Springfield 14.4% 5.7% -7.6%|* * 38.3% 20.9%]|* *

Total 18.2% 19.7% 1.3%|* * 11.3% -5.8%|* *
Bullskin 23.3% 21.5% -1.4%)| -100.0%] -100.0% 30.9% 6.2%]|* *
Connellsville Twp 10.3% 8.4% -1.7%| -100.0%] -100.0% 26.1% 14.3%|* *
Dawson -4.3% -3.0% 1.3%|* * -25.0%| -21.7%|* *

District 7 |Dunbar Borough -8.0% -11.4% -3.7%] -71.4%] -69.0%] 133.3%] 153.5%]-100.0%] -100.0%
Dunbar Twp 11.8% 6.8% -4.4%] 300.0%] 257.9% 33.1% 19.1%]|* *
Vanderbilt 28.1% 25.5% -2.0% 50.0% 17.1% 71.4% 33.8%]* *

Total 14.7% 11.2% -3.0%]| -25.0%| -34.6% 32.4% 15.5%]| -100.0%] -100.0%
Franklin 8.7% 5.6% -2.8%[* * 34.9% 24.1%] -100.0%]| -100.0%

District 8 [Menallen 5.3% -0.4% -5.5%] 150.0%] 137.4% 59.8% 51.8%] -100.0%]| -100.0%
Total 6.6% 1.8% -4.5%] 150.0%| 134.5% 48.5% 39.3%] -100.0%| -100.0%
North Union 9.5% 9.1% -0.4% -79.5%] -81.2% 25.7% 14.8%] -100.0%] -100.0%

District 9 |South Union 10.6% 14.1% 3.1%| -49.2%| -54.1% -19.8%| -27.5%| -80.0%] -81.9%
Total 10.0% 11.5% 1.4% -65.4%| -68.6% 18.9% 8.1%| -89.5%| -90.4%
Connellsville City -0.8% -2.5% -1.7% 68.4% 69.6%]| -100.0%] -100.0%] -100.0%]| -100.0%

District 10|{South Connellsville 5.5% 4.5% -0.9% 9.1% 3.4% 16.7% 10.6%) -100.0%] -100.0%
Total 0.8% -0.8% -1.6% 62.4% 61.1% 10.0% 9.1%] -100.0%| -100.0%

District 11|Uniontown -3.4% -0.5% 3.0% -41.6%| -39.6% -16.7%| -13.7%]-100.0%]| -100.0%

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census
note: The large percentages calculated in some categories are due in part to the very small numbers of a given type of housing
unit in a given geographic area.
* - These percentages could be not be calculated because one or both of the values used to calculate the percentage was zero.
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Vii.

Homeowner Housing by Indicators of Conditions

Housing quality, although generally a qualitative topic, can be quantified by
certain census variables. These variables provide insight into certain issues
that can cause housing units to become substandard. Three variables were
evaluated in Fayette County as indicators of housing quality:

Age. Age of a structure is used to demonstrate the amount of time a
units has been in the housing inventory. Older housing requires
continual maintenance. In the absence of routine maintenance, older
housing becomes substandard. The age threshold used to signal a
potential deficiency is 50 years or more. In 2000, 20,912 (47.7%) of
the county’s owner-occupied units were built prior to 1950. This
rate is almost 10 percentage points higher than the state, at 38.3%.

e Market Area highlights

Age of housing unit varies widely by market area. Market areas
with high rates of older owner-occupied housing include Market
Areas 11 (73.6%, 1,908), 2 (66.9%, 3,016), and 10 (63.1%,
1,686). Market Areas 5 and 6 are the only market areas with
older owner-occupied housing rates under 30.0%, at 26.3% and
22.4%, respectively. All market areas had increases in the
percent of older owner-occupied housing units between 1990
and 2000.

e  Municipality highlights

Housing age also varied considerably by municipality. Five
municipalities — Everson Borough, Brownsville Borough, Point
Marion Borough, Dawson Borough, and Vanderbilt Borough —
had rates of older owner-occupied housing units exceeding
80.0%. In contrast, Stewart Township and Springfield
Township had rates under 20.0%. Only four of the county’s
municipalities saw decreases in the percentage of older owner-
occupied housing between 1990 and 2000.

Lacking complete plumbing facilities. The Census Bureau defines
complete plumbing facilities as hot and cold piped water, a bathtub
or shower, and a flush toilet. Units without complete plumbing
facilities generally indicate substandard housing conditions. A total
of 252 (0.6%) owner-occupied units in the county lacked complete
plumbing in 2000.

e Market Area highlights

No market area had a rate of owner-occupied units lacking
complete plumbing over 1.0%. The highest rates were found in
Market Areas 9 and 11, at 0.9% each. Market Area 10 had no
owner-occupied units lacking complete plumbing. Only three
market areas experienced increases in the percentage of owner
units without complete plumbing between 1990 and 2000.
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e  Municipality highlights

Twenty-four municipalities had no owner-occupied units
lacking complete plumbing in 2000. Belle Vernon Borough had
the highest rate, at 2.9% (10 units), while North Union
Township had the highest number of units lacking complete
plumbing, at 47 (1.1%). Six municipalities experienced
increases in the percentage of owner units without complete
plumbing between 1990 and 2000.

e Overcrowding. Overcrowding is directly related to the wear and
tear sustained by a housing unit. More than one person per room
(1.01 persons or more) is used as the threshold for defining living
conditions as overcrowded. In 2000, there were 387 (0.9%) owner-
occupied units with more than one person per room.

e Market Area highlights

Two market areas, Market Areas 2 and 10, had no overcrowded
owner-occupied units. The highest overcrowding rate among
owner-occupied units was found in Market Area 6. Between
1990 and 2000, only two market areas (Market Areas 7 and 11)
showed increases in the rates of overcrowding.

e  Municipality highlights

Fourteen municipalities had no overcrowded owner-occupied
units in 2000. Markleysburg Borough had the highest rate, at
4.5% (3 units), while North Union Township had the highest
number of overcrowded units, at 74 (1.7%). Five municipalities
experienced increases in the percentage of overcrowded owner-
occupied units between 1990 and 2000.

e Cost-burdened households. Statistically many households expend
more than 30% of their income on housing. It should be noted that
some of these households (including immigrants, and persons with
disabilities) choose to pay more than 30% of their income for
housing and are assisted by affordable housing programs to enable
them to do so. However, when a household spends more than 30%
of its gross income on housing, it is considered excessive by housing
economists. These households are classified as cost burdened.

When households pay higher proportions of their incomes for
housing, they may be forced to sacrifice other basic necessities such
as food, clothing, and health care. Additionally, cost-burdened
households may have trouble maintaining their dwelling. Cost
burden is of particular concern among low-income households, who
overall have fewer housing choices. In 2000, there were 6,634
owner households (19.4% of total owner households) that were cost
burdened.
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e Market Area highlights

Owner-occupied cost-burden rates by market area range from
16.7% (Market Areas 1 and 7) to 24.4% (Market Area 10) in
2000. All market areas had increases in their cost-burden rates
between 1990 and 2000.

e  Municipality highlights

Owner-occupied cost-burden rates by municipality range from
10.0% in Connellsville Township to 40.0% in Ohiopyle
Borough in 2000. All municipalities but seven had increases in
their cost-burden rates between 1990 and 2000.

Further information on the housing quality indicators and cost burden of
Fayette County’s owner-occupied housing stock, including information by
market area and municipality for 1990 and 2000, is found in the following
tables.
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Table 5-14
Fayette County Housing Quality Indicators (Owner Housing) 1990
total over 50 years old lacking . overcrowded
owner- complete plumbing
occupied % of % of % of
units total owner- total owner- total owner-
occupied occupied occupied
Pennsylvania 3,176,693 | 1,093,160 34.4%| 16,538 0.5%]| 32,919 1.0%
Fayette County 40,595 16,752 41.3% 401 1.0% 443 1.1%
Belle Vernon 281 174 61.9% - 0.0% 2 0.7%
Everson 283 215 76.0% 4 1.4% 5 1.8%
Fayette City 206 154 74.8% - 0.0% - 0.0%
Jefferson 599 212 35.4% 3 0.5% 15 2.5%
Lower Tyrone 324 81 25.0% - 0.0% 4 1.2%
District 1 [Newell 172 109 63.4% - 0.0% 5 2.9%
Perry 837 346 41.3% 15 1.8% - 0.0%
Perryopolis 594 208 35.0% - 0.0% 5 0.8%
Upper Tyrone 572 221 38.6% 10 1.7% 11 1.9%
Washington 1,472 378 25.7% 15 1.0% 11 0.7%
Total 5,340 2,098 39.3% 47 0.9% 58 1.1%
Brownsville Borough 739 597 80.8% - 0.0% - 0.0%
Brownsville Twp 278 165 59.4% 2 0.7% - 0.0%
District 2 |Luzerne 1,552 828 53.4% - 0.0% - 0.0%
Redstone 1,835 1,085 59.1% 20 1.1% 8 0.4%
Total 4,404 2,675 60.7% 22 0.5% 8 0.2%
Fairchance 496 233 47.0% 6 1.2% 12 2.4%
Georges 1,847 707 38.3% 19 1.0% 18 1.0%
District 3 German 1,694 970 57.3% - 0.0% 18 1.1%
Masontown 1,053 429 40.7% 14 1.3% 20 1.9%
Smithfield 260 143 55.0% 2 0.8% - 0.0%
Total 5,350 2,482 46.4% 41 0.8% 68 1.3%
Nicholson 553 225 40.7% 21 3.8% 15 2.7%
District 4 Point Marion 343 247 72.0% 2 0.6% 2 0.6%
Springhill 793 211 26.6% 18 2.3% 9 1.1%
Total 1,689 683 40.4% 41 2.4% 26 1.5%
Henry Clay 491 80 16.3% 5 1.0% 12 2.4%
Markleysburg 67 7 10.4% 2 3.0% - 0.0%
District 5 Ohiopyle 26 18 69.2% - 0.0% - 0.0%
Stewart 225 37 16.4% 4 1.8% 3 1.3%
Wharton 896 73 8.1% 13 1.5% 10 1.1%
Total 1,705 215 12.6% 24 1.4% 25 1.5%
Saltlick 944 175 18.5% 25 2.6% 42 4.4%
District 6 |Springfield 841 170 20.2% 21 2.5% 34 4.0%
Total 1,785 345 19.3% 46 2.6% 76 4.3%
Bullskin 2,174 437 20.1% 65 3.0% 36 1.7%
Connellsville Twp 777 205 26.4% 5 0.6% - 0.0%
Dawson 141 100 70.9% - 0.0% - 0.0%
District 7 |Dunbar Borough 364 220 60.4% - 0.0% 2 0.5%
Dunbar Twp 2,217 842 38.0% 38 1.7% 24 1.1%
Vanderbilt 146 117 80.1% 4 2.7% - 0.0%
Total 5,819 1,921 33.0% 112 1.9% 62 1.1%
Franklin 804 329 40.9% 7 0.9% 17 2.1%
District 8 |Menallen 1,333 656 49.2% 6 0.5% 10 0.8%
Total 2,137 985 46.1% 13 0.6% 27 1.3%
North Union 3,942 1,237 31.4% 40 1.0% 59 1.5%
District 9 |South Union 3,089 786 25.4% 7 0.2% 19 0.6%
Total 7,031 2,023 28.8% 47 0.7% 78 1.1%
Connellsville City 1,993 1,255 63.0% - 0.0% 7 0.4%
District 10| South Connellsville 657 276 42.0% 2 0.3% - 0.0%
Total 2,650 1,531 57.8% 2 0.1% 7 0.3%
District 11]Uniontown 2,685 1,794 66.8% 6 0.2% 8 0.3%
Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census
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Table 5-15
Fayette County Housing Quality Indicators (Owner Housing) 2000
total over 50 years old complﬁzkggmbing overcrowded
owner-
occupied % of % of % of
units total owner- total owner- total owner-
occupied occupied occupied
Pennsylvania 3,406,167 | 1,303,778 38.3%| 14,146 0.4%| 35,613 1.0%
Fayette County 43,859 20,912 A7.7% 252 0.6% 387 0.9%
Belle Vernon 349 274 78.5% 10 2.9% 8 2.3%
Everson 253 215 85.0% - 0.0% 4 1.6%
Fayette City 201 159 79.1% - 0.0% - 0.0%
Jefferson 724 264 36.5% 10 1.4% 3 0.4%
Lower Tyrone 386 108 28.0% - 0.0% 4 1.0%
District 1 [Newell 195 134 68.7% - 0.0% 1 0.5%
Perry 932 453 48.6% 16 1.7% - 0.0%
Perryopolis 610 241 39.5% 2 0.3% 4 0.7%
Upper Tyrone 712 346 48.6% - 0.0% 5 0.7%
Washington 1,394 756 54.2% - 0.0% - 0.0%
Total 5,756 2,950 51.3% 38 0.7% 29 0.5%
Brownsville Borough 689 599 86.9% - 0.0% - 0.0%
Brownsville Twp 283 185 65.4% - 0.0% - 0.0%
District 2 |Luzerne 1,543 912 59.1% - 0.0% - 0.0%
Redstone 1,996 1,320 66.1% 37 1.9% - 0.0%
Total 4,511 3,016 66.9% 37 0.8% - 0.0%
Fairchance 570 268 47.0% - 0.0% 8 1.4%
Georges 2,110 988 46.8% 6 0.3% 20 0.9%
District 3 German 1,717 981 57.1% 11 0.6% - 0.0%
Masontown 1,027 544 53.0% - 0.0% 11 1.1%
Smithfield 247 153 61.9% 2 0.8% 5 2.0%
Total 5,671 2,934 51.7% 19 0.3% 44 0.8%
Nicholson 607 280 46.1% - 0.0% 8 1.3%
District 4 Point Marion 349 285 81.7% - 0.0% - 0.0%
Springhill 906 379 41.8% 5 0.6% 13 1.4%
Total 1,862 944 50.7% 5 0.3% 21 1.1%
Henry Clay 582 118 20.3% 7 1.2% 7 1.2%
Markleysburg 66 30 45.5% - 0.0% 3 4.5%
District 5 Ohiopyle 21 10 47.6% - 0.0% - 0.0%
Stewart 239 46 19.2% 2 0.8% 2 0.8%
Wharton 1,093 323 29.6% 8 0.7% 11 1.0%
Total 2,001 527 26.3% 17 0.8% 23 1.1%
Saltlick 1,148 283 24.7% - 0.0% 12 1.0%
District 6 | Springfield 962 190 19.8% 16 1.7% 21 2.2%
Total 2,110 473 22.4% 16 0.8% 33 1.6%
Bullskin 2,680 622 23.2% - 0.0% 42 1.6%
Connellsville Twp 857 354 41.3% - 0.0% - 0.0%
Dawson 135 109 80.7% - 0.0% 3 2.2%
District 7 |Dunbar Borough 335 193 57.6% - 0.0% 6 1.8%
Dunbar Twp 2,478 1,003 40.5% 25 1.0% 51 2.1%
Vanderbilt 187 156 83.4% 2 1.1% - 0.0%
Total 6,672 2,437 36.5% 27 0.4% 102 1.5%
Franklin 874 387 44.3% 1 0.1% 12 1.4%
District 8 [Menallen 1,404 695 49.5% - 0.0% 7 0.5%
Total 2,278 1,082 47.5% 1 0.0% 19 0.8%
North Union 4,315 1,932 44.8% 47 1.1% 74 1.7%
District 9 | South Union 3,417 1,022 29.9% 22 0.6% 8 0.2%
Total 7,732 2,954 38.2% 69 0.9% 82 1.1%
Connellsville City 1,978 1,385 70.0% - 0.0% - 0.0%
District 10|South Connellsville 693 301 43.4% - 0.0% - 0.0%
Total 2,671 1,686 63.1% - 0.0% - 0.0%
District 11|Uniontown 2,594 1,908 73.6% 23 0.9% 34 1.3%
Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census
June 2005
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Table 5-16
Fayette County Housing Quality Indicators (Owner Housing) Percent Change 1990 — 2000
total over 50 years old lacking . overcrowded
complete plumbing
owner % of % of % of
occupied 00 00 00
units total owner- total owner- total owner-
occupied occupied occupied
Pennsylvania 7.2% 19.3% 11.2%| -14.5%| -20.2% 8.2% 0.9%
Fayette County 8.0% 24.8% 15.5%| -37.2%| -41.8%| -12.6%| -19.1%
Belle Vernon 24.2% 57.5% 26.8%|* * 300.0%| 222.1%
Everson -10.6% 0.0% 11.9%| -100.0%| -100.0%| -20.0%] -10.5%
Fayette City -2.4% 3.2% 5.8%]* * * *
Jefferson 20.9% 24.5% 3.0%| 233.3%] 175.8%| -80.0%| -83.5%
Lower Tyrone 19.1% 33.3% 11.9%|* * 0.0%]| -16.1%
District 1 |[Newell 13.4% 22.9% 8.4%|* * -80.0%| -82.4%
Perry 11.4% 30.9% 17.6% 6.7% -4.2%]|* *
Perryopolis 2.7% 15.9% 12.8%|* * -20.0%| -22.1%
Upper Tyrone 24.5% 56.6% 25.8%| -100.0%]| -100.0%| -54.5%| -63.5%
Washington -5.3% 100.0%] 111.2%| -100.0%]| -100.0%] -100.0%] -100.0%
Total 7.8% 40.6% 30.4%| -19.1%]| -25.0%| -50.0%| -53.6%
Brownsville Borough -6.8% 0.3% 7.6%]* * * *
Brownsville Twp 1.8% 12.1% 10.1%]| -100.0%| -100.0%]|* *
District 2 |Luzerne -0.6% 10.1% 10.8%]|* * * *
Redstone 8.8% 21.7% 11.8% 85.0% 70.1%| -100.0%]| -100.0%
Total 2.4% 12.7% 10.1% 68.2% 64.2%| -100.0%| -100.0%
Fairchance 14.9% 15.0% 0.1%]| -100.0%] -100.0%| -33.3%| -42.0%
Georges 14.2% 39.7% 22.3%| -68.4%| -72.4% 11.1% -2.7%
District 3 German 1.4% 1.1% -0.2%|* * -100.0%| -100.0%
Masontown -2.5% 26.8% 30.0%| -100.0%]| -100.0%| -45.0%| -43.6%
Smithfield -5.0% 7.0% 12.6% 0.0% 5.3%]|* *
Total 6.0% 18.2% 11.5%| -53.7%| -56.3%| -35.3%| -39.0%
Nicholson 9.8% 24.4% 13.4%| -100.0%]| -100.0% -46.7% -51.4%
District 4 Point Marion 1.7% 15.4% 13.4%| -100.0%| -100.0%| -100.0%] -100.0%
Springhill 14.2% 79.6% 57.2% -72.2% -75.7% 44.4% 26.4%
Total 10.2% 38.2% 25.4%| -87.8%| -88.9%| -19.2%| -26.7%
Henry Clay 18.5% 47.5% 24.4% 40.0% 18.1% -41.7% -50.8%
Markleysburg -1.5% 328.6%| 335.1%)| -100.0%]| -100.0%|* *
District 5 Ohiopyle -19.2% -44.4%|  -31.2%|* * * *
Stewart 6.2% 24.3% 17.0%| -50.0%| -52.9%| -33.3%] -37.2%
Wharton 22.0% 342.5%]| 262.7%| -38.5%| -49.6% 10.0% -9.8%
Total 17.4% 145.1%| 108.9%| -29.2%]| -39.6% -8.0%| -21.6%
Saltlick 21.6% 61.7% 33.0%| -100.0%]| -100.0%| -71.4%]| -76.5%
District 6 |Springfield 14.4% 11.8% -2.3%| -23.8%| -33.4%| -38.2%| -46.0%
Total 18.2% 37.1% 16.0%| -65.2%| -70.6%| -56.6%| -63.3%
Bullskin 23.3% 42.3% 15.5%| -100.0%]| -100.0% 16.7% -5.4%
Connellsville Twp 10.3% 72.7% 56.6%| -100.0%]| -100.0%|* *
Dawson -4.3% 9.0% 13.8%]|* * * *
District 7 |Dunbar Borough -8.0% -12.3% -4.7%|* * 200.0%] 226.0%
Dunbar Twp 11.8% 19.1% 6.6% -34.2% -41.1%] 112.5% 90.1%
Vanderbilt 28.1% 33.3% 4.1%| -50.0%| -61.0%|* *
Total 14.7% 26.9% 10.6% -75.9% -79.0% 64.5% 43.5%
Franklin 8.7% 17.6% 8.2%| -85.7%| -86.9%| -29.4%| -35.1%
District 8 |[Menallen 5.3% 5.9% 0.6%)] -100.0%| -100.0%| -30.0%] -33.5%
Total 6.6% 9.8% 3.0%| -92.3%| -92.8%| -29.6%| -34.0%
North Union 9.5% 56.2% 42.7% 17.5% 7.3% 25.4% 14.6%
District 9 |South Union 10.6% 30.0% 17.5%| 214.3%| 184.1%| -57.9%] -61.9%
Total 10.0% 46.0% 32.8% 46.8% 33.5% 5.1% -4.4%
Connellsville City -0.8% 10.4% 11.2%|* * -100.0%]| -100.0%
District 10| South Connellsville 5.5% 9.1% 3.4%]| -100.0%| -100.0%]* *
Total 0.8% 10.1% 9.3%| -100.0%| -100.0%| -100.0%| -100.0%
District 11|Uniontown -3.4% 6.4% 10.1%| 283.3%| 296.8%| 325.0%| 339.9%
Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census
June 2005
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Table 5-17
Fayette County Cost Burdened Owner Households 1990
specified cost-burdened annual household income in 1989 ($)
owner-
occupied %0 1 ess than | 10,000 - | 20,000 - | 35,000 -| 50,000
; total owner- ! , ! '
units A 10,000 | 19,999 | 34,999 | 49,999 | or more
occupied
Pennsylvania 2,621,539 439,247 16.8%| 163,656 97,637 98,848 | 47,540 | 31,566
Fayette County 31,198 4,591 14.7% 2,603 1,237 631 105 15
Belle Vernon 237 36 15.2% 24 9 3 - -
Everson 239 32 13.4% 15 13 4 - -
Fayette City 181 27 14.9% 20 7 - - -
Jefferson 419 75 17.9% 41 9 23 2 -
Lower Tyrone 171 15 8.8% 3 10 2 - -
District 1 |[Newell 156 14 9.0% 7 5 2 - -
Perry 582 41 7.0% 28 - 13 - -
Perryopolis 496 59 11.9% 43 12 4 - -
Upper Tyrone 439 52 11.8% 26 10 14 2 -
Washington 1,274 144 11.3% 52 81 11 - -
Total 4,194 495 11.8% 259 156 76 4 -
Brownsville Borough 688 124 18.0% 84 23 17 - -
Brownsville Twp 236 28 11.9% 23 3 2 - -
District 2 |Luzerne 1,259 191 15.2% 131 31 29 - -
Redstone 1,443 242 16.8% 172 63 - 7 -
Total 3,626 585 16.1% 410 120 48 7 -
Fairchance 438 80 18.3% 39 29 12 - -
Georges 1,350 249 18.4% 130 94 25 - -
District 3 German 1,231 204 16.6% 115 74 15 - -
Masontown 976 171 17.5% 93 59 19 - -
Smithfield 213 22 10.3% 15 7 - - -
Total 4,208 726 17.3% 392 263 71 - -
Nicholson 353 54 15.3% 30 16 2 6 -
District 4 Point Marion 314 52 16.6% 21 19 11 - 1
Springhill 389 95 24.4% 59 17 19 - -
Total 1,056 201 19.0% 110 52 32 6 1
Henry Clay 281 50 17.8% 28 12 10 - -
Markleysburg 57 14 24.6% 9 5 - - -
- Ohiopyle 23 9 39.1% 5 4 - - -
District 3 IS ewart 145 24| 16.6% 14 5 5 - -
Wharton 519 52 10.0% 40 - 12 - -
Total 1,025 149 14.5% 96 26 27 - -
Saltlick 517 36 7.0% 14 - 22 - -
District 6 |Springfield 476 129 27.1% 66 45 18 - -
Total 993 165 16.6% 80 45 40 - -
Bullskin 1,419 171 12.1% 58 67 19 27 -
Connellsville Twp 580 38 6.6% 21 5 6 6 -
Dawson 127 20 15.7% 17 - 3 - -
District 7 | Dunbar Borough 315 54 17.1% 31 6 17 - -
Dunbar Twp 1,625 185 11.4% 117 42 19 - 7
Vanderbilt 134 16 11.9% 7 9 - - -
Total 4,200 484 11.5% 251 129 64 33 7
Franklin 510 72 14.1% 49 11 5 - 7
District 8 |[Menallen 987 206 20.9% 115 40 45 6 -
Total 1,497 278 18.6% 164 51 50 6 7
North Union 2,926 374 12.8% 200 112 49 13 -
District 9 [South Union 2,720 309 11.4% 172 61 58 18 -
Total 5,646 683 12.1% 372 173 107 31 -
Connellsville City 1,808 275 15.2% 143 82 39 11 -
District 10{ South Connellsville 548 88 16.1% 57 16 14 1 -
Total 2,356 363 15.4% 200 98 53 12 -
District 11|Uniontown 2,397 462 19.3% 269 124 63 6 -
Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census
June 2005
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Table 5-18
Fayette County Cost Burdened Owner Households 2000
specified cost-burdened annual household income in 1999 ($)
owner-
occupied % 0F | joss than | 10,000 - | 20,000 - | 35,000 -| 50,000
; total owner- ! , ! '
units . 10,000 19,999 34,999 | 49,999 | or more
occupied
Pennsylvania 2,889,484 616,718 21.3%| 112,469 | 138,550 | 156,489 | 99,916 | 93,293
Fayette County 34,118 6,634 19.4% 2,338 1,888 1,365 513 262
Belle Vernon 300 47 15.7% 19 20 - - 8
Everson 234 42 17.9% 11 12 14 2 -
Fayette City 179 39 21.8% 21 10 8 - -
Jefferson 524 81 15.5% 22 22 16 9 7
Lower Tyrone 207 29 14.0% 7 9 12 - 1
District 1 |[Newell 184 25 13.6% 5 11 7 2 -
Perry 629 143 22.7% 47 33 39 24 -
Perryopolis 523 91 17.4% 25 23 27 12 4
Upper Tyrone 543 114 21.0% 39 46 14 10 -
Washington 1,224 150 12.3% 48 67 8 10 9
Total 4,547 761 16.7% 244 253 145 69 29
Brownsville Borough 637 151 23.7% 57 50 32 12 -
Brownsville Twp 267 50 18.7% 15 10 15 3 -
District 2 |Luzerne 1,273 341 26.8% 107 81 75 29 21
Redstone 1,688 358 21.2% 139 83 87 24 16
Total 3,865 900 23.3% 318 224 209 68 37
Fairchance 417 76 18.2% 10 10 56 - -
Georges 1,441 248 17.2% 64 130 16 31 7
District 3 German 1,361 280 20.6% 99 105 41 7 11
Masontown 961 187 19.5% 64 52 32 30 -
Smithfield 210 38 18.1% 18 12 6 - -
Total 4,390 829 18.9% 255 309 151 68 18
Nicholson 375 82 21.9% 24 22 32 - 4
District 4 Point Marion 326 89 27.3% 20 26 21 4 10
Springhill 568 109 19.2% 41 39 9 15 5
Total 1,269 280 22.1% 85 87 62 19 19
Henry Clay 326 76 23.3% 24 15 25 12 -
Markleysburg 47 13 27.7% 8 2 2 1 -
- Ohiopyle 10 4 40.0% 4 - - - -
DIstret S IS ewart 135 18] 13.3% 2 5 7 2] -
Wharton 702 128 18.2% 21 43 25 21 18
Total 1,220 239 19.6% 59 66 56 36 18
Saltlick 856 213 24.9% 76 33 50 29 16
District 6 |Springfield 549 100 18.2% 29 21 29 12 9
Total 1,405 313 22.3% 105 54 79 41 25
Bullskin 1,760 307 17.4% 95 52 86 26 29
Connellsville Twp 633 63 10.0% 31 8 14 - -
Dawson 125 25 20.0% 13 3 3 - -
District 7 |Dunbar Borough 275 51 18.5% 21 20 10 - -
Dunbar Twp 1,776 310 17.5% 147 99 44 - -
Vanderbilt 166 33 19.9% 6 22 5 - -
Total 4,735 789 16.7% 313 204 162 26 29
Franklin 557 106 19.0% 38 21 19 11 5
District 8 |[Menallen 1,036 201 19.4% 88 43 37 12 16
Total 1,593 307 19.3% 126 64 56 23 21
North Union 3,220 548 17.0% 205 211 88 23 -
District 9 | South Union 3,143 546 17.4% 152 126 147 35 66
Total 6,363 1,094 17.2% 357 337 235 58 66
Connellsville City 1,776 468 26.4% 192 120 93 50 -
District 10| South Connellsville 580 108 18.6% 62 25 21 - -
Total 2,356 576 24.4% 254 145 114 50 -
District 11|Uniontown 2,374 545 23.0% 221 145 96 55 -
Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census
June 2005
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Table 5-19
Fayette County Cost Burdened Owner Households 1990 — 2000
specified cost-burdened annual household income ($)
owner- % of
occu.p|ed total owner- less than| 10,000 - | 20,000 - | 35,000 -| 50,000
units . 10,000 19,999 34,999 | 49,999 | or more
occupied
Pennsylvania 10.2% 40.4% 27.4%| -31.3% 41.9% 58.3%| 110.2%| 195.5%
Fayette County 9.4% 44.5% 32.1%| -10.2% 52.6%| 116.3%]| 388.6%|1646.7%
Belle Vernon 26.6% 30.6% 3.1%| -20.8%]| 122.2%| -100.0%|* *
Everson -2.1% 31.3% 34.1% -26.7% -7.7%]| 250.0%]* *
Fayette City -1.1% 44.4% 46.1% 5.0% 42.9%]|* * *
Jefferson 25.1% 8.0% -13.6% -46.3%| 144.4% -30.4%] 350.0%]|*
Lower Tyrone 21.1% 93.3% 59.7%| 133.3%]| -10.0%| 500.0%]* *
District 1 [Newell 17.9% 78.6% 51.4%| -28.6%| 120.0%| 250.0%]|* *
Perry 8.1% 248.8%| 222.7% 67.9%]|* 200.0%|* *
Perryopolis 5.4% 54.2% 46.3%] -41.9% 91.7%| 575.0%]|* *
Upper Tyrone 23.7% 119.2% 77.2% 50.0%| 360.0% 0.0%] 400.0%]*
Washington -3.9% 4.2% 8.4% -7.7%|  -17.3%]| -27.3%|* *
Total 8.4% 53.7% 41.8% -5.8% 62.2% 90.8%1625.0%|*
Brownsville Borough -7.4% 21.8% 31.5%| -32.1%| 117.4% 88.2%|* *
Brownsville Twp 13.1% 78.6% 57.8%| -34.8%| 233.3%] 650.0%]|* *

District 2 [Luzerne 1.1% 78.5% 76.6%| -18.3%| 161.3%| 158.6%]* *
Redstone 17.0% 47.9% 26.5% -19.2% 31.7%]|* 242.9%|*

Total 6.6% 53.8% 44.3%| -22.4% 86.7%| 335.4%| 871.4%|*
Fairchance -4.8% -5.0% -0.2%| -74.4%]| -65.5%| 366.7%]* *
Georges 6.7% -0.4% -6.7%| -50.8% 38.3%| -36.0%]* *

District 3 German 10.6% 37.3% 24.1%| -13.9% 41.9%| 173.3%]|* *
Masontown -1.5% 9.4% 11.1% -31.2% -11.9% 68.4%|* *
Smithfield -1.4% 72.7% 75.2% 20.0% 71.4%]|* * *

Total 4.3% 14.2% 9.5% -34.9% 17.5%| 112.7%|* *
Nicholson 6.2% 51.9% 42.9%| -20.0% 37.5%] 1500.0%] -100.0%|*

District 4 Point Marion 3.8% 71.2% 64.9% -4.8% 36.8% 90.9%|* 900.0%
Springhill 46.0% 14.7%| -21.4%| -30.5%| 129.4%| -52.6%]* *

Total 20.2% 39.3% 15.9%| -22.7% 67.3% 93.8%| 216.7%]1800.0%
Henry Clay 16.0% 52.0% 31.0%] -14.3% 25.0%| 150.0%]* *
Markleysburg -17.5% -7.1% 12.6%| -11.1%]| -60.0%|* * *

District 5 Ohiopyle -56.5% -55.6% 2.2%| -20.0%]| -100.0%]* * *
Stewart -6.9% -25.0%| -19.4%| -85.7% 20.0%| -20.0%]* *
Wharton 35.3% 146.2% 82.0% -47.5%|* 108.3%|* *

Total 19.0% 60.4% 34.8%| -38.5%| 153.8%| 107.4%|* *
Saltlick 65.6% 491.7%| 257.4%]| 442.9%[* 127.3%|* *
District 6 |Springfield 15.3% -22.5%] -32.8%| -56.1%| -53.3% 61.1%]|* *
Total 41.5% 89.7% 34.1% 31.3% 20.0% 97.5%|* *
Bullskin 24.0% 79.5% 44.7% 63.8%] -22.4%| 352.6%| -3.7%]|*
Connellsville Twp 9.1% 65.8% 51.9% 47.6% 60.0%] 133.3%]-100.0%|*
Dawson -1.6% 25.0% 27.0% -23.5%]|* 0.0%|* *

District 7 |Dunbar Borough -12.7% -5.6% 8.2%| -32.3%] 233.3%| -41.2%]* *
Dunbar Twp 9.3% 67.6% 53.3% 25.6%| 135.7%]| 131.6%]* -100.0%
Vanderbilt 23.9% 106.3% 66.5%| -14.3%]| 144.4%|* * *

Total 12.7% 63.0% 44.6% 24.7% 58.1%]| 153.1%]| -21.2%]| 314.3%
Franklin 9.2% 47.2% 34.8%] -22.4% 90.9%| 280.0%]* -28.6%

District 8 |Menallen 5.0% -2.4% -7.0%| -23.5% 7.5%| -17.8%] 100.0%|*

Total 6.4% 10.4% 3.8%| -23.2% 25.5% 12.0%]| 283.3%| 200.0%
North Union 10.0% 46.5% 33.1% 2.5% 88.4% 79.6%| 76.9%]|*

District 9 |South Union 15.6% 76.7% 52.9% -11.6%] 106.6%] 153.4%| 94.4%|*

Total 12.7% 60.2% 42.1% -4.0% 94.8%| 119.6%| 87.1%|*
Connellsville City -1.8% 70.2% 73.2% 34.3% 46.3%]| 138.5%| 354.5%]*

District 10|South Connellsville 5.8% 22.7% 16.0% 8.8% 56.3% 50.0%]| -100.0%|*

Total 0.0% 58.7% 58.7% 27.0% 48.0%| 115.1%)| 316.7%]|*

District 11|Uniontown -1.0% 18.0% 19.1%| -17.8% 16.9% 52.4%| 816.7%]|*

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census
June 2005
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viii. Renter Housing

The renter-occupied portion of the county’s housing stock in 2000
represented 26.8% (16,093) of the occupied housing units in the county. The
renter-occupancy rate fell slightly from the 1990 rate of 27.7% (15,515).

e Market Area highlights

The renter-occupied housing rate was highest in Market Area 11
(50.7%, 2,748), and lowest in Market Area 6 (17.0%, 433). Four
market areas — Market Areas 3, 6, 10, and 11 — had increases in their
renter-occupied rates between 1990 and 2000.

e  Municipality highlights
Renter-occupied housing was highest in Belle Vernon Borough
(53.8%, 329), and lowest in Newell Borough (12.6%, 28). Between

1990 and 2000, twenty-five municipalities experienced decreases in
their renter-occupied housing rates.

The 2000 Census reported 1,661 vacant for rent units in Fayette County,
which represent 10.3% of the total renter units in the county. This high rate
of vacant for rent units suggests an oversupply of rental units in the county,
which contributes to low rental costs.

Further information on the county’s renter housing supply, including renter
information by market area and municipality for 1990 and 2000, is presented
in the following tables.

MULLIY
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Table 5-20
Fayette County Renter Housing Supply 1990
Housing Renter- Vacant for
Units occupied units rent units
% of | % of
% of Vacant| Renter
Total Occupied Total Occupied| Total Units | Units
Pennsylvania 4,938,140 | 4,495,966 | 1,319,845 29.4%| 102,774 | 23.2%| 7.8%
Fayette County 61,406 56,110 15,515 27.7% 1,330 | 25.1%| 8.6%
Belle Vernon 648 592 315 53.2% 17 | 30.4%] 5.4%
Everson 432 378 98 25.9% 28 | 51.9%| 28.6%
Fayette City 340 306 96 31.4% 8| 23.5%] 8.3%
Jefferson 790 730 129 17.7% 9] 15.0%] 7.0%
Lower Tyrone 422 398 74 18.6% 5] 20.8%| 6.8%
District 1 |[Newell 217 202 32 15.8% 13 | 86.7%| 40.6%
Perry 1,117 1,033 196 19.0% 13| 15.5%| 6.6%
Perryopolis 797 765 171 22.4% 6| 18.8%] 3.5%
Upper Tyrone 762 717 145 20.2% 71 15.6%| 4.8%
Washington 1,919 1,826 354 19.4% 17 | 18.3%| 4.8%
Total 7,444 6,947 1,610 23.2% 123 | 24.7%| 7.6%
Brownsville Borough 1,541 1,340 601 44.9% 125 | 62.2%] 20.8%
Brownsville Twp 396 353 66 18.7% 13 | 30.2%| 19.7%
District 2 |Luzerne 2,027 1,909 358 18.8% 28 | 23.7%| 7.8%
Redstone 2,824 2,558 733 28.7% 58 | 21.8%] 7.9%
Total 6,788 6,160 1,758 28.5% 224 | 35.7%| 12.7%
Fairchance 776 727 231 31.8% 12 | 24.5%] 5.2%
Georges 2,522 2,372 525 22.1% 35| 23.3%| 6.7%
District 3 German 2,211 2,092 398 19.0% 31| 26.1%| 7.8%
Masontown 1,646 1,532 479 31.3% 42 | 36.8%| 8.8%
Smithfield 397 379 119 31.4% 7| 38.9%] 5.9%
Total 7,552 7,102 1,752 24.7% 127 | 28.2%| 7.2%
Nicholson 738 689 132 19.2% 8| 16.3%] 6.1%
District 4 Point Marion 609 534 191 35.8% 32 | 42.7%| 16.8%
Springhill 1,112 1,038 249 24.0% 9| 12.2%] 3.6%
Total 2,459 2,261 572 25.3% 49 | 24.7%| 8.6%
Henry Clay 1,057 620 129 20.8% 13| 3.0%| 10.1%
Markleysburg 105 94 29 30.9% 1| 9.1%| 3.4%
District 5 Ohiopyle 50 39 11 28.2% - 0.0%] 0.0%
Stewart 331 263 38 14.4% 5| 7.4%] 13.2%
Wharton 1,507 1,129 233 20.6% 16| 4.2%| 6.9%
Total 3,050 2,145 440 20.5% 35| 3.9%| 8.0%
Saltlick 1,368 1,148 192 16.7% 22 | 10.0%| 11.5%
District 6 | Springfield 1,137 999 170 17.0% 8| 5.8%| 4.7%
Total 2,505 2,147 362 16.9% 30| 8.4%| 8.3%
Bullskin 2,809 2,604 430 16.5% 18| 8.8%| 4.2%
Connellsville Twp 1,026 974 197 20.2% 10 | 19.2%] 5.1%
Dawson 214 199 55 27.6% 7| 46.7%] 12.7%
District 7 |Dunbar Borough 529 496 132 26.6% 14 | 42.4%| 10.6%
Dunbar Twp 2,912 2,740 523 19.1% 25| 14.5%| 4.8%
Vanderbilt 237 208 60 28.8% 8| 27.6%] 13.3%
Total 7,727 7,221 1,397 19.3% 82| 16.2%| 5.9%
Franklin 1,047 958 154 16.1% 6] 6.7%] 3.9%
District 8 |[Menallen 1,893 1,776 443 24.9% 20 | 17.1%| 4.5%
Total 2,940 2,734 597 21.8% 26 | 12.6%| 4.4%
North Union 5,761 5,461 1,476 27.0% 89 | 29.7%] 6.0%
District 9 |South Union 4,190 3,978 932 23.4% 79 | 37.3%| 8.5%
Total 9,951 9,439 2,408 25.5% 168 | 32.8%| 7.0%
Connellsville City 4,210 3,845 1,852 48.2% 158 | 43.3%]| 8.5%
District 10| South Connellsville 899 836 179 21.4% 14| 22.2%| 7.8%
Total 5,109 4,681 2,031 43.4% 172 | 40.2%| 8.5%
District 11|Uniontown 5,881 5,273 2,588 49.1% 294 | 48.4%]| 11.4%
Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census
June 2005
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Table 5-21
Fayette County Renter Housing Supply 2000
Housing Renter- Vacant for
Units occupied units rent units
% of | % of
% of Vacant| Renter
Total Occupied Total Occupied| Total Units | Units
Pennsylvania 5,249,750 | 4,777,003 | 1,370,666 28.7%]| 105,585 | 22.3%| 7.7%
Fayette County 66,490 59,969 16,093 26.8% 1,661 | 25.5%]| 10.3%
Belle Vernon 716 612 329 53.8% 16 | 15.4%| 4.9%
Everson 385 351 105 29.9% 5] 14.7%| 4.8%
Fayette City 321 286 79 27.6% 9] 25.7%| 11.4%
Jefferson 900 865 145 16.8% 1 2.9%| 0.7%
Lower Tyrone 480 461 67 14.5% - 0.0%| 0.0%
District 1 |Newell 232 222 28 12.6% 1] 10.0%]| 3.6%
Perry 1,245 1,170 237 20.3% 9] 12.0%| 3.8%
Perryopolis 831 798 182 22.8% 12 | 36.4%| 6.6%
Upper Tyrone 902 870 152 17.5% 5] 15.6%| 3.3%
Washington 1,948 1,821 364 20.0% 43| 33.9%| 11.8%
Total 7,960 7,456 1,688 22.6% 101 | 20.0%| 6.0%
Brownsville Borough 1,550 1,238 535 43.2% 150 | 48.1%]| 28.0%
Brownsville Twp 362 325 56 17.2% 6] 16.2%]| 10.7%
District 2 |Luzerne 2,043 1,897 337 17.8% 23| 15.8%| 6.8%
Redstone 2,943 2,651 670 25.3% 71| 24.3%] 10.6%
Total 6,898 6,111 1,598 26.1% 250 | 31.8%] 15.6%
Fairchance 932 871 310 35.6% 23| 37.7%| 7.4%
Georges 2,749 2,588 572 22.1% 29| 18.0%| 5.1%
District 3 German 2,333 2,148 434 20.2% 14 7.6%| 3.2%
Masontown 1,701 1,536 491 32.0% 69 | 41.8%| 14.1%
Smithfield 384 363 124 34.2% 5] 23.8%| 4.0%
Total 8,099 7,506 1,931 25.7% 140 | 23.6%| 7.3%
Nicholson 777 737 128 17.4% 71 17.5%| 5.5%
District 4 Point Marion 682 572 200 35.0% 42 | 38.2%| 21.0%
Springhill 1,270 1,157 274 23.7% 22| 19.5%]| 8.0%
Total 2,729 2,466 602 24.4% 711 27.0%] 11.8%
Henry Clay 1,306 742 159 21.4% 10 1.8%] 6.3%
Markleysburg 105 90 21 23.3% 3| 20.0%] 14.3%
District 5 Ohiopyle 44 34 10 29.4% 1] 10.0%] 10.0%
Stewart 338 275 41 14.9% - 0.0%| 0.0%
Wharton 1,750 1,362 267 19.6% 32 8.2%| 12.0%
Total 3,543 2,503 498 19.9% 46 4.4%| 9.2%
Saltlick 1,743 1,385 237 17.1% 21 5.9%| 8.9%
District 6 | Springfield 1,283 1,158 196 16.9% 5 4.0%| 2.6%
Total 3,026 2,543 433 17.0% 26 5.4%| 6.0%
Bullskin 3,206 3,023 383 12.7% 34| 18.6%| 8.9%
Connellsville Twp 1,093 1,032 162 15.7% 11| 18.0%] 6.8%
Dawson 205 183 49 26.8% 1 4.5%| 2.0%
District 7 | Dunbar Borough 576 513 146 28.5% 29 | 46.0%] 19.9%
Dunbar Twp 3,152 2,944 489 16.6% 39| 18.8%| 8.0%
Vanderbilt 234 222 51 23.0% 5] 41.7%| 9.8%
Total 8,466 7,917 1,280 16.2% 119 | 21.7%| 9.3%
Franklin 1,072 1,012 138 13.6% 5 8.3%| 3.6%
District 8 [Menallen 1,964 1,810 408 22.5% 42 | 27.3%| 10.3%
Total 3,036 2,822 546 19.3% 47 | 22.0%| 8.6%
North Union 6,234 5,805 1,492 25.7% 169 | 39.4%] 11.3%
District 9 | South Union 4,795 4,563 1,124 24.6% 57 | 24.6%| 5.1%
Total 11,029 10,368 2,616 25.2% 226 | 34.2%| 8.6%
Connellsville City 4,434 3,963 1,973 49.8% 199 | 42.3%] 10.1%
District 10{South Connellsville 948 890 180 20.2% 10| 17.2%] 5.6%
Total 5,382 4,853 2,153 44.4% 209 | 39.5%]| 9.7%
District 11|Uniontown 6,320 5,423 2,748 50.7% 426 | 47.5%]| 15.5%
Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census
June 2005
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Table 5-22
Fayette County Renter Housing Supply Percent Change 1990 — 2000
Housing Renter- Vacant for
Units occupied units rent units
% of % of
% of Vacant | Renter
Total |Occupied| Total |Occupied| Total Units Units

Pennsylvania 6.3% 6.3%| 3.9% -2.3% 2.7% -3.9% -1.1%

Fayette County 8.3% 6.9%| 3.7% -2.9%| 24.9% 1.4%| 20.4%

Belle Vernon 10.5% 3.4%| 4.4% 1.0% -5.9%]| -49.3% -9.9%

Everson -10.9% -7.1%| 7.1% 15.4%]| -82.1%]| -71.6%| -83.3%

Fayette City -5.6% -6.5%| -17.7%]| -12.0%| 12.5% 9.3%| 36.7%
Jefferson 13.9% 18.5%| 12.4% -5.1%| -88.9%| -81.0%]| -90.1%

Lower Tyrone 13.7% 15.8%|] -9.5%]| -21.8%]-100.0%]-100.0%]-100.0%

District 1 [Newell 6.9% 9.9%| -12.5%| -20.4%| -92.3%| -88.5%| -91.2%
Perry 11.5% 13.3%| 20.9% 6.8%| -30.8%| -22.5%]| -42.7%
Perryopolis 4.3% 4.3%| 6.4% 2.0%| 100.0%| 93.9%]| 87.9%

Upper Tyrone 18.4% 21.3%| 4.8%]| -13.6%]| -28.6% 0.4%| -31.9%
Washington 1.5% -0.3%| 2.8% 3.1%| 152.9%| 85.2%| 146.0%

Total 6.9% 7.3%| 4.8% -2.3%[ -17.9%]| -19.0%| -21.7%
Brownsville Borough 0.6% -7.6%] -11.0% -3.6%| 20.0%| -22.7%| 34.8%
Brownsville Twp -8.6% -7.9%] -15.2% -7.8%]| -53.8%| -46.4%| -45.6%

District 2 |Luzerne 0.8% -0.6%| -5.9% -5.3%| -17.9%| -33.6%| -12.7%
Redstone 4.2% 3.6%] -8.6%| -11.8%| 22.4%| 11.5%| 33.9%

Total 1.6% -0.8%] -9.1% -8.4%| 11.6%| -10.9%| 22.8%
Fairchance 20.1% 19.8%| 34.2% 12.0%| 91.7%]| 54.0%| 42.8%

Georges 9.0% 9.1%| 9.0% -0.1%] -17.1%)]| -22.8%| -24.0%

District 3 German 5.5% 2.7%| 9.0% 6.2%]| -54.8%| -71.0%]| -58.6%
Masontown 3.3% 0.3%] 2.5% 2.2%| 64.3%| 13.5%| 60.3%
Smithfield -3.3% -4.2%|  4.2% 8.8%| -28.6%| -38.8%]| -31.5%

Total 7.2% 5.7%| 10.2% 4.3%| 10.2%| -16.3% 0.0%
Nicholson 5.3% 7.0%]| -3.0% -9.3%| -12.5% 7.2% -9.8%

District 4 Point Marion 12.0% 7.1%| 4.7% -2.2%| 31.3%| -10.5%| 25.3%
Springhill 14.2% 11.5%] 10.0% -1.3%| 144.4%| 60.1%| 122.1%

Total 11.0% 9.1%| 5.2% -3.5%| 44.9% 9.1%| 37.7%

Henry Clay 23.6% 19.7%| 23.3% 3.0%| -23.1%| -40.4%]| -37.6%
Markleysburg 0.0% -4.3%| -27.6%] -24.4%| 200.0%| 120.0%| 314.3%

District 5 Ohiopyle -12.0%] -12.8%] -9.1% 4.3% * * *
Stewart 2.1% 4.6%] 7.9% 3.2%] -100.0%| -100.0%| -100.0%

Wharton 16.1% 20.6%]| 14.6% -5.0%] 100.0%| 94.8%| 74.5%

Total 16.2% 16.7%| 13.2% -3.0%| 31.4%| 14.4%| 16.1%

Saltlick 27.4% 20.6%]| 23.4% 2.3% -4.5%)| -41.3%| -22.7%

District 6 | Springfield 12.8% 15.9%| 15.3% -0.5%| -37.5%| -31.0%| -45.8%
Total 20.8% 18.4%| 19.6% 1.0%]| -13.3%]| -35.8%]| -27.5%

Bullskin 14.1% 16.1%]-10.9%| -23.3%| 88.9%| 111.6%| 112.1%
Connellsville Twp 6.5% 6.0%] -17.8%| -22.4%| 10.0% -6.2%| 33.8%

Dawson -4.2% -8.0%] -10.9% -3.1%| -85.7%| -90.3%| -84.0%

District 7 | Dunbar Borough 8.9% 3.4%]| 10.6% 6.9%]| 107.1% 8.5%| 87.3%
Dunbar Twp 8.2% 7.4%]| -6.5%| -13.0%| 56.0%| 29.0%| 66.8%
Vanderbilt -1.3% 6.7%] -15.0%] -20.4%]| -37.5%| 51.0%| -26.5%

Total 9.6% 9.6%| -8.4%| -16.4%| 45.1%| 33.8%| 58.4%

Franklin 2.4% 5.6%]-10.4%| -15.2%| -16.7%| 23.6% -7.0%

District 8 |Menallen 3.8% 1.9%]| -7.9% -9.6%| 110.0%| 59.5%| 128.0%
Total 3.3% 3.2%| -8.5%| -11.4%| 80.8%| 74.0%| 97.7%

North Union 8.2% 6.3%| 1.1% -4.9%| 89.9%| 32.8%| 87.9%

District 9 | South Union 14.4% 14.7%]| 20.6% 5.1%| -27.8%| -34.1%]| -40.2%
Total 10.8% 9.8%| 8.6% -1.1%| 34.5% 4.2%| 23.8%
Connellsville City 5.3% 3.1%| 6.5% 3.4%| 25.9% -2.4%]| 18.2%

District 10| South Connellsville 5.5% 6.5%| 0.6% -5.5%]| -28.6%| -22.4%| -29.0%
Total 5.3% 3.7%| 6.0% 2.2%| 21.5% -1.7%| 14.6%

District 11|Uniontown 7.5% 2.8%| 6.2% 3.2%| 44.9% -1.8%| 36.5%

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census
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iX. Renter Housing by Units per Structure and Mobile Homes

The renter-occupied housing stock in Fayette County is more diverse in type
and units per structure than the county’s owner-occupied units. In 2000,
7,138 units (44.3% of the renter-occupied units in the county) were single-
family units, while 43.5% (7,002 units) were in multi-family structures, and
12.2% (1,970 units) were mobile homes.

e Market Area highlights

Single family. In 2000, Market Area 7 had the highest rate of single
family renter-occupied units (56.2%, 719). Conversely, Market
Area 11 had the lowest single family rate, at 31.7% (890).
Multifamily. Market Area 11 had the highest percentage of renter-
occupied multifamily units in 2000, at 68.0% (1,912), while Market
Area 6 had the lowest rate at 10.2% (44).
Mobile homes. The percentage of renter-occupied mobile homes in
Market Area 6 is the highest in the county, at 38.3% (166). In
contrast, Market Area 11 had the lowest rate of renter-occupied
mobile homes, at 0.4% (10).

e  Municipality highlights
Single family. Of the forty-two municipalities in the county,
Newell Borough had the highest single family renter-occupied rate
(100.0%, 27), while Belle Vernon Borough had the lowest (24.0%,
63).
Multifamily. Belle Vernon Borough had the highest percentage of
renter-occupied multifamily units, 72.6% (191), while three
municipalities — Newell Borough, Markleysburg Borough, and
Stewart Township — had no renter-occupied multifamily units.
Mobile homes. Lower Tyrone Township had the highest
percentage of renter-occupied mobile homes in the county (62.3%,
43), while four municipalities — Newell Borough, Point Marion
Borough, Ohiopyle Borough, and Dawson Borough — had no renter-
occupied mobile homes.

Further information on the county’s renter housing supply by type, including
information by market area and municipality for 1990 and 2000, is presented
in the following tables.
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Table 5-23
Fayette County Renter Housing by Units per Structure and Mobile Homes 1990
total single family multifamiy mobile homes other

renter- % of % of % of % of

occupied renter- renter- renter- renter-
units total occupied total occupied total occupied| total |occupied
Pennsylvania 1,319,273 414,476 31.4%]| 840,391 63.7% 39,317 3.0%] 25,089 1.9%
Fayette County 15,515 7,466 48.1% 6,048 39.0% 1,653 10.7% 348 2.2%
Belle Vernon 309 58 18.8% 247 79.9% - 0.0% 4 1.3%
Everson 91 43 47.3% 46 50.5% 2 2.2% - 0.0%)
Fayette City 102 42 41.2% 60 58.8% - 0.0% - 0.0%
Jefferson 146 102 69.9% 24 16.4% 20 13.7% - 0.0%
Lower Tyrone 74 35 47.3% 7 9.5% 32 43.2% - 0.0%
District 1 |Newell 33 27 81.8% 6 18.2% - 0.0% - 0.0%
Perry 196 95 48.5% 40 20.4% 57 29.1% 4 2.0%
Perryopolis 171 99 57.9% 34 19.9% 34 19.9% 4 2.3%
Upper Tyrone 145 101 69.7% 17 11.7% 26 17.9% 1 0.7%
Washington 354 178 50.3% 139 39.3% 29 8.2% 8 2.3%
Total 1,621 780 48.1% 620 38.2% 200 12.3% 21 1.3%
Brownsville Borough 601 219 36.4% 338 56.2% - 0.0% 44 7.3%
Brownsville Twp 74 49 66.2% 17 23.0% 8 10.8% - 0.0%
District 2 [Luzerne 358 244 68.2% 28 7.8% 64 17.9% 22 6.1%
Redstone 708 515 72.7% 153 21.6% 21 3.0% 19 2.7%
Total 1,741 1,027 59.0% 536 30.8% 93 5.3% 85 4.9%
Fairchance 231 150 64.9% 71 30.7% 7 3.0% 3 1.3%
Georges 525 291 55.4% 49 9.3% 175 33.3% 10 1.9%
District 3 German 398 316 79.4% 28 7.0% 45 11.3% 9 2.3%
Masontown 479 224 46.8% 231 48.2% 6 1.3% 18 3.8%
Smithfield 119 48 40.3% 49 41.2% 22 18.5% - 0.0%
Total 1,752 1,029 58.7% 428 24.4% 255 14.6% 40 2.3%
Nicholson 137 96 70.1% 7 5.1% 34 24.8% - 0.0%
District 4 Point Marion 191 113 59.2% 70 36.6% 5 2.6% 3 1.6%)
Springhill 244 142 58.2% - 0.0% 102 41.8% - 0.0%
Total 572 351 61.4% 77 13.5% 141 24.7% 3 0.5%
Henry Clay 132 62 47.0% 21 15.9% 47 35.6% 2 1.5%
Markleysburg 26 22 84.6% 3 11.5% - 0.0% 1 3.8%
District 5 Ohiopyle 11 6 54.5% 2 18.2% - 0.0% 3 27.3%|
Stewart 40 38 95.0% - 0.0% 2 5.0% - 0.0%
Wharton 231 156 67.5% 12 5.2% 44 19.0% 19 8.2%
Total 440 284 64.5% 38 8.6% 93 21.1% 25 5.7%
Saltlick 186 127 68.3% 14 7.5% 45 24.2% - 0.0%
District 6 | Springfield 176 97 55.1% - 0.0% 79 44.9% - 0.0%
Total 362 224 61.9% 14 3.9% 124 34.3% - 0.0%
Bullskin 430 190 44.2% 100 23.3% 125 29.1% 15 3.5%
Connellsville Twp 197 149 75.6% 31 15.7% 5 2.5% 12 6.1%
Dawson 62 39 62.9% 23 37.1% - 0.0% - 0.0%
District 7 | Dunbar Borough 132 73 55.3% 48 36.4% 11 8.3% - 0.0%
Dunbar Twp 523 308 58.9% 31 5.9% 184 35.2% - 0.0%
Vanderbilt 59 27 45.8% 27 45.8% 5 8.5% - 0.0%
Total 1,403 786 56.0% 260 18.5% 330 23.5% 27 1.9%
Franklin 154 91| 59.1% 8 5.2% 44 28.6% 11 7.1%)
District 8 [Menallen 443 337 76.1% 29 6.5% 63 14.2% 14 3.2%
Total 597 428 71.7% 37 6.2% 107 17.9% 25 4.2%
North Union 1,533 644 42.0% 623 40.6% 248 16.2% 18 1.2%
District 9 [South Union 875 489 55.9% 324 37.0% 43 4.9% 19 2.2%
Total 2,408 1,133 47.1% 947 39.3% 291 12.1% 37 1.5%
Connellsvme City 1,852 520 28.1% 1,293 69.8% - 0.0% 39 2.1%
District 10| South Connellsville 179 98 54.7% 58 32.4% 19 10.6% 4 2.2%
Total 2,031 618 30.4% 1,351 66.5% 19 0.9% 43 2.1%
District 11|Uniontown 2,588 806 31.1% 1,740 67.2% - 0.0% 42 1.6%

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census
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Table 5-24
Fayette County Renter Housing by Units per Structure and Mobile Homes 2000
total single family multifamiy mobile homes other
renter- % of % of % of % of
occupied renter- renter- renter- renter-
units total occupied total occupied total occupied| total | occupied
Pennsylvania 1,370,836 461,757 33.7% 866,445 63.2% 42,202 3.1%]| 432 0.0%
Fayette County 16,110 7,138 44.3% 7,002 43.5% 1,970 12.2%| - 0.0%
Belle Vernon 263 63 24.0% 191 72.6% 9 3.4%| - 0.0%
Everson 99 55 55.6% 38 38.4% 6 6.1%]| - 0.0%
Fayette City 85 44 51.8% 33 38.8% 8 9.4%| - 0.0%
Jefferson 141 99 70.2% 17 12.1% 25 17.7%| - 0.0%
Lower Tyrone 69 22 31.9% 4 5.8% 43 62.3%| - 0.0%
District 1 |Newell 27 27 | 100.0% - 0.0% - 0.0%| - 0.0%
Perry 238 127 53.4% 49 20.6% 62 26.1%)| - 0.0%
Perryopolis 188 98 52.1% 53 28.2% 37 19.7%| - 0.0%
Upper Tyrone 157 65 41.4% 23 14.6% 69 43.9%| - 0.0%
Washington 427 212 49.6% 202 47.3% 13 3.0%| - 0.0%
Total 1,694 812 47.9% 610 36.0% 272 16.1%| - 0.0%
Brownsville Borough 585 183 31.3% 393 67.2% 9 1.5%]| - 0.0%
Brownsville Twp 41 31 75.6% 8 19.5% 2 4.9%]| - 0.0%
District 2 |Luzerne 355 266 74.9% 30 8.5% 59 16.6%]| - 0.0%
Redstone 619 323 52.2% 241 38.9% 55 8.9%| - 0.0%
Total 1,600 803 50.2% 672 42.0% 125 7.8%| - 0.0%
Fairchance 277 137 49.5% 131 47.3% 9 3.2%| - 0.0%
Georges 565 284 50.3% 31 5.5% 250 44.2%| - 0.0%
District 3 German 431 307 71.2% 30 7.0% 94 21.8%| - 0.0%
Masontown 481 228 47.4% 243 50.5% 10 2.1%| - 0.0%
Smithfield 119 47 39.5% 48 40.3% 24 20.2%| - 0.0%
Total 1,873 1,003 53.6% 483 25.8% 387 20.7%)| - 0.0%
Nicholson 130 84 64.6% 1 0.8% 45 34.6%)| - 0.0%
District 4 Point Marion 228 123 53.9% 105 46.1% - 0.0%]| - 0.0%
Springhill 246 132 53.7% 31 12.6% 83 33.7%]| - 0.0%
Total 604 339 56.1% 137 22.7% 128 21.2%| - 0.0%
Henry Clay 157 74 47.1% 39 24.8% 44 28.0%]| - 0.0%
Markleysburg 24 21 87.5% - 0.0% 3 12.5%| - 0.0%
District 5 Ohiopyle 8 6 75.0% 2 25.0% - 0.0%]| - 0.0%
Stewart 44 35 79.5% - 0.0% 9 20.5%]| - 0.0%
Wharton 269 94 34.9% 99 36.8% 76 28.3%| - 0.0%
Total 502 230 45.8% 140 27.9% 132 26.3%)| - 0.0%
Saltlick 237 139 58.6% 31 13.1% 67 28.3%| - 0.0%
District 6 | Springfield 196 84 42.9% 13 6.6% 99 50.5%]| - 0.0%
Total 433 223 51.5% 44 10.2% 166 38.3%| - 0.0%
Bullskin 360 168 46.7% 76 21.1% 116 32.2%| - 0.0%
Connellsville Twp 187 111 59.4% 27 14.4% 49 26.2%)| - 0.0%
Dawson 37 23 62.2% 14 37.8% - 0.0%]| - 0.0%
District 7 | Dunbar Borough 178 77 43.3% 73 41.0% 28 15.7%| - 0.0%
Dunbar Twp 467 318 68.1% 57 12.2% 92 19.7%| - 0.0%
Vanderbilt 51 22 43.1% 22 43.1% 7 13.7%| - 0.0%
Total 1,280 719 56.2% 269 21.0% 292 22.8%| - 0.0%
Franklin 138 112 81.2% 8 5.8% 18 13.0%| - 0.0%
District 8 [Menallen 406 175 43.1% 153 37.7% 78 19.2%| - 0.0%
Total 544 287 52.8% 161 29.6% 96 17.6%| - 0.0%
North Union 1,490 610 40.9% 620 41.6% 260 17.4%| - 0.0%
District 9 |South Union 1,125 501 44.5% 570 50.7% 54 4.8%| - 0.0%
Total 2,615 1,111 42.5% 1,190 45.5% 314 12.0%| - 0.0%
Connellsville City 1,977 624 31.6% 1,340 67.8% 13 0.7%]| - 0.0%
District 10 South Connellsville 176 97 55.1% 44 25.0% 35 19.9%| - 0.0%
Total 2,153 721 33.5% 1,384 64.3% 48 2.2%| - 0.0%
District 11| Uniontown 2,812 890 31.7% 1,912 68.0% 10 0.4%| - 0.0%
Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census
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Table 5-25
Fayette County Renter Housing by Units per Structure and Mobile Homes Percent Change
1990 - 2000
total single family multifamiy mobile homes other
renter- % of % of % of % of
occupied renter- renter- renter- renter-
units total occupied total occupied total occupied| total |occupied
Pennsylvania 3.9% 11.4% 7.2% 3.1% -0.8% 7.3% 3.3%]| -98.3%| -98.3%
Fayette County 3.8% -4.4% -7.9% 15.8% 11.5% 19.2% 14.8%] -100.0%] -100.0%
Belle Vernon -14.9% 8.6% 27.6% -22.7% -9.1%]|* * -100.0%] -100.0%
Everson 8.8% 27.9% 17.6% -17.4%| -24.1% 200.0%| 175.8%]* *
Fayette City -16.7% 4.8% 25.7% -45.0%| -34.0%|* * * *
Jefferson -3.4% -2.9% 0.5% -29.2%| -26.7% 25.0% 29.4%|* *
Lower Tyrone -6.8% -37.1%| -32.6% -42.9%] -38.7% 34.4% 44.1%|* *
District 1 |Newell -18.2% 0.0% 22.2% -100.0%] -100.0%]* * * *
Perry 21.4% 33.7% 10.1% 22.5% 0.9% 8.8%| -10.4%]-100.0%| -100.0%
Perryopolis 9.9% -1.0%]| -10.0% 55.9%| 41.8% 8.8% -1.0%] -100.0%] -100.0%
Upper Tyrone 8.3% -35.6%| -40.6% 35.3% 25.0% 165.4%| 145.1%]-100.0%] -100.0%
Washington 20.6% 19.1% -1.3% 45.3% 20.5% -55.2%| -62.8%]-100.0%] -100.0%
Total 4.5% 4.1% -0.4% -1.6% -5.9% 36.0% 30.1%] -100.0%] -100.0%
Brownsville Borough -2.7% -16.4%| -14.2% 16.3%| 19.5%|* * -100.0%] -100.0%
Brownsville Twp -44.6% -36.7%| 14.2% -52.9%| -15.1% -75.0%| -54.9%|* *
District 2 |Luzerne -0.8% 9.0% 9.9% 7.1% 8.0% -7.8% -7.0%] -100.0%] -100.0%
Redstone -12.6% -37.3%] -28.3% 57.5% 80.2% 161.9%] 199.6%]-100.0%] -100.0%
Total -8.1% -21.8%| -14.9% 25.4% 36.4% 34.4% 46.3%] -100.0%| -100.0%
Fairchance 19.9% -8.7%| -23.8% 84.5% 53.9% 28.6% 7.2%]-100.0%| -100.0%
Georges 7.6% -2.4% -9.3% -36.7%| -41.2% 42.9% 32.7%]|-100.0%]| -100.0%
District 3 German 8.3% -2.8%] -10.3% 7.1% -1.1% 108.9% 92.9%] -100.0%| -100.0%
Masontown 0.4% 1.8% 1.4% 5.2% 4.8% 66.7% 66.0%] -100.0%] -100.0%
Smithfield 0.0% -2.1% -2.1% -2.0% -2.0% 9.1% 9.1%|* *
Total 6.9% -2.5% -8.8% 12.9% 5.6% 51.8% 42.0%] -100.0%| -100.0%
Nicholson -5.1% -12.5% -7.8% -85.7%| -84.9% 32.4% 39.5%|* *
District 4 Point Marion 19.4% 8.8% -8.8% 50.0% 25.7% -100.0%] -100.0%] -100.0%]| -100.0%
Springhill 0.8% -7.0% -7.8%]|* * -18.6%] -19.3%|* *
Total 5.6% -3.4% -8.5% 77.9% 68.5% -9.2%]| -14.0%]-100.0%] -100.0%
Henry Clay 18.9% 19.4% 0.3% 85.7% 56.1% -6.4%] -21.3%]-100.0%] -100.0%
Markleysburg -7.7% -4.5% 3.4% -100.0%]| -100.0%]* * -100.0%]| -100.0%
District 5 Ohiopyle -27.3% 0.0% 37.5% 0.0% 37.5%|* * -100.0%]| -100.0%
Stewart 10.0% -7.9%] -16.3%]|* * 350.0%] 309.1%]|* *
Wharton 16.5% -39.7%| -48.3% 725.0%] 608.5% 72.7%| 48.3%)]-100.0%] -100.0%
Total 14.1% -19.0%| -29.0% 268.4%| 222.9% 41.9% 24.4%] -100.0%| -100.0%
Saltlick 27.4% 9.4%| -14.1% 121.4% 73.8% 48.9% 16.8%|* *
District 6 | Springfield 11.4% -13.4%| -22.2%]* * 25.3% 12.5%|* *
Total 19.6% -0.4%]| -16.8% 214.3%| 162.8% 33.9% 11.9%|* *
Bullskin -16.3% -11.6% 5.6% -24.0% -9.2% -7.2% 10.8%] -100.0%] -100.0%
Connellsville Twp -5.1% -25.5%] -21.5% -12.9% -8.2% 880.0%]| 932.4%]-100.0%] -100.0%
Dawson -40.3% -41.0% -1.2% -39.1% 2.0%]|* * * *
District 7 | Dunbar Borough 34.8% 5.5%| -21.8% 52.1%| 12.8% 154.5%| 88.8%|* *
Dunbar Twp -10.7% 3.2% 15.6% 83.9%| 105.9% -50.0%| -44.0%|* *
Vanderbilt -13.6% -18.5% -5.7% -18.5% -5.7% 40.0% 62.0%|* *
Total -8.8% -8.5% 0.3% 3.5% 13.4% -11.5% -3.0%] -100.0%] -100.0%
Franklin -10.4% 23.1% 37.3% 0.0% 11.6% -59.1%| -54.3%] -100.0%] -100.0%
District 8 [Menallen -8.4% -48.1%| -43.3% 427.6%] 475.7% 23.8%]| 35.1%)]-100.0%] -100.0%
Total -8.9% -32.9%| -26.4% 335.1%| 377.5% -10.3% -1.5%] -100.0%] -100.0%
North Union -2.8% -5.3% -2.5% -0.5% 2.4% 4.8% 7.9%]-100.0%| -100.0%
District 9 |South Union 28.6% 2.5%] -20.3% 75.9% 36.8% 25.6% -2.3%] -100.0%] -100.0%
Total 8.6% -1.9% -9.7% 25.7% 15.7% 7.9% -0.6%] -100.0%] -100.0%
Connellsvme City 6.7% 20.0% 12.4% 3.6% -2.9%|* * -100.0%]| -100.0%
District 10| South Connellsville -1.7% -1.0% 0.7% -24.1%| -22.8% 84.2%| 87.4%)]-100.0%] -100.0%
Total 6.0% 16.7% 10.1% 2.4% -3.4% 152.6%| 138.3%]-100.0%] -100.0%
District 11|Uniontown 8.7% 10.4% 1.6% 9.9% 1.1%|* * -100.0%] -100.0%
Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census
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Renter Housing by Indicators of Conditions

To evaluate potential rental housing deficiencies, the same census variables
used to determine owner housing (age, exclusive use of plumbing,
overcrowding, and cost burdened households) were used for the rental
housing stock in the county.

Age. In 2000, 7,796 (48.4%) of the county’s renter-occupied units
were built prior to 1950.

e Market Area highlights

Age of housing unit varies widely by market area. Market areas
with rates of older renter-occupied housing over 50.0% include
Market Areas 4 (60.1%, 363), 1 (57.1%, 967), 10 (53.3%,
1,147), 11 (52.6%, 1,479), and 2 (52.3%, 837). Market Area 5
has the lowest older renter-occupied housing rate at 29.7%
(149). All market areas but Market Area 4 had increases in the
percent of older renter-occupied housing units between 1990
and 2000.

e  Municipality highlights

Housing age also varied considerably by municipality. While
all of Newell Borough’s renter-occupied housing units are over
50 years old, Bullskin Township has an older renter-occupied
housing rate of only 21.4%. Twelve of the county’s
municipalities saw decreases in the percentage of older renter-
occupied housing between 1990 and 2000.

Lacking complete plumbing facilities. A total of 96 (0.6%) renter-
occupied units in the county lacked complete plumbing in 2000.

e Market Area highlights

Only one market area, Market Area 2, had a rate of renter-
occupied units lacking complete plumbing over 1.0% (1.3%,
21). Market Area 8 had no renter-occupied units lacking
complete plumbing. No market areas experienced increases in
the percentage of renter units without complete plumbing
between 1990 and 2000.

e  Municipality highlights

Twenty-six municipalities had no renter-occupied units lacking
complete plumbing in 2000. Vanderbilt Borough had the
highest rate, at 3.9% (2 units), while the city of Connellsville
had the highest number of units lacking complete plumbing, at
13 (0.7%). Two municipalities (Jefferson Township and Lower
Tyrone Township) experienced increases in the percentage of

June 2005
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renter units without complete plumbing between 1990 and
2000.

e Overcrowding. In 2000, there were 332 (2.1%) renter-occupied
units with more than one person per room.

e Market Area highlights

The highest overcrowding rate among renter-occupied units was
found in Market Area 8 (5.1%, 28), while the lowest rate was
found in Market Area 6 (0.9%, 4). Between 1990 and 2000,
three market areas (Market Areas 2, 8, and 11) showed
increases in the rates of overcrowding.

e  Municipality highlights

Twenty municipalities had no overcrowded renter-occupied
units in 2000. Henry Clay Township had the highest rate, at
8.9% (14 units), while North Union Township had the highest
number of overcrowded units, at 50 (3.4%). Ten municipalities
experienced increases in the percentage of overcrowded renter-
occupied units between 1990 and 2000.

Cost-burdened households. In 2000, there were 5,376 renter
households (34.0% of total renter households) that were cost
burdened.

e Market Area highlights

Renter-occupied cost-burden rates by market area range from
17.8% (Market Area 6) to 41.7% (Market Area 4) in 2000. All
market areas except Market Area 4 had decreases in their cost-
burden rates between 1990 and 2000.

e  Municipality highlights

Owner-occupied cost-burden rates by municipality range from
0.0% in Newell Borough to 49.6% in Point Marion Borough in
2000. Thirty-four municipalities had decreases in their cost-
burden rates between 1990 and 2000.

Further information on the housing quality indicators and cost burden of
Fayette County’s renter-occupied housing stock, including information
by market area and municipality for 1990 and 2000, is found in the
following tables.

MULLIY
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Table 5-26
Fayette County Housing Quality Indicators (Renter Housing) 1990
total over 50 years old lacking . overcrowded
complete plumbing
renter-
occupied % of % of % of
units total renter- total renter- total renter-
occupied occupied occupied
Pennsylvania 1,319,273 474,037 35.9% 9,817 0.7%]| 44,692 3.4%
Fayette County 15,515 5,914 38.1% 264 1.7% 414 2.7%
Belle Vernon 309 87 28.2% - 0.0% 3 1.0%
Everson 91 79 86.8% - 0.0% - 0.0%
Fayette City 102 89 87.3% - 0.0% - 0.0%
Jefferson 146 67 45.9% 2 1.4% 7 4.8%
Lower Tyrone 74 28 37.8% 2 2.7% 1 1.4%
District 1 |[Newell 33 17 51.5% - 0.0% 3 9.1%
Perry 196 94 48.0% 7 3.6% - 0.0%
Perryopolis 171 47 27.5% - 0.0% 1 0.6%
Upper Tyrone 145 94 64.8% - 0.0% 8 5.5%
Washington 354 171 48.3% - 0.0% 14 4.0%
Total 1,621 773 47.7% 11 0.7% 37 2.3%
Brownsville Borough 601 277 46.1% 12 2.0% 15 2.5%
Brownsville Twp 74 31 41.9% - 0.0% - 0.0%
District 2 |Luzerne 358 191 53.4% - 0.0% 10 2.8%
Redstone 708 312 44.1% 17 2.4% 10 1.4%
Total 1,741 811 46.6% 29 1.7% 35 2.0%
Fairchance 231 74 32.0% 8 3.5% 2 0.9%
Georges 525 199 37.9% 25 4.8% 21 4.0%
District 3 German 398 180 45.2% - 0.0% 18 4.5%
Masontown 479 79 16.5% 6 1.3% - 0.0%
Smithfield 119 75 63.0% - 0.0% 3 2.5%
Total 1,752 607 34.6% 39 2.2% 44 2.5%
Nicholson 137 61 44.5% 15 10.9% 8 5.8%
District 4 Point Marion 191 129 67.5% 1 0.5% 7 3.7%
Springhill 244 96 39.3% 20 8.2% 25 10.2%
Total 572 286 50.0% 36 6.3% 40 7.0%
Henry Clay 132 17 12.9% 3 2.3% 5 3.8%
Markleysburg 26 10 38.5% - 0.0% 2 7.7%
o Ohiopyle 11 9 81.8% - 0.0% - 0.0%
DIStrct S I ewart 40 25| 62.5% 4] 10.0% - 0.0%
Wharton 231 37 16.0% - 0.0% 15 6.5%
Total 440 98 22.3% 7 1.6% 22 5.0%
Saltlick 186 36 19.4% - 0.0% 7 3.8%
District 6 |Springfield 176 32 18.2% 18 10.2% 9 5.1%
Total 362 68 18.8% 18 5.0% 16 4.4%
Bullskin 430 121 28.1% 28 6.5% 24 5.6%
Connellsville Twp 197 79 40.1% 5 2.5% - 0.0%
Dawson 62 34 54.8% - 0.0% - 0.0%
District 7 |Dunbar Borough 132 45 34.1% 5 3.8% 3 2.3%
Dunbar Twp 523 204 39.0% 25 4.8% 4 0.8%
Vanderbilt 59 45 76.3% 4 6.8% 3 5.1%
Total 1,403 528 37.6% 67 4.8% 34 2.4%
Franklin 154 75 48.7% - 0.0% - 0.0%
District 8 |[Menallen 443 236 53.3% - 0.0% 13 2.9%
Total 597 311 52.1% - 0.0% 13 2.2%
North Union 1,533 410 26.7% 22 1.4% 37 2.4%
District 9 |South Union 875 264 30.2% - 0.0% 28 3.2%
Total 2,408 674 28.0% 22 0.9% 65 2.7%
Connellsville City 1,852 543 29.3% 13 0.7% 66 3.6%
District 10]South Connellsville 179 110 61.5% - 0.0% 11 6.1%
Total 2,031 653 32.2% 13 0.6% 77 3.8%
District 11|Uniontown 2,588 1,105 42.7% 22 0.9% 31 1.2%
Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census
June 2005
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Table 5-27
Fayette County Housing Quality Indicators (Renter Housing) 2000
total over 50 years old lacking . overcrowded
complete plumbing
renter-
occupied % of % of % of
units total renter- total renter- total renter-
occupied occupied occupied
Pennsylvania 1,370,836 593,629 43.3%| 10,304 0.8%| 53,058 3.9%
Fayette County 16,110 7,796 48.4% 96 0.6% 332 2.1%
Belle Vernon 263 162 61.6% - 0.0% - 0.0%
Everson 99 63 63.6% - 0.0% - 0.0%
Fayette City 85 72 84.7% 2 2.4% - 0.0%
Jefferson 141 92 65.2% 3 2.1% 5 3.5%
Lower Tyrone 69 17 24.6% 2 2.9% 6 8.7%
District 1 |[Newell 27 27 | 100.0% - 0.0% - 0.0%
Perry 238 146 61.3% - 0.0% - 0.0%
Perryopolis 188 95 50.5% - 0.0% 6 3.2%
Upper Tyrone 157 68 43.3% - 0.0% - 0.0%
Washington 427 225 52.7% - 0.0% - 0.0%
Total 1,694 967 57.1% 7 0.4% 17 1.0%
Brownsvme Borough 585 264 45.1% 8 1.4% 24 4.1%
Brownsville Twp 41 27 65.9% - 0.0% - 0.0%
District 2 |Luzerne 355 232 65.4% 6 1.7% - 0.0%
Redstone 619 314 50.7% 7 1.1% 17 2.7%
Total 1,600 837 52.3% 21 1.3% 41 2.6%
Fairchance 277 142 51.3% - 0.0% - 0.0%
Georges 565 215 38.1% 8 1.4% 16 2.8%
District 3 German 431 281 65.2% - 0.0% 10 2.3%
Masontown 481 215 44.7% - 0.0% 13 2.7%
Smithfield 119 67 56.3% - 0.0% - 0.0%
Total 1,873 920 49.1% 8 0.4% 39 2.1%
Nicholson 130 78 60.0% 5 3.8% - 0.0%
District 4 Point Marion 228 197 86.4% - 0.0% 9 3.9%
Springhill 246 88 35.8% - 0.0% 8 3.3%
Total 604 363 60.1% 5 0.8% 17 2.8%
Henry Clay 157 42 26.8% 2 1.3% 14 8.9%
Markleysburg 24 17 70.8% - 0.0% - 0.0%
o Ohiopyle 8 6 75.0% - 0.0% - 0.0%
District 3 I ewart 44 18| 40.9% - 0.0% - 0.0%
Wharton 269 66 24.5% - 0.0% 10 3.7%
Total 502 149 29.7% 2 0.4% 24 4.8%
Saltlick 237 108 45.6% - 0.0% - 0.0%
District 6 | Springfield 196 59 30.1% 4 2.0% 4 2.0%
Total 433 167 38.6% 4 0.9% 4 0.9%
Bullskin 360 77 21.4% 9 2.5% - 0.0%
Connellsville Twp 187 90 48.1% - 0.0% - 0.0%
Dawson 37 22 59.5% - 0.0% 3 8.1%
District 7 |Dunbar Borough 178 88 49.4% - 0.0% 3 1.7%
Dunbar Twp 467 242 51.8% - 0.0% 14 3.0%
Vanderbilt 51 43 84.3% 2 3.9% - 0.0%
Total 1,280 562 43.9% 11 0.9% 20 1.6%
Franklin 138 93 67.4% - 0.0% 2 1.4%
District 8 |[Menallen 406 177 43.6% - 0.0% 26 6.4%
Total 544 270 49.6% - 0.0% 28 5.1%
North Union 1,490 462 31.0% 6 0.4% 50 3.4%
District 9 |South Union 1,125 473 42.0% 11 1.0% 6 0.5%
Total 2,615 935 35.8% 17 0.7% 56 2.1%
Connellsville City 1,977 1,071 54.2% 13 0.7% 30 1.5%
District 10]South Connellsville 176 76 43.2% - 0.0% - 0.0%
Total 2,153 1,147 53.3% 13 0.6% 30 1.4%
District 11|Uniontown 2,812 1,479 52.6% 8 0.3% 56 2.0%
Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census
June 2005
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Table 5-28
Fayette County Housing Quality Indicators (Renter Housing) Percent Change 1990 — 2000
lacking
r ;?,ttzlr_ over 50 years old complete plumbing overcrowded
occupied % of % of % of
units total renter- total renter- total renter-
occupied occupied occupied
Pennsylvania 3.9% 25.2% 20.5% 5.0% 1.0% 18.7% 14.3%
Fayette County 3.8% 31.8% 27.0%| -63.6%| -65.0%| -19.8%| -22.8%
Belle Vernon -14.9% 86.2%] 118.8%]* * -100.0%] -100.0%
Everson 8.8% -20.3%| -26.7%|* * * *
Fayette City -16.7% -19.1% -2.9%]|* * * *
Jefferson -3.4% 37.3% 42.2% 50.0% 55.3%| -28.6%| -26.0%
Lower Tyrone -6.8% -39.3%] -34.9% 0.0% 7.2%| 500.0%| 543.5%

District 1 |Newell -18.2% 58.8% 94.1%|* * -100.0%]| -100.0%
Perry 21.4% 55.3% 27.9%] -100.0%] -100.0%]* *
Perryopolis 9.9% 102.1% 83.9%|* * 500.0%] 445.7%
Upper Tyrone 8.3% -27.7%| -33.2%]* * -100.0%] -100.0%
Washington 20.6% 31.6% 9.1%]|* * -100.0%] -100.0%
Total 4.5% 25.1% 19.7%| -36.4%| -39.1%| -54.1%| -56.0%
Brownsville Borough -2.7% -4.7% -2.1%| -33.3%] -31.5% 60.0% 64.4%
Brownsville Twp -44.6% -12.9% 57.2%|* * * *

District 2 |Luzerne -0.8% 21.5% 22.5%]|* * -100.0%] -100.0%
Redstone -12.6% 0.6% 15.1%| -58.8%| -52.9% 70.0% 94.4%
Total -8.1% 3.2% 12.3%| -27.6%| -21.2% 17.1% 27.5%
Fairchance 19.9% 91.9% 60.0%| -100.0%| -100.0%] -100.0%] -100.0%
Georges 7.6% 8.0% 0.4%| -68.0%| -70.3%| -23.8%] -29.2%

District 3 German 8.3% 56.1% 44.2%|* * -44.4% -48.7%
Masontown 0.4% 172.2%| 171.0%| -100.0%| -100.0%]* *
Smithfield 0.0% -10.7%]  -10.7%]* * -100.0%] -100.0%
Total 6.9% 51.6% 41.8% -79.5% -80.8% -11.4% -17.1%
Nicholson -5.1% 27.9% 34.8%| -66.7%| -64.9%]| -100.0%]| -100.0%

District 4 Point Marion 19.4% 52.7% 27.9%] -100.0%]| -100.0% 28.6% 7.7%
Springhill 0.8% -8.3% -9.1%| -100.0%] -100.0%]| -68.0%| -68.3%
Total 5.6% 26.9% 20.2%| -86.1%| -86.8%| -57.5%| -59.8%
Henry Clay 18.9% 147.1%| 107.7%]| -33.3%| -43.9%| 180.0%]| 135.4%
Markleysburg -7.7% 70.0% 84.2%|* * -100.0%]| -100.0%

District 5 Ohiopyle -27.3% -33.3% -8.3%]|* * * *

Stewart 10.0% -28.0%| -34.5%]| -100.0%]| -100.0%]|* *

Wharton 16.5% 78.4% 53.2%]* * -33.3%| -42.8%
Total 14.1% 52.0% 33.3%| -71.4%| -75.0% 9.1% -4.4%
Saltlick 27.4% 200.0%]| 135.4%]* * -100.0%] -100.0%

District 6 |Springfield 11.4% 84.4% 65.6%| -77.8%| -80.0%| -55.6%] -60.1%
Total 19.6% 145.6%| 105.3% -77.8% -81.4% -75.0% -79.1%
Bullskin -16.3% -36.4%]| -24.0%| -67.9%| -61.6%| -100.0%| -100.0%
Connellsville Twp -5.1% 13.9% 20.0%| -100.0%| -100.0%]|* *

Dawson -40.3% -35.3% 8.4%|* * * *

District 7 |Dunbar Borough 34.8% 95.6% 45.0%] -100.0%] -100.0% 0.0%| -25.8%
Dunbar Twp -10.7% 18.6% 32.9%] -100.0%| -100.0%| 250.0%] 292.0%
Vanderbilt -13.6% -4.4% 10.5%| -50.0%| -42.2%] -100.0%]| -100.0%
Total -8.8% 6.4% 16.7%| -83.6%| -82.0%| -41.2%| -35.5%
Franklin -10.4% 24.0% 38.4%]* * * *

District 8 |Menallen -8.4% -25.0%| -18.2%]* * 100.0%| 118.2%
Total -8.9% -13.2% -4.7%]|* * 115.4%| 136.4%
North Union -2.8% 12.7% 15.9%| -72.7%| -71.9% 35.1% 39.0%

District 9 |South Union 28.6% 79.2% 39.4%|* * -78.6%| -83.3%
Total 8.6% 38.7% 27.7% -22.7% -28.8% -13.8% -20.7%
Connellsville City 6.7% 97.2% 84.8% 0.0% -6.3%| -54.5%| -57.4%

District 10| South Connellsville -1.7% -30.9%] -29.7%]* * -100.0%] -100.0%
Total 6.0% 75.7% 65.7% 0.0% -5.7% -61.0% -63.2%

District 11]Uniontown 8.7% 33.8% 23.2%| -63.6%| -66.5% 80.6% 66.3%

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census
June 2005
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Table 5-29
Fayette County Cost Burdened Renter Households 1990
specified cost-burdened annual household income in 1999 ($)
renter-
occupied %0f 1o than | 10,000 - | 20,000 - | 35,000 -| 50,000
; total renter- ! , ! '
units . 10,000 | 19,999 | 34,999 | 49,999 | or more
occupied
Pennsylvania 1,287,662 487,871 37.9%| 268,974 | 167,916 | 45,395 | 4,960 626
Fayette County 15,072 6,518 43.2% 5,251 1,242 15 10 -
Belle Vernon 309 82 26.5% 62 20 - - -
Everson 91 29 31.9% 25 4 - - -
Fayette City 102 34 33.3% 29 5 - - -
Jefferson 127 38 29.9% 31 7 - - -
Lower Tyrone 65 27 41.5% 25 2 - - -
District 1 |Newell 33 16 48.5% 13 3 - - -
Perry 183 65 35.5% 56 9 - - -
Perryopolis 170 47 27.6% 33 14 - - -
Upper Tyrone 139 52 37.4% 47 5 - - -
Washington 344 82 23.8% 65 17 - - -
Total 1,563 472 30.2% 386 86 - - -
Brownsville Borough 601 289 48.1% 243 46 - - -
Brownsville Twp 74 33 44.6% 28 5 - - -
District 2 |Luzerne 332 185 55.7% 154 31 - - -
Redstone 684 284 41.5% 235 49 - - -
Total 1,691 791 46.8% 660 131 - - -
Fairchance 229 124 54.1% 99 25 - - -
Georges 495 201 40.6% 179 22 - - -
o German 363 189 52.1% 148 41 - - -
District 3
Masontown 479 264 55.1% 226 38 - - -
Smithfield 113 58 51.3% 54 4 - - -
Total 1,679 836 49.8% 706 130 - - -
Nicholson 119 34 28.6% 28 6 - - -
District 4 Point Marion 188 97 51.6% 74 23 - - -
Springhill 244 91 37.3% 74 17 - - -
Total 551 222 40.3% 176 46 - - -
Henry Clay 118 67 56.8% 63 4 - - -
Markleysburg 25 11 44.0% 8 3 - - -
I Ohiopyle 11 - 0.0% - - - - -
District 3 IS ewart 20 - 0.0% - - - - -
Wharton 210 69 32.9% 66 - - 3 -
Total 384 147 38.3% 137 7 - 3 -
Saltlick 171 63 36.8% 55 8 - - -
District 6 |Springfield 146 71 48.6% 54 17 - - -
Total 317 134 42.3% 109 25 - - -
Bullskin 406 185 45.6% 160 25 - - -
Connellsville Twp 185 46 24.9% 30 16 - - -
Dawson 59 31 52.5% 28 3 - - -
District 7 |Dunbar Borough 132 61 46.2% 52 9 - - -
Dunbar Twp 492 193 39.2% 169 24 - - -
Vanderbilt 59 25 42.4% 25 - - - -
Total 1,333 541 40.6% 464 77 - - -
Franklin 146 32 21.9% 27 5 - - -
District 8 |[Menallen 443 173 39.1% 156 17 - - -
Total 589 205 34.8% 183 22 - - -
North Union 1,492 640 42.9% 527 113 - - -
District 9 | South Union 861 415 48.2% 304 105 6 - -
Total 2,353 1,055 44.8% 831 218 6 - -
Connellsville City 1,852 757 40.9% 604 137 9 7 -
District 10{ South Connellsville 177 82 46.3% 68 14 - - -
Total 2,029 839 41.4% 672 151 9 7 -
District 11|Uniontown 2,583 1,276 49.4% 927 349 - - -
Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census
June 2005
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Table 5-30
Fayette County Cost Burdened Renter Households 2000
specified cost-burdened annual household income in 1999 ($)
renter-
occupied % 0f | 1oss than 10,000 - | 20,000 - | 35,000 -| 50,000
units total renter- 96,000 | 19,999 | 34,999 | 49,999 | or more
occupied

Pennsylvania 1,348,824 479,644 35.6%| 185,226 | 186,192 | 90,503 | 13,269 | 4,207
Fayette County 15,798 5,376 34.0% 3,439 1,776 161 - -
Belle Vernon 263 111 42.2% 61 41 9 - -
Everson 99 28 28.3% 13 15 - - -
Fayette City 85 42 49.4% 29 11 2 - -
Jefferson 136 39 28.7% 26 13 - - -
Lower Tyrone 68 19 27.9% 12 7 - - -
District 1 |[Newell 27 - 0.0% - - - - -
Perry 221 49 22.2% 33 16 - - -
Perryopolis 188 46 24.5% 23 21 2 - -
Upper Tyrone 157 36 22.9% 22 14 - - -
Washington 393 99 25.2% 59 30 10 - -
Total 1,637 469 28.6% 278 168 23 - -
Brownsville Borough 585 274 46.8% 201 64 9 - -
Brownsville Twp 41 16 39.0% 10 6 - - -
District 2 |Luzerne 347 136 39.2% 63 73 - - -
Redstone 612 201 32.8% 150 51 - - -
Total 1,585 627 39.6% 424 194 9 - -
Fairchance 269 102 37.9% 50 45 7 - -
Georges 544 150 27.6% 103 47 - - -
District 3 German 391 111 28.4% 86 16 9 - -
Masontown 481 182 37.8% 96 77 9 - -
Smithfield 117 46 39.3% 25 19 2 - -
Total 1,802 591 32.8% 360 204 27 - -
Nicholson 120 37 30.8% 21 16 - - -
District 4 Point Marion 228 113 49.6% 83 30 - - -
Springhill 233 92 39.5% 57 35 - - -
Total 581 242 41.7% 161 81 - - -
Henry Clay 137 60 43.8% 48 10 2 - -
Markleysburg 24 6 25.0% 2 4 - - -
L Ohiopyle 8 2 25.0% 2 - - - -
District 3 IS rewart 40 1| 275% 11 - - - -
Wharton 269 36 13.4% 11 25 - - -
Total 478 115 24.1% 74 39 2 - -
Saltlick 209 30 14.4% 20 10 - - -
District 6 | Springfield 178 39 21.9% 26 5 8 - -
Total 387 69 17.8% 46 15 8 - -
Bullskin 351 79 22.5% 43 28 8 - -
Connellsville Twp 174 35 20.1% 23 12 - - -
Dawson 37 10 27.0% 2 6 2 - -
District 7 | Dunbar Borough 178 46 25.8% 20 26 - - -
Dunbar Twp 439 118 26.9% 61 43 14 - -
Vanderbilt 51 22 43.1% 20 2 - - -
Total 1,230 310 25.2% 169 117 24 - -
Franklin 127 17 13.4% 6 7 4 - -
District 8 |[Menallen 406 85 20.9% 72 - 13 - -
Total 533 102 19.1% 78 7 17 - -
North Union 1,481 505 34.1% 329 158 18 - -
District 9 | South Union 1,125 381 33.9% 274 95 12 - -
Total 2,606 886 34.0% 603 253 30 - -
Connellsville City 1,971 754 38.3% 525 229 - - -
District 10| South Connellsville 176 57 32.4% 37 20 - - -
Total 2,147 811 37.8% 562 249 - - -
District 11|Uniontown 2,812 1,154 41.0% 684 449 21 - -

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census
June 2005

Page 95



Fayette County
Housing Market Analysis

MULLIN
LONERGAN

ASSOCIATES

Table 5-31
Fayette County Cost Burdened Renter Households 1990 — 2000
specified cost-burdened annual household income in 1999 ($)
rente_r— % of
OCCU_pIed total renter- less than | 10,000 -| 20,000 - | 35,000 -| 50,000
units ; 10,000 | 19,999 | 34,999 | 49,999 | or more
occupied

Pennsylvania 4.7% -1.7% -6.1% -31.1%]| 10.9% 99.4%| 167.5%]| 572.0%
Fayette County 4.8% -17.5%| -21.3%| -34.5%| 43.0%| 973.3%]|-100.0%|*
Belle Vernon -14.9% 35.4% 59.0% -1.6%] 105.0%]|* * *
Everson 8.8% -3.4%]| -11.3%| -48.0%| 275.0%]|* * *
Fayette City -16.7% 23.5% 48.2% 0.0%| 120.0%]|* * *
Jefferson 7.1% 2.6% -4.2% -16.1%]| 85.7%]|* * *
Lower Tyrone 4.6% -29.6%| -32.7%| -52.0%]| 250.0%]* * *
District 1 [Newell -18.2% -100.0%]| -100.0%]| -100.0%]|-100.0%|* * *
Perry 20.8% -24.6%| -37.6%| -41.1%| 77.8%]* * *
Perryopolis 10.6% -2.1%| -11.5%| -30.3%| 50.0%]|* * *
Upper Tyrone 12.9% -30.8% -38.7% -53.2%]| 180.0%|* * *
Washington 14.2% 20.7% 5.7% -9.2%| 76.5%]|* * *
Total 4.7% -0.6% -5.1%| -28.0%| 95.3%]* * *
Brownsville Borough -2.7% -5.2% -2.6%| -17.3%| 39.1%]* * *
Brownsville Twp -44.6% -51.5%| -12.5%| -64.3%| 20.0%]* * *
District 2 |Luzerne 4.5% -26.5%| -29.7%| -59.1%]| 135.5%]* * *
Redstone -10.5% -29.2% -20.9% -36.2% 4.1%]* * *
Total -6.3% -20.7%| -15.4%| -35.8%| 48.1%]* * *
Fairchance 17.5% -17.7%| -30.0%| -49.5%| 80.0%]* * *
Georges 9.9% -25.4%| -32.1%| -42.5%]| 113.6%]* * *
District 3 German 7.7% -41.3%| -45.5%| -41.9%]| -61.0%]* * *
Masontown 0.4% -31.1% -31.3% -57.5%]| 102.6%]|* * *
Smithfield 3.5% -20.7% -23.4% -53.7%]| 375.0%|* * *
Total 7.3% -29.3%| -34.1%| -49.0%| 56.9%]* * *
Nicholson 0.8% 8.8% 7.9%| -25.0%| 166.7%]|* * *
District 4 Point Marion 21.3% 16.5% -3.9% 12.2%| 30.4%]|* * *
Springhill -4.5% 1.1% 5.9%| -23.0%]| 105.9%]* * *
Total 5.4% 9.0% 3.4% -8.5%| 76.1%]|* * *
Henry Clay 16.1% -10.4% -22.9% -23.8%]| 150.0%]|* * *
Markleysburg -4.0% -45.5%| -43.2%| -75.0%| 33.3%]* * *
o Ohiopyle -27.3% * * * * * *
DIStrict S IS ewart 100.0% > * * * * *
Wharton 28.1% -47.8% -59.3% -83.3%|* * -100.0%|*
Total 24.5% -21.8% -37.2% -46.0%| 457.1%|* -100.0%|*
Saltlick 22.2% -52.4%| -61.0%| -63.6%| 25.0%]* * *
District 6 |Springfield 21.9% -45.1%| -54.9%| -51.9%]| -70.6%]* * *
Total 22.1% -48.5%| -57.8%| -57.8%]| -40.0%]* * *
Bullskin -13.5% -57.3%| -50.6%| -73.1%| 12.0%]* * *
Connellsville Twp -5.9% -23.9%| -19.1%| -23.3%]| -25.0%]* * *
Dawson -37.3% -67.7% -48.6% -92.9%]| 100.0%]|* * *
District 7 |Dunbar Borough 34.8% -24.6%| -44.1%] -61.5%| 188.9%|* * *
Dunbar Twp -10.8% -38.9%| -31.5%| -63.9%| 79.2%]* * *
Vanderbilt -13.6% -12.0% 1.8%| -20.0%]|* * * *
Total -71.7% -42.7% -37.9% -63.6%]| 51.9%]|* * *
Franklin -13.0% -46.9% -38.9% -77.8%| 40.0%|* * *
District 8 |Menallen -8.4% -50.9%| -46.4%| -53.8%]-100.0%]* * *
Total -9.5% -50.2%| -45.0%| -57.4%]| -68.2%]* * *
North Union -0.7% -21.1%| -20.5%| -37.6%| 39.8%]* * *
District 9 |South Union 30.7% -8.2%| -29.7% -9.9%| -9.5%| 100.0%]* *
Total 10.8% -16.0%| -24.2%| -27.4%]| 16.1%]| 400.0%|* *
Connellsville City 6.4% -0.4% -6.4% -13.1%| 67.2%] -100.0%]-100.0%|*
District 10{South Connellsville -0.6% -30.5%]| -30.1%]| -45.6%]| 42.9%|* * *
Total 5.8% -3.3% -8.6%| -16.4%| 64.9%] -100.0%]|-100.0%|*
District 11|Uniontown 8.9% -9.6%| -16.9%| -26.2%| 28.7%|* * *

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census
June 2005
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Xi.

Vacant Housing

As noted previously, Fayette County had 6,521 vacant housing units in 2000.
Regardless of seasonal or year-round vacancy status, the vacant unit
breakdown by structure includes:

e 3,590 vacant single family units (55.1% of the state’s total vacant
units)

e 1,953 vacant multifamily units (29.9%)
e 767 vacant mobile homes (11.8%)
e 211 other housing units (3.2%)

The 3,590 single family units were 7.4% of the county’s single family units;
the 9,543 multifamily units were 20.5% of the multifamily units in the
county; the 767 mobile homes were 9.2% of the county’s mobile homes; and
the 211 other housing units were 91.7% of the total other housing units in the
state.

e Market Area highlights

Single family. The market area with the highest percentage of
single family vacant units in 2000 was Market Area 8, with vacant
units comprising 73.8% (158) of its total single family units. Market
Area 11 had the lowest rate of vacant single family units, with
32.1% (287) of its single family units identified as vacant. The rate
of single family vacancies decreased in all market areas but Market
Area 6 between 1990 and 2000.

Multifamily. The market area with the highest percentage of
multifamily units was Market Area 11, with 65.8% (589) of its
multifamily units identified as vacant. In contrast, Market Area 6
had a vacant multifamily rate of 1.7% (8). The rate of multifamily
vacancies increased in all market areas but Market Area 6 between
1990 and 2000.

Mobile homes. Market Area 6 had the highest percentage of vacant
mobile homes, 26.2% (127) of total vacant units, while Market Area
10 had no vacant mobile homes. The rate of mobile home vacancies
increased in five market areas between 1990 and 2000.
Other. All of the county’s vacant other housing units are located in
Market Area 5, where the 211 vacant units make up 20.3% of the
market areas total vacant units. The rate of other unit vacancies
decreased in nine market areas between 1990 and 2000.

e  Municipality highlights
Single family. The municipality with the highest percentage of
single family vacant units in 2000 was Newell Borough, with
100.0% of its vacant units as single family units. Belle Vernon
Borough had the lowest rate of vacant single family units, with
21.3% (23) of its single family units identified as vacant. The rate
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of single family vacancies increased in thirteen municipalities
between 1990 and 2000.

Multifamily. The municipality with the highest percentage of
multifamily units was Belle Vernon Borough, with 78.7% (85) of its
multifamily units identified as vacant. In contrast, seven
municipalities had no vacant multifamily units. The rate of
multifamily vacancies increased in fifteen municipalities between
1990 and 2000.

Mobile homes. Upper Tyrone Township had the highest percentage
of vacant mobile homes, 50.0% (16) of total vacant units, while
fourteen municipalities had no vacant mobile homes. The rate of
mobile home vacancies increased in twelve municipalities between
1990 and 2000.

Other. All of the county’s vacant other housing units are located in
Henry Clay Township, Stewart Township, and Wharton Township,
where the vacant units make up 34.6%, 3.2%, and 3.4% of each
municipality’s total vacant units, respectively. The rate of other unit
vacancies increased in two of the three municipalities between 1990
and 2000.

Further information on the county’s vacant housing stock, including 1990-
2000 trends by market area and municipality, is found in the following tables.
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Table 5-32
Fayette County Vacant Housing by Units for Structure and Mobile Homes 1990
single family multifamiy
total attached and . mobile homes other
vacant units per structure
units detached %
total % 2-4 5-9 |10 or more total % total %
Pennsylvania 442,174 | 253,011 | 57.2%| 62,433 | 20,920 42,672 | 28.5%| 41,840 | 9.5%| 21,298 | 4.8%
Fayette County 5,296 3,447 | 65.1% 595 243 190 | 19.4% 667 | 12.6% 154 | 2.9%
Belle Vernon 56 14 | 25.0% 32 10 - 75.0% - 0.0% - 0.0%)
Everson 52 25| 48.1% 19 6 - 48.1% - 0.0% 2| 3.8%
Fayette City 34 28| 82.4% 6 - - 17.6% - 0.0% - 0.0%
Jefferson 70 56 | 80.0% - - - 0.0% 14 120.0% - 0.0%
Lower Tyrone 24 6| 25.0% - - - 0.0% 18 | 75.0% - 0.0%)
District 1 [Newell 12 12 ]100.0% - - - 0.0% - 0.0% - 0.0%
Perry 84 62| 73.8% - - - 0.0% 22 126.2% - 0.0%
Perryopolis 32 15| 46.9% - 4 8 |37.5% 5115.6% - 0.0%)
Upper Tyrone 45 31| 68.9% 6 2 - 17.8% 6]13.3% - 0.0%
Washington 93 86 | 92.5% - - - 0.0% 71 7.5% - 0.0%)
Total 502 335 | 66.7% 63 22 8 118.5% 72 114.3% 2| 0.4%
Brownsvme Borough 201 95| 47.3% 37 22 47 |52.7% - 0.0% - 0.0%
Brownsville Twp 48 31| 64.6% 8 3 - 22.9% 6 ]12.5% - 0.0%
District 2 [Luzerne 109 109 | 100.0% - - - 0.0% - 0.0% - 0.0%
Redstone 260 214 | 82.3% 10 5 - 5.8% 18| 6.9% 13| 5.0%)
Total 618 449 | 72.7% 55 30 47 [ 21.4% 241 3.9% 13| 2.1%
Fairchance 49 29| 59.2% 11 - - 22.4% 9 118.4% - 0.0%
Georges 150 107 | 71.3% - - - 0.0% 43 | 28.7% - 0.0%)
District 3 German 119 102 | 85.7% 7 - - 5.9% 10| 8.4% - 0.0%
Masontown 114 51| 44.7% 9 32 - 36.0% 12 ]10.5% 10 ] 8.8%
Smithfield 18 8| 44.4% 5 - - 27.8% 5127.8% - 0.0%
Total 450 297 | 66.0% 32 32 - 14.2% 79 |17.6% 10| 2.2%
Nicholson 58 49 | 84.5% - - - 0.0% 9 [15.5% - 0.0%
District 4 Point Marion 75 43| 57.3% 18 9 - 36.0% - 0.0% 5] 6.7%
Springhill 65 46 | 70.8% - - - 0.0% 19 ]29.2% - 0.0%
Total 198 138 | 69.7% 18 9 - 13.6% 28 | 14.1% 5| 2.5%
Henry Clay 441 315 | 71.4% 6 2 - 1.8% 110 | 24.9% 8| 1.8%
Markleysburg 11 10 | 90.9% 1 - - 9.1% - 0.0% - 0.0%
District 5 Ohiopyle 7 5] 71.4% - - - 0.0% 2 128.6% - 0.0%
Stewart 72 60 | 83.3% - - - 0.0% 12 | 16.7% - 0.0%
Wharton 374 301 | 80.5% 6 - - 1.6% 60 | 16.0% 7] 1.9%
Total 905 691 | 76.4% 13 2 - 1.7% 184 ]20.3% 15| 1.7%
Saltlick 221 135 | 61.1% 14 - - 6.3% 57 | 25.8% 15| 6.8%
District 6 |Springfield 137 78 | 56.9% - - - 0.0% 41 |29.9% 18 | 13.1%)
Total 358 213 | 59.5% 14 - - 3.9% 98 | 27.4% 33| 9.2%
Bullskin 205 171 | 83.4% - - - 0.0% 34 116.6% - 0.0%
Connellsville Twp 52 36 | 69.2% 10 - - 19.2% - 0.0% 6]11.5%
Dawson 17 11| 64.7% 2 2 - 23.5% 2111.8% - 0.0%
District 7 |Dunbar Borough 33 24| 72.7% 4 - 5127.3% - 0.0% - 0.0%
Dunbar Twp 172 111 | 64.5% - - - 0.0% 53 |30.8% 8| 4.7%
Vanderbilt 32 19 | 59.4% 10 - 3 140.6% - 0.0% - 0.0%
Total 511 372 72.8% 26 2 81 7.0% 89 |17.4% 14| 2.7%
Franklin 89 65 | 73.0% 9 - - 10.1% 11 12.4% 41 4.5%)
District 8 [Menallen 117 109 | 93.2% - - - 0.0% 41 3.4% 41 3.4%
Total 206 174 | 84.5% 9 - - 4.4% 15| 7.3% 8| 3.9%
North Union 297 161 | 54.2% 13 16 16 |15.2% 74 124.9% 17| 5.7%
District 9 |South Union 215 156 | 72.6% 24 31 - 25.6% 41 1.9% - 0.0%)
Total 512 317 | 61.9% 37 47 16 [19.5% 78 | 15.2% 17| 3.3%
Connellsville City 365 157 | 43.0% 124 34 13 |46.8% - 0.0% 37 | 10.1%
District 10|{South Connellsville 63 49 | 77.8% 14 - - 22.2% - 0.0% - 0.0%
Total 428 206 | 48.1% 138 34 13 |43.2% - 0.0% 37| 8.6%
District 11]Uniontown 608 255 | 41.9% 190 65 98 |58.1% - 0.0% - 0.0%
Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census
June 2005
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Table 5-33
Fayette County Vacant Housing by Units for Structure and Mobile Homes 2000
single family multifamiy
total .
vacant attached and units per structure mobile homes other
units detached %
total % 2-4 5-9 |10 or more total % total %
Pennsylvania 472,747 | 290,812 | 61.5%| 76,005 | 22,567 38,601 | 29.0%]| 41,118 | 8.7%| 3,644 | 0.8%
Fayette County 6,521 3,590 | 55.1%]| 1,068 493 392 |29.9% 767 |11.8%| 211 | 3.2%
Belle Vernon 108 23| 21.3% - 85 - 78.7% - 0.0% - 0.0%
Everson 34 31| 91.2% 3 - - 8.8% - 0.0% - 0.0%
Fayette City 30 21| 70.0% 8 - - 26.7% 1] 3.3% - 0.0%
Jefferson 33 25| 75.8% 2 - - 6.1% 6118.2% - 0.0%
Lower Tyrone 17 10 | 58.8% - - - 0.0% 7 141.2% - 0.0%
District 1 |Newell 12 12 |100.0% - - - 0.0% - 0.0% - 0.0%
Perry 75 31| 41.3% 14 - - 18.7% 30 | 40.0% - 0.0%
Perryopolis 33 17 | 51.5% 4 3 - 21.2% 9 |27.3% - 0.0%
Upper Tyrone 32 16 | 50.0% - - - 0.0% 16 [ 50.0% - 0.0%
Washington 128 96 | 75.0% 12 10 10 | 25.0% - 0.0% - 0.0%
Total 502 282 | 56.2% 43 98 10 | 30.1% 69 |13.7% - 0.0%
Brownsville Borough 305 110 | 36.1% 110 15 70 | 63.9% - 0.0% - 0.0%
Brownsville Twp 32 28 | 87.5% 4 - - 12.5% - 0.0% - 0.0%
District 2 [Luzerne 151 127 | 84.1% - 8 - 5.3% 16 | 10.6% - 0.0%
Redstone 299 166 | 55.5% 66 54 - 40.1% 13| 4.3% - 0.0%
Total 787 431 | 54.8% 180 7 70 | 41.6% 29| 3.7% - 0.0%
Fairchance 66 28 | 42.4% 19 10 - 43.9% 9 [13.6% - 0.0%
Georges 191 111 | 58.1% 16 - - 8.4% 64 | 33.5% - 0.0%
District 3 German 185 129 | 69.7% 22 - - 11.9% 34 118.4% - 0.0%
Masontown 140 76 | 54.3% 26 38 - 45.7% - 0.0% - 0.0%
Smithfield 22 13| 59.1% - 3 - 13.6% 6 |27.3% - 0.0%
Total 604 357 | 59.1% 83 51 - 22.2% 113 |18.7% - 0.0%
Nicholson 41 27 | 65.9% 2 - - 4.9% 12 |29.3% - 0.0%
District 4 Point Marion 97 48 | 49.5% 38 11 - 50.5% - 0.0% - 0.0%
Springhill 125 69 | 55.2% 25 - - 20.0% 31 | 24.8% - 0.0%
Total 263 144 | 54.8% 65 11 - 28.9% 43 116.3% - 0.0%
Henry Clay 566 275 | 48.6% 7 - - 1.2% 88 [15.5%| 196 |34.6%
Markleysburg 15 15 | 100.0% - - - 0.0% - 0.0% - 0.0%
District 5 Ohiopyle 9 7| 77.8% - - - 0.0% 2 |22.2% - 0.0%
Stewart 62 45| 72.6% - - - 0.0% 15 | 24.2% 2| 3.2%
Wharton 388 296 | 76.3% 34 - 30 |16.5% 15| 3.9% 13| 3.4%
Total 1,040 638 | 61.3% 41 - 30| 6.8% 120 |11.5%| 211 ]20.3%
Saltlick 359 281 | 78.3% 8 - - 2.2% 70 |19.5% - 0.0%
District 6 | Springfield 125 68 | 54.4% - - - 0.0% 57 | 45.6% - 0.0%
Total 484 349 | 72.1% 8 - - 1.7% 127 |26.2% - 0.0%
Bullskin 160 92 | 57.5% 7 - - 4.4% 61 | 38.1% - 0.0%
Connellsville Twp 69 44 | 63.8% 16 - - 23.2% 9 ]13.0% - 0.0%
Dawson 34 11| 32.4% 14 9 - 67.6% - 0.0% - 0.0%
District 7 | Dunbar Borough 78 44 | 56.4% 34 - - 43.6% - 0.0% - 0.0%
Dunbar Twp 181 143 | 79.0% 10 - - 5.5% 28 | 15.5% - 0.0%
Vanderbilt 14 12| 85.7% 2 - - 14.3% - 0.0% - 0.0%
Total 536 346 | 64.6% 83 9 - 17.2% 98 |18.3% - 0.0%
Franklin 60 55| 91.7% 1 - - 1.7% 41 6.7% - 0.0%
District 8 [Menallen 154 103 | 66.9% 38 - - 24.7% 13| 8.4% - 0.0%
Total 214 158 | 73.8% 39 - - 18.2% 17| 7.9% - 0.0%
North Union 429 205 | 47.8% 21 50 27 | 22.8% 126 |29.4% - 0.0%
District 9 [South Union 223 168 | 75.3% 13 5 31 ]22.0% 6] 2.7% - 0.0%
Total 652 373 | 57.2% 34 55 58 | 22.5% 132 120.2% - 0.0%
Connellsville City 470 168 | 35.7% 211 83 8 | 64.3% - 0.0% - 0.0%
District 10{South Connellsville 74 57 | 77.0% 17 - - 23.0% - 0.0% - 0.0%
Total 544 225 | 41.4% 228 83 8 | 58.6% - 0.0% - 0.0%
District 11]Uniontown 895 287 | 32.1% 264 109 216 | 65.8% 19| 2.1% - 0.0%
Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census
June 2005
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Fayette County Vacant Housing by Units for Structure and Mobile Homes Percent Change
1990 - 2000
single family multifamiy
VZ?:L,[ attached and units per structure mobile homes other
units detached %
total % 2-4 5-9 |10 or more total % total %
Pennsylvania 6.9%| 14.9%| 7.5%| 21.7%| 7.9% -95%| 1.8%| -1.7%| -8.1%| -82.9%| -84.0%
Fayette County 23.1%| 4.1%| -15.4%| 79.5%| 102.9%| 106.3%| 54.3%| 15.0%| -6.6%| 37.0%| 11.3%
Belle Vernon 92.9%| 64.3%)| -14.8%] -100.0%]| 750.0%|* 4.9%][* * * *
Everson -34.6%| 24.0%| 89.6%| -84.2%]-100.0%|* -81.6%][* * -100.0%)] -100.0%
Fayette City -11.8%| -25.0%| -15.0%] 33.3%]* * 51.1%]* * * *
Jefferson -52.9%]| -55.4%| -5.3%]|* * * * -57.1%]  -9.1%]* *
Lower Tyrone -29.2%| 66.7%| 135.3%|* * * * -61.1%)| -45.1%]* *
District 1 [Newell 0.0%] 0.0%| 0.0%]* * * * * * * *
Perry -10.7%| -50.0%| -44.0%|* * * * 36.4%| 52.7%]|* *
Perryopolis 3.1%]| 13.3%| 9.9%|* -25.0%]| -100.0%| -43.4%]| 80.0%| 74.5%]|* *
Upper Tyrone -28.9%)| -48.4%| -27.4%] -100.0%)] -100.0%|* -100.0%| 166.7%]| 275.0%]* *
Washington 37.6%| 11.6%] -18.9%]* * * * -100.0%] -100.0%|* *
Total 0.0%] -15.8%] -15.8%]| -31.7%]| 345.5% 25.0%| 62.4%| -4.2%| -4.2%| -100.0%| -100.0%
Brownsville Borough| 51.7%| 15.8%| -23.7%| 197.3%| -31.8% 48.9%| 21.2%]|* * * *
Brownsville Twp -33.3%| -9.7%| 35.5%| -50.0%]-100.0%|* -45.5%)] -100.0%] -100.0%|* *

District 2 [Luzerne 38.5%| 16.5%] -15.9%]|* * * * * * * *
Redstone 15.0%| -22.4%| -32.5%| 560.0%] 980.0%]|* 595.7%]| -27.8%| -37.2%]| -100.0%]| -100.0%
Total 27.3%| -4.0%] -24.6%| 227.3%| 156.7% 48.9%| 94.5%| 20.8%| -5.1%| -100.0%| -100.0%
Fairchance 34.7%| -3.4%| -28.3%| 72.7%]|* * 95.7% 0.0%| -25.8%]* *
Georges 27.3%| 3.7%| -18.5%]* * * * 48.8%| 16.9%]* *

District 3 German 55.5%)| 26.5%] -18.6%]| 214.3%]|* * 102.2%]| 240.0%]| 118.7%]|* *
Masontown 22.8%| 49.0%| 21.3%| 188.9%| 18.8%]|* 27.1%] -100.0%] -100.0%]| -100.0%]| -100.0%
Smithfield 22.2%| 62.5%] 33.0%)]-100.0%]* * -50.9%]| 20.0%| -1.8%]|* *

Total 34.2%| 20.2%] -10.4%| 159.4%] 59.4%|* 56.0%] 43.0% 6.6%] -100.0%]| -100.0%
Nicholson -29.3%| -44.9%]| -22.1%]|* * * * 33.3%]| 88.6%]* *

District 4 |Pint Marion 29.3%| 11.6%]| -13.7%]| 111.1%| 22.2%]|* 40.3%]* * -100.0%| -100.0%
Springhill 92.3%| 50.0%] -22.0%]* * * * 63.2%)| -15.2%|* *

Total 32.8%| 4.3%| -21.4%]| 261.1%| 22.2%|* 111.9%| 53.6%| 15.6%]| -100.0%)] -100.0%
Henry Clay 28.3%| -12.7%]| -32.0%| 16.7%]| -100.0%|* -31.8%| -20.0%| -37.7%]| 2350.0%] 1808.9%
Markleysburg 36.4%| 50.0%] 10.0%]-100.0%]* * -100.0%]* * * *

District 5 |Ohiopyle 28.6%| 40.0%| 8.9%]* * * * 0.0%| -22.2%]|* *
Stewart -13.9%| -25.0%| -12.9%|* * * * 25.0%| 45.2%]* *
Wharton 3.7%| -1.7%| -5.2%| 466.7%]|* * 928.2%]| -75.0%| -75.9%| 85.7%| 79.0%
Total 14.9%| -7.7%| -19.7%)| 215.4%|-100.0%]|* 311.9%]| -34.8%| -43.2%|1306.7%|1124.1%
Saltlick 62.4%]108.1%| 28.1%| -42.9%]* * -64.8%| 22.8%| -24.4%]| -100.0%]| -100.0%

District 6 | Springfield -8.8%]| -12.8%]| -4.5%]* * * * 39.0%]| 52.4%] -100.0%| -100.0%
Total 35.2%| 63.8%| 21.2%| -42.9%]* * -57.7%| 29.6%| -4.1%]| -100.0%]| -100.0%
Bullskin -22.0%)| -46.2%] -31.1%]* * * * 79.4%| 129.9%]|* *
Connellsville Twp 32.7%| 22.2%| -7.9%| 60.0%]|* * 20.6%|* * -100.0%| -100.0%
Dawson 100.0%] 0.0%] -50.0%| 600.0%| 350.0%]* 187.5%] -100.0%] -100.0%|* *

District 7 [Dunbar Borough 136.4%]| 83.3%| -22.4%| 750.0%|* -100.0%]| 59.8%]* * * *
Dunbar Twp 5.2%]| 28.8%| 22.4%]|* * * * -47.2%] -49.8%] -100.0%)] -100.0%
Vanderbilt -56.3%)| -36.8%| 44.4%| -80.0%]|* -100.0%]| -64.8%]|* * * *

Total 4.9%| -7.0%]| -11.3%]| 219.2%| 350.0%| -100.0%| 143.6%| 10.1% 5.0%] -100.0%]| -100.0%
Franklin -32.6%| -15.4%]| 25.5%| -88.9%]* * -83.5%]| -63.6%]| -46.1%] -100.0%)| -100.0%

District 8 [Menallen 31.6%| -5.5%| -28.2%]* * * * 225.0%)| 146.9%]| -100.0%)] -100.0%
Total 3.9%| -9.2%]| -12.6%]| 333.3%|* * 317.1%| 13.3%|  9.1%]| -100.0%]| -100.0%
North Union 44.4%| 27.3%]| -11.8%| 61.5%| 212.5% 68.8%| 50.8%| 70.3%| 17.9%]| -100.0%]| -100.0%

District 9 [South Union 3.7%| 7.7%| 3.8%| -45.8%| -83.9%|* -14.1%]|  50.0%| 44.6%]|* *

Total 27.3%| 17.7%| -7.6%| -8.1%| 17.0%| 262.5%| 15.4%| 69.2%| 32.9%]| -100.0%] -100.0%
Connellsville City 28.8%| 7.0%| -16.9%| 70.2%| 144.1% -38.5%| 37.2%]* * -100.0%]| -100.0%

District 10| South Connellsville 17.5%| 16.3%| -1.0%] 21.4%]* * 3.4%|* * * *

Total 27.1%| 9.2%]| -14.1%| 65.2%| 144.1% -38.5%| 35.7%]|* * -100.0%)] -100.0%

District 11|Uniontown 47.2%]| 12.5%| -23.5%| 38.9%| 67.7% 120.4%| 13.3%]* * * *

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census
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Xii.

Housing Condition (Assessment Office)

As an alternative to census data, relative housing condition can also be
determined by information from the Fayette County Assessment Office.
Dwelling units are evaluated according to the following scale:

e Excellent (EX) indicates an *“as new” or “perfect condition.” No
visible evidence of physical deterioration. Modern design or
rehabilitated older property with no significant design faults present.

e Very Good (VG) indicates a very minor degree of physical
deterioration present but is entirely curable with modest and normal
maintenance. Modern design or rehabilitated older property with
now significant design faults present.

e Good (G) indicates a minor degree of physical deterioration present
which is curable by normal maintenance. Modern design or
rehabilitated older property with, at most, minor design faults
present.

e Average (AV) indicates normal wear and tear commensurate with
the age of the structure. Some modest evidence of deferred normal
maintenance. May have minor functional design faults or lack new
or modern heating or plumbing but economically feasible to correct.

e Fair (FR) indicates some degree of physical deterioration present
requiring repair beyond the level of normal maintenance, often
called “deferred maintenance.” Likely to have significant functional
design faults that are economically feasible to cure.

e Poor (PR) indicates significant physical deterioration with some
possible evidence of structural faults. May be considered
marginally imprudent or economically infeasible to correct or repair
to original condition. Suffers from significant faults that may be
considered incurable.

e Poor - (P-) indicates serious physical deterioration with evidence of
structural faults. Is considered economically infeasible to correct or
repair. Has design faults which are incurable.

e Very Poor (VP) indicates major physical deterioration in addition to
significant structural faults. Deterioration is considered incurable or
not economically feasible to cure. Structure may currently be
occupied but is approaching the end of its economic life.

e Very Poor - (V-) indicates major physical and structural faults.
Deterioration is considered incurable or not economically feasible to
cure. Structure’s condition approaches being unsound even though
it may be occupied.

e Unsound (UN) indicates the structure has reached the end of its
useful life for its designed purpose. It is not habitable and may pose
health and safety risks.
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Since there are over 45,000 parcels with residential structures, it is
understandable that data errors in compilation occur. Approximately 25% of
the residential parcels in the assessment database were not assigned condition
grades. However, the parcels that do have grades assigned can give a general
idea of the condition of the housing stock in the county.

The bulk of the residential units in the county, 59.5%, are considered
average, fair, or poor. Units considered excellent, very good, or good made
up 8.5% of the total, while units considered poor-, very poor, very poor-, or
unsound made up 7.2%. The following table outlines condition by market
area and municipality.
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Table 5-35
Housing Unit Condition - 2004
ex|ve| e | av | FR | PR P- V] v- JUun|] ™ | tota
grade
Fayette County 0.0%| 0.5%] 8.0%| 15.8%| 25.6%| 18.1%| 1.5%[ 3.2%| 1.5%| 1.0%[ 24.9%] 100.0%
Belle Vernon 0.0%| 0.3%] 5.4%| 17.7%| 42.0%| 13.5%] 2.0%[ 1.4%| 0.6%| 0.8%| 16.3%| 100.0%
Everson 0.0%| 0.0%] 0.0%| 4.5%| 76.9%| 9.3%] 1.3%| 1.6%| 0.0%| 0.0%] 6.4%| 100.0%
Fayette City 0.0%| 0.4%| 2.1%| 25%| 5.8%| 43.6%] 1.2%[ 1.2%| 0.0%| 1.6%] 41.6%| 100.0%
Jefferson 0.0%| 0.1%| 6.8%| 55%| 16.6%| 28.6%| 1.4%| 6.0%| 3.1%| 2.4%| 29.5%| 100.0%
Lower Tyrone 0.0%| 0.0%] 2.9%| 2.9%| 26.8%| 10.5%] 1.6%| 1.6%| 0.7%| 3.6%] 49.3%| 100.0%
District 1 [Newell 0.0%] 0.0%| 0.9%| 1.4%]| 16.0%| 34.7%]| 0.5%| 6.8%| 1.4%| 0.9%| 37.4%| 100.0%
Perry 0.0%| 0.4%| 5.6%| 2.4%| 25.2%| 25.8%| 0.6%| 4.9%| 1.19%| 1.4%| 32.5%| 100.0%
Perryopolis 0.0%| 0.5%]| 28.9%| 4.8%| 14.9%| 0.6%] 0.0%| 0.5%| 0.5%| 0.3%] 49.0%| 100.0%
Upper Tyrone 0.0%| 0.0%] 11.9%| 10.6%| 26.0%| 6.8%] 0.2%| 2.8%| 0.8%| 1.0%] 40.0%| 100.0%
Washington 0.1%| 1.4%| 4.29%| 38.9%| 21.1%| 8.3%| 0.3%[ 1.4%| 0.7%| 1.0%] 22.7%| 100.0%
Total 0.0%| 0.5%| 7.7%]| 14.7%| 24.7%| 15.5%| 0.7%]| 2.8%| 1.0%| 1.2%[ 31.1%]| 100.0%
Brownsville Borough | 0.0%| 0.0%] 0.5%| 2.5%]| 45.1%| 15.4%| 1.1%| 3.5%| 1.4%| 1.7%]| 28.9%| 100.0%
Brownsville Twp 0.0%| 0.0%] 1.0%| 8.3%| 20.6%| 56.2%] 0.6%| 6.3%| 0.6%| 1.00%] 5.4%| 100.0%
District 2 [Luzerne 0.0%] 1.0%] 11.7%| 6.0%][ 30.5%| 18.0%]| 4.0%[ 5.4%| 1.1%][ 1.0%| 21.2%| 100.0%
Redstone 0.0%| 0.1%] 6.9%| 10.4%| 11.1%| 46.6%] 1.1%| 7.1%| 1.1%| 1.0%] 14.7%| 100.0%
Total 0.0%| 0.4%| 7.0%| 7.3%| 24.4%| 31.8%| 2.1%| 5.8%| 1.1%| 1.1%| 18.9%| 100.0%
Fairchance 0.0%| 0.3%| 5.3%| 21.6%| 41.1%| 11.3%| 0.5%[ 1.7%| 0.8%| 0.5%] 16.9%| 100.0%
Georges 0.0%| 0.5%| 6.8%| 12.8%| 34.9%| 15.8%| 1.3%| 5.0%| 1.0%| 1.6%] 20.4%| 100.0%
District 3 |S€Mman 0.0%| 0.4%| 7.4%| 3.7%| 32.7%| 33.6%| 0.9%| 3.0%| 0.8%| 1.2%] 16.3%| 100.0%
Masontown 0.0%| 0.2%] 10.6%| 2.6%| 26.3%| 17.0%] 0.2%| 1.6%| 0.6%| 0.3%] 40.7%| 100.0%
Smithfield 0.0%| 0.0%] 0.4%| 2.2%| 54.0%| 18.7%] 0.0%| 0.7%| 0.4%| 0.0%] 23.7%| 100.0%
Total 0.0%| 0.4%| 7.3%| 8.2%| 33.9%| 21.4%| 0.8%| 3.1%| 0.8%| 1.0%| 23.2%| 100.0%
Nicholson 0.0%| 0.2%] 4.1%]| 19.4%| 22.8%| 34.0%] 0.7%[ 3.9%| 1.0%| 1.2%] 12.7%| 100.0%
District 4 LP2int Marion 0.0%| 0.0%] 0.6%| 3.4%| 39.7%| 14.0%] 1.3%| 2.7%| 0.4%| 0.6%] 37.2%| 100.0%
Springhill 0.0%| 0.0%] 7.3%| 9.7%| 32.4%| 10.4%] 0.9%| 2.3%| 1.0%| 1.8%| 34.29%| 100.0%
Total 0.0%| 0.1%] 4.6%| 11.1%| 31.3%| 18.6%] 0.9%[ 2.9%| 0.9%| 1.3%[ 28.3%| 100.0%
Henry Clay 0.0%| 0.4%| 2.2%]| 20.1%| 37.2%| 16.7%]| 2.0%| 4.7%| 1.6%| 1.8%]| 13.4%| 100.0%
Markleysburg 0.0%| 0.0%] 0.0%| 22.5%| 48.8%| 7.5%| 1.3%| 5.0%| 1.3%| 0.0%] 13.8%| 100.0%
District 5 |2hiopyle 0.0%| 0.0%] 6.1%| 0.0%| 33.3%| 27.3%| 3.0%| 3.0%| 3.0%| 3.0%| 21.2%| 100.0%
Stewart 0.0%| 0.4%| 4.0%| 34.5%]| 25.4%| 14.7%| 1.2%| 2.0%| 2.0%| 1.6%] 14.3%| 100.0%
Wharton 0.2%| 0.9%]| 22.1%| 23.3%| 23.4%| 8.4%| 1.6%| 2.6%| 2.5%| 1.6%| 13.5%| 100.0%
Total 0.1%| 0.6%] 12.8%| 23.1%| 29.1%| 12.0%] 1.7%[ 3.3%| 2.1%| 1.7%[ 13.7%| 100.0%
Saltlick 0.0%| 0.2%] 11.0%| 22.9%| 28.5%| 7.3%] 0.7%[ 3.2%| 0.9%| 1.3%] 24.0%| 100.0%
District 6 |Springfield 0.0%| 0.20%] 3.5%| 21.6%| 26.8%| 17.2%] 0.6%| 6.3%| 3.2%| 1.8%| 18.8%| 100.0%
Total 0.0%| 0.2%] 7.8%| 22.3%| 27.8%| 11.5%| 0.6%| 4.5%| 1.9%| 1.5%[ 21.8%| 100.0%
Bullskin 0.0%| 0.5%]| 18.7%| 27.2%| 21.4%| 7.7%| 1.3%| 1.4%| 1.4%| 1.3%] 19.1%| 100.0%
Connellsville Twp 0.0%| 0.5%] 20.5%| 3.9%| 23.1%| 5.0%] 1.7%[ 1.1%| 0.7%| 1.1%]| 42.3%| 100.0%
Dawson 0.0%| 0.0%] 0.6%| 1.8%| 56.3%| 15.0%] 0.6%| 0.6%| 3.0%| 1.2%] 21.0%| 100.0%
District 7 [Dunbar Borough 0.0%] 0.0%] 0.8%| 67.4%[ 9.8%| 4.0%| 1.0%[ 1.0%| 1.8%| 0.3%] 13.9%| 100.0%
Dunbar Twp 0.0%| 0.6%] 9.8%| 27.9%| 30.3%| 11.9%] 1.9%| 3.6%| 3.1%| 1.6%] 9.3%| 100.0%
Vanderbilt 0.0%| 0.0%] 1.1%| 11.8%| 55.9%| 8.6%] 0.0%| 3.8%| 1.1%| 2.2%] 15.6%| 100.0%
Total 0.0%| 0.5%]| 13.4%]| 25.9%| 26.3%| 8.9%| 1.5%| 2.2%| 2.0%| 1.3%[ 18.0%| 100.0%
Franklin 0.0%| 0.0%| 8.4%| 7.0%| 32.4%| 19.8%| 0.1%| 2.2%| 1.8%| 1.0%| 27.4%| 100.0%
District 8 [Menallen 0.0%| 0.1%] 2.7%| 15.5%| 20.2%| 23.2%] 2.1%]| 8.4%| 12.3%| 1.0%| 14.5%| 100.0%
Total 0.0%| 0.0%| 4.8%| 12.4%| 24.7%| 21.9%| 1.4%]| 6.1%| 8.4%| 1.0%[ 19.2%] 100.0%
North Union 0.0%| 0.3%| 6.0%| 8.1%| 17.8%| 24.3%| 0.3%| 2.1%| 0.6%| 0.6%| 39.9%| 100.0%
District 9 [South Union 0.3%][ 2.2%] 8.2%| 15.8%[ 13.1%| 5.8%| 2.1%][ 0.9%| 0.7%] 0.3%| 50.5%| 100.0%
Total 0.2%| 1.2%] 7.1%]| 11.8%| 15.5%| 15.3%| 1.2%| 1.5%| 0.7%| 0.5%]| 45.0%| 100.0%
Connellsville City 0.0%| 0.3%| 3.4%| 18.5%| 32.6%| 22.7%| 3.5%| 2.1%| 0.7%| 0.5%]| 15.7%| 100.0%
District 10 [South Connellsville 0.0%| 0.1%] 11.7%| 27.6%| 4.2%| 17.1%| 0.3%| 1.9%| 0.5%| 0.7%] 35.8%| 100.0%
Total 0.0%| 0.2%| 5.3%| 20.6%| 26.1%| 21.4%| 2.8%| 2.0%| 0.7%| 0.5%| 20.3%| 100.0%
District 11 |Uniontown 0.0%| 0.1%]| 6.7%]| 24.8%| 29.0%| 20.7%| 3.0%| 4.3%| 1.0%| 0.4%]| 10.0%| 100.0%
Source: Fayette County Assessment Office
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Xiii.

New Housing Construction

In recent years, Fayette County has experienced an upswing in the number of
newly constructed housing units. Between 2000 and 2003, the county has
added a total of 1,045 single family housing units. This reflects a nationwide
tread in new housing construction and can be partially attributed to
historically low mortgage rates. Other characteristics of new housing in
Fayette County include:

Average construction costs in 2003 was $112,000 per unit

Since 1990, construction of owner occupied units have outnumbered
rental units by 5to 1

New construction has generally occurred in areas with existing or
newly installed infrastructure

Highest growth areas are South Union Township and North Union
Township

In 2004, the highest average sales price for new and existing owner
occupied units in the county was $131,443 in South Union
Township

Fayette County has also recently experienced the development of new and
diversified owner occupied housing units for a variety of income ranges.
Listed below is an overview of new owner occupied housing developments in
Fayette County.

a. Cross Creek Estates

e This development is located in South Union Township off of
Route 119

e Construction has just started on these units

e Atotal of 32 lots are being offered

e Sales price of housing are $200,000 to $300,000

e Absorption rate is expected to be 4 to 5 homes per year

b. Bella Estates

e This development is located in Hopwood

e 13 lots for sale but only 3 units been sold or built as of the fall
of 2004

e  Sales of units here have stagnated over last several years
e  Sales price are $225,000 for a ranch style house

Cc. Keystone Estates

e This development is located in South Union Township
e This development is currently under construction
e Units are being marketed to “empty nesters”
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e Three quad buildings (12 units) have been constructed in 2004

e Asof September, 2004, six have sold and four units are
occupied

e Units having two bedroom units with two baths and two car
garage sells for $149,800

e Units having three bedrooms and three baths with two car
garage sells for $162,900

e This development will also have single family homes which are
not under construction as of yet. These will sell for between
$180,000 to $240,000.

e Construction on the single family homes is expected in 2005

d. Heritage Hills
e This development is located in South Union Township

e  Offers executive style houses of approximately 3,000 square
feet

e These units are selling for between $270,000 and $300,000
e Building cost of $100 to $110 per square foot

€. Rubyville Estates
e This development is located off of Route 119
e Developer does not required the use of exclusive builder
e Has 35 lots for single family homes

e  Prices of homes are between $125,000 to $300,000 depending
on size

e  Buyer may bring any builder to construct

e  Design of units is controlled by deed restrictions

e The development sold out in less then two years and 40% of
the units sold out in first year

f. Adelaide Hills

e Spec housing development

e Located in Dunbar Township

e Has one acre sites on wooded lots

e  Price range of $250,000 - $300,000

e Sales have been slow due to not having public infrastructure on
site. However, the Township is currently installing public
infrastructure to the site.

e Sales are expected to pick up upon completion of infrastructure
project
g. Grand View Terrace
e This development is located in South Union Township
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e Has 12 lots available for development
e Price range of $130,000 to $150,000

h. Liberty Circle
e This development is located in Fairchance
e Has 10 lots available for development
e Price range of $100,000 to $255,000

i. Craig Meadows
e This development is located in South Union Township
e Has 5 lots available for development
e Price range of $100,000 to $300,000

Potential Infill Development Sites

Fayette County also provides housing development opportunities for the
revitalization of existing sites in urbanized areas of the county. This is
evidenced by current census data and verified by site analysis performed in
the field during the preparation of this housing needs analysis.

Many older, built-up communities of the county, such as Uniontown,
Brownsville, and Connellsville, are suffering from high numbers of vacant
lots, vacant houses and substandard housing units. Some neighborhoods
within these communities present opportunities for land acquisition and site
assembly for reuse and redevelopment. Once assembled, these sites could be
used for the creation of new housing units to serve an identified affordable
housing need within the county.

One example of this type of approach is the Gallatin Avenue Revitalization
Project. Recently, the Fayette County Community Action Agency
commissioned a study of the Gallatin Avenue neighborhood in the City of
Uniontown. This neighborhood sits on the edge of downtown and presents an
opportunity to create new affordable for sale housing. The Gallatin Avenue
study provides site and land assembly recommendation that would ultimately
lead to a Pennsylvania Housing Finance Agency Homeownership Choice
Program application. If approved by the State, this neighborhood could
benefit from the development of approximately 25 new affordable homes. It
would also position itself to be able to attract additional federal and state
funding to help implement this project.

This type of project demonstrates the need for a public subsidy to help
stimulate a private investment in a neighborhood. The goal of such a project
would be to help the neighborhood revitalize itself and make it a better place
to live. Without the help of a state or federal subsidy, the private market
would not otherwise be able help improve this neighborhood.

June 2005
Page 107



Fayette County
Housing Market Analysis

B. Real Estate Market Conditions
i. Housing Values and Rents

a. Value of Homeowner Housing
Homeowner housing is relatively affordable in Fayette County.
According to the 2000 Census, the median housing value for owner-
occupied units in the county was $63,900. This value is significantly
lower than the statewide median of $97,000. However, the county
median owner-occupied value increased significantly between 1990 and
2000, rising 23.3% (after adjusting for inflation). The state value rose
only 6.8% over inflation during this time.

e Market Area highlights

The highest median housing value in the county was reported in
Market Area 9 ($74,050), while the lowest was reported in
Market Area 2 ($44,200). Market Area 3 saw the largest
increase in housing value between 1990 and 2000 (31.0% over
inflation), while the value of owner-occupied units in Market
Area 11 rose the least (11.5% over inflation).

e  Municipality highlights

The municipality with the highest median housing value in
2000 was Perryopolis Borough ($88,500), while the lowest was
reported in Redstone Township ($44,700). Newell Borough
had the largest increase in housing value between 1990 and
2000 (72.3% over inflation), while three municipalities —
Markleysburg Borough, Ohiopyle Borough, and Saltlick
Township — had owner-occupied home values decrease after
adjusting for inflation (-4.4%, -1.5%, and -1.1%, respectively).

Using the Pittsburgh PMSA MFI calculations mentioned previously,
households at 30% MFI can afford approximately 34.1% of the owner
housing stock in the county. Households at 50% MFI can afford
approximately 81.1% of the county’s owner housing stock, and
households at 80% MFI can afford approximately 93.4% of the owner
housing stock.

Relative affordability of homeowner housing in the county can be
determined by the comparison of growth in household income and
growth in homeowner housing value. Between 1990 and 2000, median
household income grew by 8.8% (after adjusting for inflation). In
contrast, median homeowner housing value grew by 23.3%. Some of
this growth can be attributed to low housing cost throughout the county.
However, housing cost outpacing income growth to such an extent
suggests that it is becoming more difficult to afford to purchase a home.

Fayette County has a lower percentage of higher-end homes than the
state. In 2000, 6.6% (2,236) of owner-occupied homes were valued at
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$150,000 or more. Over 25% of these homes are located in South Union
Township (579 units). Market Area 9, where South Union Township is
located, has the highest percentage of higher-end homes in the county
(31.7%). Market Areas 1 and 7 also have large rates (12.5% and 16.6%,
respectively). All other market areas have rates of under 10.0%. In
contrast, 23.2% of homes statewide are valued at or above $150,000.

Further information on the value of the county’s owner housing supply,
including owner information by market area and municipality for 1990
and 2000, is found in the following tables.
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Table 5-36

Fayette County Value of Owner Units 1990

specified value ($000)
owner- median
occupied | value ($) less 50 - 100 - 125 - 150 - 200 - 250 - 500 or
units than 50 99 124 149 199 249 499 more

Pennsylvania 2,621,539 | 69,100 | 857,965 | 1,027,858 | 234,491 | 163,098 | 181,335 | 73,044 | 72,682 | 11,066
Fayette County 31,198 | 39,400 | 20,501 9,492 528 316 208 115 38 -
Belle Vernon 237 35,300 189 48 - - - - - -
Everson 239 | 30,700 212 25 - - 2 - - -
Fayette City 181 | 30,300 159 22 - - - - - -
Jefferson 419 | 46,600 215 175 24 5 - - - -
Lower Tyrone 171 ] 34,300 118 50 - 1 1 - 1 -
District 1 [Newell 156 | 21,100 145 7 4 - - - - -
Perry 582 36,100 415 148 15 - - 4 - -
Perryopolis 496 | 51,000 242 222 17 15 - - - -
Upper Tyrone 439 39,400 287 137 10 5 - - - -
Washington 1,274 48,200 678 541 25 7 15 8 - -
Total 4,194 | 37,300 2,660 1,375 95 33 18 12 1 -
Brownsville Borough 688 24,900 600 88 - - - - - -
Brownsville Twp 236 27,700 189 43 - 2 2 - - -
District 2 |Luzerne 1,259 31,400 963 289 - 7 - - - -
Redstone 1,443 | 27,300 1,195 218 6 17 7 - - -
Total 3,626 | 27,825 2,947 638 6 26 9 - - -
Fairchance 438 38,300 298 134 2 2 2 - - -
Georges 1,350 | 32,400 977 340 10 7 - 16 - -
District 3 German 1,231 | 28,300 990 233 - - 8 - - -
Masontown 976 42,700 589 370 11 - 6 - - -
Smithfield 213 | 39,300 133 78 - 2 - - - -
Total 4,208 | 36,200 2,987 1,155 23 11 16 16 - -
Nicholson 353 | 30,400 264 85 - 2 2 - - -
District 4 Point Marion 314 34,700 252 52 2 6 - 2 - -
Springhill 389 | 36,600 282 107 - - - - - -
Total 1,056 | 33,900 798 244 2 8 2 2 - -
Henry Clay 281 | 43,000 171 104 4 - 1 1 - -
Markleysburg 57 37,800 43 14 - - - - - -
- Ohiopyle 23| 44,400 15 3 - - - - - -
Distret S IStewart 145 42,500 86 56 3 - - - - -
Wharton 519 53,700 242 223 - 33 21 - - -
Total 1,025 | 44,280 557 405 7 33 22 1 - -
Saltlick 517 | 51,800 248 209 45 10 - 5 - -
District 6 | Springfield 476 | 40,200 317 159 - - - - - -
Total 993 | 46,000 565 368 45 10 - 5 - -
Bullskin 1,419 | 51,100 685 663 51 6 7 - 7 -
Connellsville Twp 580 44,900 345 212 11 5 7 - - -
Dawson 127 | 24,400 114 10 3 - - - - -
District 7 |Dunbar Borough 315 34,200 258 52 2 - 3 - - -
Dunbar Twp 1,625 | 39,100 1,052 496 30 20 16 11 - -
Vanderbilt 134 | 30,000 114 20 - - - - - -
Total 4,200 | 37,283 2,568 1,453 97 31 33 11 7 -
Franklin 510 | 32,800 402 102 - 3 - - 3 -
District 8 |[Menallen 987 | 37,400 654 269 38 8 13 5 - -
Total 1,497 35,100 1,056 371 38 11 13 5 3 -
North Union 2,926 | 40,600 1,906 950 30 - 25 15 - -
District 9 |South Union 2,720 | 58,300 1,104 1,266 136 102 54 31 27 -
Total 5,646 | 49,450 3,010 2,216 166 102 79 46 27 -
Connellsville City 1,808 | 37,400 1,328 431 39 10 - - - -
District 10{South Connellsville 548 | 38,600 398 141 4 3 2 - - -
Total 2,356 | 38,000 1,726 572 43 13 2 - - -
District 11|Uniontown 2,397 39,700 1,627 695 6 38 14 17 - -

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census
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Table 5-37
Fayette County Value of Owner Units 2000
specified value ($000)
owner- median
occupied | value ($) less 50 - 100 - 125 - 150 - 200 - 250 - 500 or
units than 50 99 124 149 199 249 499 more
Pennsylvania 2,889,484 | 97,000 | 435,193 ] 1,079,698 | 392,826 | 310,267 | 344,172 | 138,295 | 160,942 | 28,091
Fayette County 34,118 | 63,900 | 11,632 16,045 2,581 1,624 1,232 497 401 106
Belle Vernon 300 57,300 90 154 18 30 8 - - -
Everson 234 | 46,100 134 96 4 - - - - -
Fayette City 179 | 45,800 103 70 - 2 2 - - 2
Jefferson 524 77,300 164 187 70 46 36 11 10 -
Lower Tyrone 207 | 73,200 68 98 17 6 10 6 2 -
District 1 [Newell 184 | 47,800 97 64 14 7 - - 2 -
Perry 629 57,200 261 254 38 39 27 6 4 -
Perryopolis 523 | 88,500 51 282 58 71 43 16 2 -
Upper Tyrone 543 | 64,300 155 277 57 32 8 - 14 -
Washington 1,224 75,400 212 720 184 38 41 7 - 22
Total 4,547 | 63,290 1,335 2,202 460 271 175 46 34 24
Brownsville Borough 637 35,000 390 192 34 10 - 11 - -
Brownsville Twp 267 48,600 139 106 5 9 3 - 3 2
District 2 |Luzerne 1,273 48,500 658 503 51 26 18 - 17 -
Redstone 1,688 | 44,700 935 599 59 38 36 21 - -
Total 3,865 44,200 2,122 1,400 149 83 57 32 20 2
Fairchance 417 73,100 113 245 29 19 11 - - -
Georges 1,441 62,600 445 716 110 61 43 46 20 -
District 3 German 1,361 | 52,100 642 574 62 19 47 17 - -
Masontown 961 57,100 320 623 10 8 - - - -
Smithfield 210 | 66,800 56 135 5 10 4 - - -
Total 4,390 [ 62,340 1,576 2,293 216 117 105 63 20 -
Nicholson 375 | 50,900 184 127 20 29 15 - - -
District 4 Point Marion 326 50,500 161 147 5 - 8 - 5 -
Springhill 568 | 63,000 242 267 15 15 15 9 5 -
Total 1,269 | 54,800 587 541 40 44 38 9 10 -
Henry Clay 326 | 77,600 65 187 39 13 16 4 - 2
Markleysburg 47 47,500 25 18 4 - - - - -
- Ohiopyle 10 | 57,500 2 3 - - - - - -
Distret S IStewart 135] 65,900 78 50 19 8 - - - -
Wharton 702 | 88,400 106 352 83 82 49 14 16 -
Total 1,220 | 67,380 246 625 145 103 65 18 16 2
Saltlick 856 | 67,400 279 301 122 25 52 36 34 7
District 6 | Springfield 549 | 69,300 162 308 42 20 13 4 - -
Total 1,405 | 68,350 441 609 164 45 65 40 34 7
Bullskin 1,760 | 86,300 278 857 286 167 135 19 18 -
Connellsville Twp 633 | 70,100 160 343 43 60 10 9 8 -
Dawson 125 | 47,700 69 45 - 5 6 - - -
District 7 |Dunbar Borough 275 58,300 100 164 5 6 - - - -
Dunbar Twp 1,776 | 66,000 641 759 134 78 119 16 23 6
Vanderbilt 166 | 49,300 85 78 - - 3 - - -
Total 4,735 | 62,950 1,333 2,246 468 316 273 44 49 6
Franklin 557 | 55,400 226 246 42 22 10 5 6 -
District 8 |[Menallen 1,036 | 61,000 382 419 110 37 41 17 24 6
Total 1,593 | 58,200 608 665 152 59 51 22 30 6
North Union 3,220 | 60,200 1,208 1,627 133 123 65 38 5 21
District 9 |South Union 3,143 | 87,900 454 1,415 381 314 272 130 139 38
Total 6,363 | 74,050 1,662 3,042 514 437 337 168 144 59
Connellsville City 1,776 | 59,200 588 994 78 63 27 9 17 -
District 10|South Connellsville 580 | 61,200 240 269 25 11 11 24 - -
Total 2,356 | 60,200 828 1,263 103 74 38 33 17 -
District 11|Uniontown 2,374 58,200 893 1,159 170 75 28 22 27 -
Source: U.S. Bureai of the Census
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Table 5-38
Fayette County Change in Value of Owner Units 1990 — 2000
1990 .1990 2000 change change
median “;ed'ag.va'us median | 1990 - 2000 | 1990 - 2000
value ($) ( fc))r_ iiﬂjautisc?re\ value ($) | (unadjusted) | (adjusted)
Pennsylvania 69,100 90,867 97,000 40.4% 6.8%
Fayette County 39,400 51,811 63,900 62.2% 23.3%
Belle Vernon 35,300 46,420 57,300 62.3% 23.4%
Everson 30,700 40,371 46,100 50.2% 14.2%
Fayette City 30,300 39,845 45,800 51.2% 14.9%
Jefferson 46,600 61,279 77,300 65.9% 26.1%
Lower Tyrone 34,300 45,105 73,200 113.4% 62.3%
District 1 |Newell 21,100 27,747 47,800 126.5% 72.3%
Perry 36,100 47,472 57,200 58.4% 20.5%
Perryopolis 51,000 67,065 88,500 73.5% 32.0%
Upper Tyrone 39,400 51,811 64,300 63.2% 24.1%
Washington 48,200 63,383 75,400 56.4% 19.0%
Total 37,300 49,050 63,290 69.7% 29.0%
Brownsville Borough 24,900 32,744 35,000 40.6% 6.9%
Brownsville Twp 27,700 36,426 48,600 75.5% 33.4%
District 2 |Luzerne 31,400 41,291 48,500 54.5% 17.5%
Redstone 27,300 35,900 44,700 63.7% 24.5%
Total 27,825 36,590 44,200 58.8% 20.8%
Fairchance 38,300 50,365 73,100 90.9% 45.1%
Georges 32,400 42,606 62,600 93.2% 46.9%
District 3 German 28,300 37,215 52,100 84.1% 40.0%
Masontown 42,700 56,151 57,100 33.7% 1.7%
Smithfield 39,300 51,680 66,800 70.0% 29.3%
Total 36,200 47,603 62,340 72.2% 31.0%
Nicholson 30,400 39,976 50,900 67.4% 27.3%
District 4 Point Marion 34,700 45,631 50,500 45.5% 10.7%
Springhill 36,600 48,129 63,000 72.1% 30.9%
Total 33,900 44,579 54,800 61.7% 22.9%
Henry Clay 43,000 56,545 77,600 80.5% 37.2%
Markleysburg 37,800 49,707 47,500 25.7% -4.4%
District 5 Ohiopyle 44,400 58,386 57,500 29.5% -1.5%
Stewart 42,500 55,888 65,900 55.1% 17.9%
Wharton 53,700 70,616 88,400 64.6% 25.2%
Total 44,280 58,228 67,380 52.2% 15.7%
Saltlick 51,800 68,117 67,400 30.1% -1.1%
District 6 |Springfield 40,200 52,863 69,300 72.4% 31.1%
Total 46,000 60,490 68,350 48.6% 13.0%
Bullskin 51,100 67,197 86,300 68.9% 28.4%
Connellsville Twp 44,900 59,044 70,100 56.1% 18.7%
Dawson 24,400 32,086 47,700 95.5% 48.7%
District 7 |Dunbar Borough 34,200 44,973 58,300 70.5% 29.6%
Dunbar Twp 39,100 51,417 66,000 68.8% 28.4%
Vanderbilt 30,000 39,450 49,300 64.3% 25.0%
Total 37,283 49,028 62,950 68.8% 28.4%
Franklin 32,800 43,132 55,400 68.9% 28.4%
District 8 |Menallen 37,400 49,181 61,000 63.1% 24.0%
Total 35,100 46,157 58,200 65.8% 26.1%
North Union 40,600 53,389 60,200 48.3% 12.8%
District 9 |South Union 58,300 76,665 87,900 50.8% 14.7%
Total 49,450 65,027 74,050 49.7% 13.9%
Connellsville City 37,400 49,181 59,200 58.3% 20.4%
District 10| South Connellsville 38,600 50,759 61,200 58.5% 20.6%
Total 38,000 49,970 60,200 58.4% 20.5%
District 11|Uniontown 39,700 52,206 58,200 46.6% 11.5%

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census; U.S. Department of Labor Bureau of Labor Statistics
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b. Gross Rent of Renter Housing
According to the 2000 Census, the median gross rent in Fayette County
was $367. This value is significantly lower than the statewide median of
$531. Both the county and state median gross rent values kept pace with
inflation. While the state value had no change between 1990 and 2000,
the county median rent value decreased slightly (-0.7%) during this time.

e Market Area highlights

The highest median gross rent in the county was reported in
Market Area 2 ($399), while the lowest was reported as $333 in
Market Area 8. Market Area 2 saw the largest increase in
median gross rent between 1990 and 2000 (16.5% over
inflation), while the median gross rent in Market Area 10
declined the most (-8.4%).

e  Municipality highlights

The municipality with the highest median gross rent in 2000
was Brownsville Township ($488), while the lowest was
reported as $298 in Menallen Township. Ohiopyle Borough
had the largest increase in gross rent between 1990 and 2000
(84.7% over inflation), while median gross rent in Washington
Township decreased by -17.1%.

Using the Pittsburgh PMSA MFI calculations mentioned previously,
households at 30% MFI can afford approximately 51.3% of the renter
housing stock in the county. Households at 50% MFI can afford
approximately 97.7%% of the county’s renter housing stock, and
households at 80% MFI can afford approximately 99.7% of the renter
housing stock.

Comparing the growth in household income and gross rent indicates
relative affordability of rental housing in the county. Between 1990 and
2000, median household income grew by 8.8% (after adjusting for
inflation). In contrast, median gross rent declined by 0.7%. This
indicates that rents in the county continue to be very affordable.

Further information on the gross rent of the county’s renter housing
supply, including renter information by market area and municipality for
1990 and 2000, is found in the following tables.

MULLIY
LON ERGAN June 2005

ASSOCIATES Page 113




Fayette County

Housing Market Analysis

MULLIN
LONERGAN

ASSOCIATES

Table 5-39

Fayette County Gross Rent of Renter Housing 1990

. gross rent ($)
. median no
total paying
cash rent grossrent]  less 250 - 500 - 750 - 1,000 or cash
($) |than250| 499 749 999 more rent

Pennsylvania 1,228,062 404 | 220,157 | 627,648 | 294,873 | 58,624 | 26,760 | 59,600
Fayette County 13,366 281 5,094 7,721 502 30 19 1,706
Belle Vernon 298 240 154 133 11 - - 11
Everson 80 302 18 60 2 - - 11
Fayette City 88 258 40 48 - - - 14
Jefferson 108 315 20 88 - - - 19
Lower Tyrone 51 277 14 34 - 3 - 14
District 1 |Newell 28 276 4 24 - - - 5
Perry 146 282 42 98 6 - - 37
Perryopolis 156 308 40 106 10 - - 14
Upper Tyrone 119 301 36 82 1 - - 20
Washington 294 321 74 197 23 - - 50
Total 1,368 288 442 870 53 3 - 195
Brownsville Borough 565 212 385 164 16 - - 36
Brownsville Twp 64 303 22 40 2 - - 10
District 2 |Luzerne 265 275 107 140 18 - - 67
Redstone 554 252 272 264 18 - - 130
Total 1,448 261 786 608 54 - - 243
Fairchance 207 303 64 134 9 - - 22
Georges 395 280 122 257 16 - - 100
District 3 German 301 308 95 194 12 - - 62
Masontown 446 269 200 241 5 - - 33
Smithfield 102 291 18 76 8 - - 11
Total 1,451 290 499 902 50 - - 228
Nicholson 88 292 23 65 - - - 31
District 4 Point Marion 169 307 40 125 4 - - 19
Springhill 192 259 90 86 16 - - 52
Total 449 286 153 276 20 - - 102
Henry Clay 93 266 35 58 - - - 25
Markleysburg 20 280 7 13 - - - 5
_—_ Ohiopyle 6 175 6 - - - - 5
District S I ewart 11 239 7 3 1 - - 9
Wharton 171 298 40 126 - 2 3 39
Total 301 252 95 200 1 2 3 83
Saltlick 145 277 50 95 - - - 26
District 6 | Springfield 107 258 47 60 - - - 39
Total 252 268 97 155 - - - 65
Bullskin 344 299 110 225 9 - - 62
Connellsville Twp 156 287 41 105 10 - - 29
Dawson 57 268 26 29 2 - - 2
District 7 |Dunbar Borough 117 246 60 57 - - - 15
Dunbar Twp 379 294 125 254 - - - 113
Vanderbilt 52 250 26 26 - - - 7
Total 1,105 274 388 696 21 - - 228
Franklin 120 300 24 96 - - - 26
District 8 |Menallen 381 248 193 184 4 - - 62
Total 501 274 217 280 4 - - 88
North Union 1,325 285 510 743 72 - - 167
District 9 |South Union 778 319 235 482 61 - - 83
Total 2,103 302 745 1,225 133 - - 250
Connellsville City 1,745 268 734 955 40 - 16 107
District 10|South Connellsville 160 288 58 97 5 - - 17
Total 1,905 278 792 1,052 45 - 16 124
District 11|Uniontown 2,483 294 880 1,45 121 25 - 100

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census

June 2005

Page 114



Fayette County
Housing Market Analysis

MULLIN
LONERGAN

ASSOCIATES

Table 5-40

Fayette County Gross Rent of Renter Housing 2000

. gross rent ($)
. median no
total paying
cash rent grossrent]  less 250 - 500 - 750 - 1,000 - cash
(%) than 250 | 499 749 999 1,499 rent
Pennsylvania 1,270,837 531 | 125,966 | 438,017 | 454,749 | 167,064 | 85,041 | 77,987
Fayette County 13,833 367 2,944 8,291 2,284 240 74 1,965
Belle Vernon 254 365 55 146 53 - - 9
Everson 84 361 21 53 10 - - 15
Fayette City 77 398 5 58 14 - - 8
Jefferson 94 374 7 72 10 - 5 42
Lower Tyrone 46 373 8 30 8 - - 22
District 1 |Newell 20 350 4 14 2 - - 7
Perry 174 382 18 127 29 - - 47
Perryopolis 161 393 12 121 25 2 1 27
Upper Tyrone 127 377 19 97 11 - - 30
Washington 342 350 129 136 71 - 6 51
Total 1,379 372 278 854 233 2 12 258
Brownsville Borough 564 315 223 249 46 35 11 21
Brownsville Twp 31 488 2 15 14 - - 10
District 2 |Luzerne 287 445 18 165 97 7 - 60
Redstone 450 348 106 304 40 - - 162
Total 1,332 399 349 733 197 42 11 253
Fairchance 243 396 35 161 39 8 - 26
Georges 491 376 61 364 58 - 8 53
- German 323 377 42 227 54 - - 68
District 3
Masontown 447 376 90 235 103 19 - 34
Smithfield 109 407 5 79 25 - - 8
Total 1,613 386 233 1,066 279 27 8 189
Nicholson 88 388 16 60 10 2 - 32
District 4 Point Marion 206 377 17 140 49 - - 22
Springhill 185 389 15 138 32 - - 48
Total 479 385 48 338 91 2 - 102
Henry Clay 130 348 19 88 17 3 3 7
Markleysburg 14 417 2 10 2 - - 10
_—_ Ohiopyle 4 425 - 4 - - - 4
District S I ewart 30 308 5 24 - - - 10
Wharton 188 328 12 158 - 8 10 81
Total 366 365 39 284 19 11 13 112
Saltlick 162 339 20 111 26 5 - 47
District 6 | Springfield 108 375 21 61 9 12 5 70
Total 270 357 41 172 35 17 5 117
Bullskin 261 388 28 185 32 16 - 90
Connellsville Twp 159 415 10 128 21 - - 15
Dawson 34 385 4 24 6 - - 3
District 7 |Dunbar Borough 141 343 40 83 18 - - 37
Dunbar Twp 349 380 35 244 70 - - 90
Vanderbilt 44 317 10 32 2 - - 7
Total 988 371 127 696 149 16 - 242
Franklin 81 368 9 58 14 - - 46
District 8 |Menallen 334 298 128 162 37 7 - 72
Total 415 333 137 220 51 7 - 118
North Union 1,226 408 237 722 233 34 - 255
District 9 |South Union 1,017 366 269 490 233 18 7 108
Total 2,243 387 506 1,212 466 52 7 363
Connellsville City 1,898 340 465 1,150 275 - 8 73
District 10|South Connellsville 155 330 46 109 - - - 21
Total 2,053 335 511 1,259 275 - 8 94
District 11] Uniontown 2,695 369 675 1,457 489 64 10 117
Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census
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Table 5-41
Fayette County Change in Gross Rent of Renter Housing 1990 — 2000
1990 medianlzgr)(?ss rent 2000 change change
median gross ($) - adjusted for median 1990.— 2000 1999 - 2000
rent ($) inflation gross rent ($)| (unadjusted) (adjusted)
Pennsylvania 404 531 531 31.4% 0.0%
Fayette County 281 370 367 30.6% -0.7%
Belle Vernon 240 316 365 52.1% 15.7%
Everson 302 397 361 19.5% -9.1%
Fayette City 258 339 398 54.3% 17.3%
Jefferson 315 414 374 18.7% -9.7%
Lower Tyrone 277 364 373 34.7% 2.4%
District 1 |[Newell 276 363 350 26.8% -3.6%
Perry 282 371 382 35.5% 3.0%
Perryopolis 308 405 393 27.6% -3.0%
Upper Tyrone 301 396 377 25.2% -4.8%
Washington 321 422 350 9.0% -17.1%
Total 288 379 372 29.3% -1.7%
Brownsville Borough 212 279 315 48.6% 13.0%
Brownsville Twp 303 398 488 61.1% 22.5%
District 2 |Luzerne 275 362 445 61.8% 23.1%
Redstone 252 331 348 38.1% 5.0%
Total 261 343 399 53.2% 16.5%
Fairchance 303 398 396 30.7% -0.6%
Georges 280 368 376 34.3% 2.1%
District 3 German 308 405 377 22.4% -6.9%
Masontown 269 354 376 39.8% 6.3%
Smithfield 291 383 407 39.9% 6.4%
Total 290 382 386 33.1% 1.3%
Nicholson 292 384 388 32.9% 1.0%
District 4 Point Marion 307 404 377 22.8% -6.6%
Springhill 259 341 389 50.2% 14.2%
Total 286 376 385 34.5% 2.3%
Henry Clay 266 350 348 30.8% -0.5%
Markleysburg 280 368 417 48.9% 13.3%
District 5 Ohiopyle 175 230 425 142.9% 84.7%
Stewart 239 314 308 28.9% -2.0%
Wharton 298 392 328 10.1% -16.3%
Total 252 331 365 45.2% 10.4%
Saltlick 277 364 339 22.4% -6.9%
District 6 | Springfield 258 339 375 45.3% 10.5%
Total 268 352 357 33.5% 1.5%
Bullskin 299 393 388 29.8% -1.3%
Connellsville Twp 287 377 415 44.6% 10.0%
Dawson 268 352 385 43.7% 9.2%
District 7 |Dunbar Borough 246 323 343 39.4% 6.0%
Dunbar Twp 294 387 380 29.3% -1.7%
Vanderbilt 250 329 317 26.8% -3.6%
Total 274 360 371 35.5% 3.1%
Franklin 300 395 368 22.7% -6.7%
District 8 |[Menallen 248 326 298 20.2% -8.6%
Total 274 360 333 21.5% -7.6%
North Union 285 375 408 43.2% 8.9%
District 9 |South Union 319 419 366 14.7% -12.8%
Total 302 397 387 28.1% -2.6%
Connellsville City 268 352 340 26.9% -3.5%
District 10| South Connellsville 288 379 330 14.6% -12.9%
Total 278 366 335 20.5% -8.4%
District 11| Uniontown 294 387 369 25.5% -4.6%
Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census; U.S. Department of Labor Bureau of Labor Statistics
June 2005
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ii. Assessment Trends

Taxes on real property provide primary revenue streams for counties,
municipalities, and school districts throughout Pennsylvania. Relative tax
burdens between counties and municipalities are often the deciding factor in
home purchase decisions. Within Fayette County, the tax burden is relatively
constant. As seen in the following figure, there are few pockets of the county
that have higher millage rates — Uniontown, Connellsville, Brownsville, and
the greater Belle Vernon area.

Figure 5-1
Fayette County 2004 Total Millage Rates

[] Market Areas
Millage Rates

[ ]under 14
B 14 - 16
B 16- 18
B 18- 20
I over 20

Source: Fayette County Assessment Office

Within the county, the total millage rates (including county, municipal, and
school district rates) range from 12.3591 mills in Lower Tyrone Township to
21.0101 mills in Uniontown. The county’s 2003 reassessment established the
assessed value of property at 100% of market value. Taxes on a residential
property assessed at $100,000 range from $1,235.91 to $2,101.01. The
following table outlines tax rates and taxes for a $100,000 property by
municipality.
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Table 5-42
Fayette County 2004 Total Millage Rates by Municipality
Mills Hypothetical $100,000 property
County | Municipal | School Total |Millage Rate |Market Value |Taxes Owed
Belle Vernon borough 2.5151 3.0000| 12.6900] 18.2051 0.01821] $ 100,000 | $  1,820.51
Brownsville borough 2.5151 4.1250| 10.0800| 16.7201 0.01672| $ 100,000 | $ 1,672.01
Brownsville township 2.5151 0.9500| 10.0800] 13.5451 0.01355| $ 100,000 | $  1,354.51
Bullskin township 2.5151 0.4590| 9.5400|] 12.5141 0.01251] $ 100,000 | $  1,251.41
Connellsville city 2.5151 6.6600] 9.5400] 18.7151 0.01872| $ 100,000 | $ 1,871.51
Connellsville township 2.5151 1.0330| 9.5400f 13.0881 0.01309| $ 100,000 | $  1,308.81
Dawson borough 2.5151 1.2840] 9.5400| 13.3391 0.01334] $ 100,000 | $  1,333.91
Dunbar borough 2.5151 0.6630] 9.5400] 12.7181 0.01272| $ 100,000 | $ 1,271.81
Dunbar township 2.5151 0.5780| 9.5400| 12.6331 0.01263| $ 100,000 | $  1,263.31
Everson borough 2.5151 1.5395| 10.9000f 14.9546 0.01495] $ 100,000 | $  1,495.46
Fairchance borough 2.5151 1.0800| 10.1190|] 13.7141 0.01371| $ 100,000 | $ 1,371.41
Fayette City borough 2.5151 2.0450| 13.5000] 18.0601 0.01806| $ 100,000 | $  1,806.01
Franklin township 2.5151 0.8690| 11.7600] 15.1441 0.01514| $ 100,000 | $  1,514.41
Georges township 2.5151 0.8100] 10.1190| 13.4441 0.01344| $ 100,000 | $ 1,344.41
German township 2.5151 1.1460] 10.1190| 13.7801 0.01378| $ 100,000 | $  1,378.01
Henry Clay township 2.5151 0.7880| 11.7600] 15.0631 0.01506| $ 100,000 | $  1,506.31
Jefferson township 2.5151 1.0000f 9.2800| 12.7951 0.01280| $ 100,000 | $ 1,279.51
Lower Tyrone township 2.5151 0.5600] 9.2840] 12.3591 0.01236| $ 100,000 | $  1,235.91
Luzerne township 2.5151 1.2620| 10.0800f 13.8571 0.01386| $ 100,000 | $  1,385.71
Markleysburg borough 2.5151 1.1080] 11.7600| 15.3831 0.01538] $ 100,000 | $  1,538.31
Masontown borough 2.5151 0.9260] 10.1190] 13.5601 0.01356| $ 100,000 | $  1,356.01
Menallen township 2.5151 0.9650| 11.7600] 15.2401 0.01524| $ 100,000 | $  1,524.01
Newell borough 2.5151 2.0000] 9.2840| 13.7991 0.01380| $ 100,000 | $ 1,379.91
Nicholson township 2.5151 0.4560] 10.1190| 13.0901 0.01309| $ 100,000 | $ 1,309.01
North Union township 2.5151 0.4470| 12.5700] 15.5321 0.01553| $ 100,000 | $  1,553.21
Ohiopyle borough 2.5151 0.4090] 11.7600] 14.6841 0.01468| $ 100,000 | $ 1,468.41
Perry township 2.5151 1.1270| 9.2840| 12.9261 0.01293| $ 100,000 | $ 1,292.61
Perryopolis borough 2.5151 1.8510] 9.2840| 13.6501 0.01365| $ 100,000 | $  1,365.01
Point Marion borough 2.5151 1.7030| 10.1190|] 14.3371 0.01434| $ 100,000 | $ 1,433.71
Redstone township 2.5151 1.1530| 10.0800| 13.7481 0.01375| $ 100,000 | $ 1,374.81
Saltlick township 2.5151 1.0000| 9.5400f 13.0551 0.01306| $ 100,000 | $  1,305.51
Smithfield borough 2.5151 1.1050| 10.1190| 13.7391 0.01374] $ 100,000 | $  1,373.91
South Connellsville borough 2.5151 2.5000] 9.5400| 14.5551 0.01456| $ 100,000 | $ 1,455.51
South Union township 2.5151 0.6000| 12.5700] 15.6851 0.01569| $ 100,000 | $  1,568.51
Springfield township 2.5151 0.4700| 9.5400] 12.5251 0.01253| $ 100,000 | $  1,252.51
Springhill township 2.5151 0.6320] 10.1190| 13.2661 0.01327| $ 100,000 | $ 1,326.61
Stewart township 2.5151 0.4410] 11.7600| 14.7161 0.01472| $ 100,000 | $ 1,471.61
Uniontown city 2.5151 6.7350| 11.7600] 21.0101 0.02101| $ 100,000 | $  2,101.01
Upper Tyrone township 2.5151 0.6420] 10.9000] 14.0571 0.01406] $ 100,000 | $ 1,405.71
Vanderbilt borough 2.5151 1.0400| 9.5400f 13.0951 0.01310| $ 100,000 | $  1,309.51
Washington township 2.5151 2.0900| 16.3300] 20.9351 0.02094| $ 100,000 | $  2,093.51
Wharton township 2.5151 0.3470] 11.7600] 14.6221 0.01462| $ 100,000 | $ 1,462.21

Source: Fayette County Assessment Office

As noted previously, Fayette County is known to have very low taxes in
comparison to other counties. All Pennsylvania counties adjacent to Fayette
County have higher tax rates. For comparison purposes, the average
calculated tax burden on a $100,000 property are as follows:

Fayette — $1,456.81
Greene — $3,025.34
Somerset — $1,737,81
Washington — $3,298.10
Westmoreland — $2,169.85
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Although the Maryland and West Virginia counties adjacent to Fayette
County have significantly lower real estate rates (with average tax burden on
a $100,000 property ranging from $550.31 to $1,297.11), direct comparisons
between three different systems of taxation is difficult. Differences in real
estate tax rates may be made up by higher sales, income, and personal
property taxes in these states. Additionally, the existence of unincorporated
areas in both states, the smaller number of municipalities, and the differences
in school district funding ensure that sole consideration of real estate property
rates produces an invalid comparison.

The following figure outlines ranges of tax burden for a $100,000 property in
Fayette and surrounding counties. Tables outlining all millage rates and
calculations for surrounding counties can be found in the Appendix.

Figure 5-2
Tax Burden Ranges on Hypothetical $100,000 Residential Properties — 2004

L $1,851.23* -
$2,437.00- — _* $2,729.25*
$4,033.50

$1,349.00 -
$2,359.50

$2,555.80 -
$3,572.00

Pennsylvania
$664.56 -  \\/est QY ETMENT
$814.56 ;. . .

\ULCTWIEY &1 036.00-

$1,441.00
$411.48- "
$636.48

Source: county assessment offices, PA Governor’s Center for Local Government Services
iii. Recent Sales Activity

Recent sales activity is the best way to understand the dynamics of the
housing market. Location, number, and value of sales housing helps to
understand the areas of the county that are in demand. The Fayette Board of
Realtors operates an independent multiple listing service that tracks sales
housing trends.

In 2003, 507 units were sold in Fayette County. This was a 28.4% increase
over the number of sales in 2000 (395). Sales volume was highest in
Uniontown and the Connellsville area.
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Average sales price ranged from a low of $39,984 in the Brownsville area to
a high of $123,841 in South Union Township in 2003. The Mountain Area of
the county also had a high average sales price ($123,681). All areas except
North Union Township, the Brownsville area, and the Perry/Tyrone area had
increases in their average sales prices between 2000 and 2003.

Average number of days on market and percent of list price are demand
indicators. The faster the houses sell and the amount in relationship to the list
price people are willing to pay indicates a relative level of demand. In 2003,
average number of days on market ranged from 113 in Uniontown to 213 in
the Perry/Tyrone area. Sales price as percent of list price ranged from 86.9%
in the Perry/Tyrone area to 95.2% in the Smithfield/Point Marion area.

More information regarding sales trends can be found in the following table.

Table 5-43
Fayette County Multi-List Data 2000-2004
Smithfield/ .
Uniontown ﬁi:ﬁ: L,\J‘r?ir;: Connellsville g;::;?&% Brownsville g:g:tlgin; '\;’;iir;tn TF; P;;?{; MoAuth:m Total
2000 77 53 46 89 31 B 3] 27 1 30 395
2001 68 69 61 99 40 14 30 40 7 23 451
2002 36 65 42 102 32 15 32 33 2 33 444
2003 92 68 63 92 ) 35 29 44 9 27 507
sold 2004
(through 54 53 27 47 22 11 18 33 3 14 282
7/30)
% change 195%|  28.3%| 37.0% 34%|  54.8%| 3375%| -12.1%| 63.0%| 800.0%| -10.0%| 28.4%
(2000-2003)
2000 56,081 | 104,128 | 74,490 53,883 56,544 | 44,425] 64,779 | 74,348 | 66,500 | 122,418 72,350
2001 57,543 | 102,387 | 71,227 65,185 57,008 | 33879 61,203| 73503 | 53357 | 103,891] 68,017
2002 53,468 | 120,821 | 74,695 70,059 48,796 | 35591 50,038 | 71,432 | 117,060| 117,282| 75923
average | 2003 62,154 | 123,841| 70,235 73,402 61,532 | 39,984 | 66,976 | 75438 | 42,869 | 123681] 74,011
sales 2004
price | (through 63,406 | 131,443 | 70,407 65,253 61,518 | 115855| 49461 | s87.822| 21000| 89,607 75577
7/30)
(Zoggg_az’;%‘;) 9.1%| 189%| 57%|  247% 88%| -100%| 34%|  15%| -355%|  10%| 23%
2000 184 143 177 125 162 254 167 183 82 221 170
2001 141 189 153 118 208 101 138 124 114 171 146
2002 144 120 146 132 119 187 180 100 227 171 153
average | 2003 113 122 156 143 142 194 186 164 213 174 161
market 2004
days | (through 115 125 175 98 17 178 126 132 158 209 149
7/30)
(;/E’)ggazg%z) 38.6%| -14.7%| -11.9% 14.4%|  -12.3%| -23.6%| 11.4%| -10.4%| 150.8%| -21.3%| -5.4%
2000 93.3 96.2 98.2 89.3 90.7 93.1] 905 94.1 98.5 92.6 94
2001 92.4 94.1 95.6 92.8 92.2 935] 936 95.4 92.1 92.8 93
2002 94.1 94.7 925 93.1 93.4 954| 916 93.6 92.1 912 93
2003 93.5 93.9 93.9 92.2 93.9 925] 903 95.2 86.9 94.6 93
% of list 2004
(through 92.9 94.9 91.3 922 92.8 201.6| 96.1 933 845 93.4 103
7/30)
(;ggg_az’;%es) 02%|  -24%| -44% 3.2% 35%|  -06%| -02%| 12| -11.8%|  22%| -10%
Source: Fayette Board of Realtors Multiple Listing Service

Estimated Affordability of Sales Housing

As shown in subsection A. i. of this section, median family income, income
levels by low-income category, monthly setaside for rent and/or mortgage
payments, and housing costs affordable to the low-income categories were
determined in the county. The values at which households at 30%, 50%,
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80%, and 100% MFI could afford housing were outlined in that subsection.
Those values are based on just one set of assumptions. Because it is not
possible within this document to account for all scenarios that impact a
household’s ability to purchase a home, the assumptions used are
conservative.

The following table provides vacant for-sale units by prices asked for the
county in 2000. Using the affordable housing values listed previously, and
applying them to the asking price for the vacant for-sale units, the next table
demonstrates the number of affordable sales housing units available in
Fayette County.

The 2000 Census reported on the asking price of a relatively small sampling
of 540 vacant for-sale housing units countywide. This sampling represents
just 0.8% of the 66,490 housing units in the county. As such, this sales price
information offers a statistical sampling of the sales market in the county.

Generally, the pattern of price asked for the vacant for-sale units shows that
the units most potentially affordable by low-income households coincides
with those municipalities with lower median sales prices asked. Twenty of
the county’s forty-two municipalities have lower median sales prices than the
county median, which indicates that at least half of the county’s for-sale
housing stock is affordable to at least some of the four low income
categories.
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Table 5-44
y Vacant for Sale Units by Prices Asked — 2000

Vacant Median Price Asked ($000)
For Sale Price Less 500
Units Asked than 50 50-79 | 80-99 | 100-124 | 125-149 | 150-199 | 200-249| 250-499 or more
Fayette County 540 40,500 341 101 46 21 11 2 9 9 -
Belle Vernon 9 137,500 - - - 9 - - - -
Everson 10 21,700 9 1 - - - - - -
Fayette City 5 42,500 4 1 - - - - - -
Jefferson 15 34,400 11 - - - 2 - 2 -
Lower Tyrone 3 37,500 3 - - - - - - -
District 1 [Newell 2 25,000 2 - - - - - - -
Perry 6 52,500 3 3 - - - - - -
Perryopolis 6 45,000 4 1 - 1 - - - - -
Upper Tyrone - - - - - - - - - -
Washington 13 41,900 13 - - - - - - -
Total 69 48,667 49 6 - 1 9 2 - 2 -
Brownsville Borough 19 27,300 16 3 - - - - - -
Brownsville Twp 7 22,500 6 1 - - - - - -
District 2 |Luzerne 17 | 10,000- 12 - 5 - - - - -
Redstone 26 18,900 26 - - - - - - -
Total 69 22,900 60 4 5 - - - - -
Fairchance - - - - - - - - - -
Georges 11 85,000 - - 11 - - - - -
District 3 German 47 31,300 47 - - - - - - -
Masontown 21 31,800 15 6 - - - - - -
Smithfield 8 62,500 4 - - 4 - - - - -
Total 87 52,650 66 6 11 4 - - - - -
Nicholson 6 52,500 3 - 1 2 - - - -
District 4 Poillwt Mgrion 19 27,100 19 - - - - - - -
Springhill 10 45,000 6 2 - 2 - - - - -
Total 35 41,533 28 2 1 2 2 - - - -
Henry Clay 4 47,500 2 2 - - - - - -
Markleysburg 4 22,500 4 - - - - - - -
- Ohiopyle 2 95,000 - - 2 - - - - -
DIStetS IS tewart 2 27,500 2| - - - - - - -
Wharton 7 | 10,000- 7 - - - - - - -
Total 19 48,125 15 2 2 - - - - -
Saltlick 11 102,100 - 5 - 6 - - - - -
District 6 |Springfield 12 | 10,000- 12 - - - - - - -
Total 23 102,100 12 5 - 6 - - - - -
Bullskin 30 45,300 23 - 7 - - - - -
Connellsville Twp 10 55,000 - 10 - - - - - -
Dawson 1 22,500 1 - - - - - - -
District 7 |Dunbar Borough 2 45,000 1 1 - - - - - -
Dunbar Twp 18 37,500 15 3 - - - - - -
Vanderbilt 4 50,000 2 2 - - - - - -
Total 65 42,550 42 16 7 - - - - -
Franklin 5 18,100 4 - 1 - - - - -
District 8 |Menallen 19 23,800 13 6 - - - - - -
Total 24 20,950 17 6 1 - - - - -
North Union 27 31,600 22 2 1 2 - - - - -
District 9 |South Union 39 110,400 10 - 7 6 - - 9 7 -
Total 66 71,000 32 2 8 8 - - 9 7 -
Connellsville City 23 46,800 15 8 - - - - - -
District 10 |South Connellsville 5 45,000 5 - - - - - - -
Total 28 45,900 20 8 - - - - - -
District 11 |Uniontown 55 74,300 - 44 11 - - - - -
source: US Bureau of the Census
note: Median values identified as "10,000-" indicate that the value falls into an open-ended value category of "$10,000 or less"
and cannot be specifically identified.
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Table 5-45
Fayette County Affordable Sales Housing — 2000
Vacant Median Number Affordable to Incomes:
For Sale Price 30% of 50% of 80% of 100% of
Units Asked MFI MFI MFI MFI
Fayette County 540 40,500 341 477 522 522
Belle Vernon 9 137,500 - - 9 9
Everson 10 21,700 9 10 10 10
Fayette City 5 42,500 4 5 5 5
Jefferson 15 34,400 11 11 13 13
Lower Tyrone 3 37,500 3 3 3 3
District 1 [Newell 2 25,000 2 2 2 2
Perry 6 52,500 3 6 6 6
Perryopolis 6 45,000 4 5 6 6
Upper Tyrone - - - - - -
Washington 13 41,900 13 13 13 13
Total 69 48,667 49 55 67 67
Brownsville Borough 19 27,300 16 19 19 19
Brownsville Twp 7 22,500 6 7 7 7
District 2 |Luzerne 17 | 10,000- 12 17 17 17
Redstone 26 18,900 26 26 26 26
Total 69 22,900 60 69 69 69
Fairchance - - - - - -
Georges 11 85,000 - 11 11 11
- German 47 31,300 47 47 47 47
District 3
Masontown 21 31,800 15 21 21 21
Smithfield 8 62,500 4 4 8 8
Total 87 52,650 66 83 87 87
Nicholson 6 52,500 3 4 6 6
_— Point Marion 19 27,100 19 19 19 19
District 4 —
Springhill 10 45,000 6 8 10 10
Total 35 41,533 28 31 35 35
Henry Clay 4 47,500 2 4 4 4
Markleysburg 4 22,500 4 4 4 4
District 5 Ohiopyle 2 95,000 - 2 2 2
Stewart 2 27,500 2 2 2 2
Wharton 7 | 10,000- 7 7 7 7
Total 19 48,125 15 19 19 19
Saltlick 11 102,100 - 5 11 11
District 6 |Springfield 12 | 10,000- 12 12 12 12
Total 23 102,100 12 17 23 23
Bullskin 30 45,300 23 30 30 30
Connellsville Twp 10 55,000 - 10 10 10
Dawson 1 22,500 1 1 1 1
District 7 |Dunbar Borough 2 45,000 1 2 2 2
Dunbar Twp 18 37,500 15 18 18 18
Vanderbilt 4 50,000 2 4 4 4
Total 65 42,550 42 65 65 65
Franklin 5 18,100 4 5 5 5
District 8 |Menallen 19 23,800 13 19 19 19
Total 24 20,950 17 24 24 24
North Union 27 31,600 22 25 27 27
District 9 |South Union 39 110,400 10 17 23 23
Total 66 71,000 32 42 50 50
Connellsville City 23 46,800 15 23 23 23
District 10 |South Connellsville 5 45,000 5 5 5 5
Total 28 45,900 20 28 28 28
District 11 |Uniontown 55 74,300 - 44 55 55
source: US Bureau of the Census
note: Median values identified as "10,000-" indicate that the value falls into an open-ended value category of "$10,000 or less"
and cannot be specifically identified.
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C. Evaluation of the Assisted Living Housing Market

The potential need for assisted living facilities in the county was addressed via an
in-depth review of the existing assisted living facilities as well as a projection of
anticipated need for additional units over the next several years.

Because assisted living is a specialized segment of the market, Mullin & Lonergan
Associates engaged Third Age, Inc. to prepare this section. Third Age is a
consulting firm that specializes in the preparation of assisted living housing market
analyses and has over 33 years of experience in this field.

Third Age’s scope of services included:

e Prepare and evaluate the inventory of existing and planned assisted
living and skilled nursing facilities in Fayette County

e Compile and review selected service utilization indicators for nursing
facilities
e Interview key service providers

e Develop estimates of unmet need for assisted living and skilled nursing
services within the county based on relevant bed need methodologies

Third Age prepared the assisted living analysis based on the specific study areas
within the county. Because assisted living facilities tend to draw residents from a
larger geographic distance, the eleven market areas established for the overall
housing analysis were condensed into five planning areas for assisted living
services. The following table shows a comparison of the assisted living study areas,
the housing analysis market areas and the geographic location of these areas.
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Table 5-46
Third Age Planning Areas

Third Age, Inc.

Assisted Living

Planning Areas
Area 1 Market Areas 9 and 11 City of Uniontown, North Union
Twp. and South Union Twp.

Overall Market Areas for| Fayette County Municipalities
Housing Study Included

Area 2 Market Areas 6, 7 and 10 |Bullskin Twp., Connellsville, Twp.,
Dawson, Dunbar Borough,
Dunbar Twp., Vanderbilt, Saltlick,
Springfield Twp., City of
Connellsville and South
Connellsville, Twp.

Area 3 Market Areas 1, 2 and 8 |Belle Vernon, Everson, Fayette
City, Jefferson, Lower Tyrone,
Newell, Perry, Perryopolis, Upper
Tyrone, Washington, Brownsville
Borough, Brownsville Twp.,
Luzerne Twp., Redstone Twp.,
Franklin Twp., and Menallen Twp.

Area 4 Market Areas 3 and 4 Fairchance, Georges Twp.,
German Twp., Masontown,
Smithfield, Nicholson, Point
Marion and Springhill Twp.

Area 5 Market Areas 5 Henry Clay Twp., Markleysburg,
Ohiopyle, Stewart and Wharton

Source: Mullin & Lonergan Associates, Inc.

Assisted Living Facilities and Personal Care Facilities

There is a distinct difference between an assisted living facility and a
personal care facility in Pennsylvania. Assisted living facilities are facilities
that:

e are newly constructed, modern facilities with a high level of service
and community amenities

e have more than 20 units

e  offer private accommodations in larger units

e tend to serve higher income, private pay residents

e charge monthly market rates which range from $2,500 to $3,500
Within Fayette County, there are only three licensed facilities that could be
considered a contemporary assisted living facility. These facilities are all
located in Uniontown and include:

e Beechwood Court at Lafayette Manor

e Marquis House

e Hillside Manor
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In contrast, there are 55 licensed personal care facilities in the county.
Personal care facilities are facilities that: provide services to as few as four
(4) residents

e usually consist of older converted living residences that offer small
semi-private bedrooms and have shared bath accommodations

e are affordable to lower income persons with household incomes
below $25,000 (or 50% of median household income in Fayette
County for 2004)

e generally accept SSI funds as partial payment for services
e charge monthly fees which range from $1,000 to $1,800
ii. Inventory of Assisted Living Facilities and Personal Care Facilities in

Fayette County
General observations regarding assisted and personal care facilities in Fayette
County include:

e There are a total of 24 facilities in the county

e Within the 24 facilities there are a total of 973 beds

e Study Areas 1 and 3 have more than half of all beds (526)

e The average occupancy rate for all of facilities in the county is
90.1%

e Area 5 has the highest occupancy rate at 98%
e Area 4 has the lowest occupancy rate at 88%

e Thirteen facilities, or 54%, accept SSI funds for at least a partial
payment

e  Only three of the facilities reported any kind of waiting list

e Only two facilities operate a dedicated special care unit for persons
with Alzheimer’s or other forms of dementia (Beechwood Court and
County Care Manor)

e There are a total of 38 dementia care beds for residents of Fayette
County

A complete inventory of assisted living and personal care homes that serve
Fayette County residents, including information on number of beds, type of
units, monthly costs, amenities, and occupancy, can be found in Appendix 4.

iii. Demographic Overview of Households for Assisted Housing in Fayette
County

General observations involving demographic trends for Fayette County over
the next five years and assisted and personal care facilities include:

e  Persons age 65 and older are expected to grow at a faster rate over
the next five years. This growth is expected in Areas 2 and 5 of the
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county. This age cohort is expected to remain steady or decline
slightly in the other areas of the county.

e Substantial growth in the 85 years and older cohort is also projected
in all five areas of the county, with Areas 2 and 4 showing the
largest projected increases over the next five years.

e Area 2 is projected to have a 20% increase in the 85 years and older
cohort, while Area 4 is projected to increase by 22% over the next
five years.

e Based on 2003 estimates, 56% of households age 65 and older have
an annual income of $25,000 or less in Fayette County. The highest
percentages of these households were found in Area 1 with 59% and
Area 4 with 60%.

e The lowest percentage of households in this income range was
found in Area 5 at 46% of all households.

e On a countywide basis, the median income of householders age 75
and older was $16,555 in 2000.

e The number and proportion of households with incomes below
$25,000 is expected to decrease to roughly 7 to 10 percent by 2008
due to inflation-based increases in household income.

iv. Overview of Demand for Assisted Housing in Fayette County

Generally, the level of assisted living resources in Fayette County is
sufficient to meet the needs for both the affordable and market rate
populations through 2008. However, it should be noted that the condition of
the majority of affordable assisted housing units in the county is marginal at
best and there is a need for new, affordable units.

Presently, there is not a large unmet demand for assisted living services in
Fayette County. The relatively low assisted living facility occupancy levels,
and the existence of few waiting lists at both the lower cost and higher cost
facilities in the county support this conclusion.

However, the bed need analysis for Area 3 indicates a need for eight
additional beds. Of these beds, three should be affordable to persons with
incomes of $25,000 or less and five should be market rate.

Currently, there is one new facility under construction in the county. Horizon
Personal Care Home, Inc. is being built in Fairchance (Area 4) and upon
completion will offer 40 beds of assisted living. Construction was expected to
be completed in the fall of 2004.

The Third Age analysis shows a potential future need for up to 17 affordable
and 12 market rate beds in 2008.
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Evaluation of Student Housing Market

Student housing is an issue in Fayette County in that there is a lack of off-campus
housing, which is impacting the ability of Penn State University-Fayette Campus to
attract students to the area. The PSU-Fayette Campus does not provide student
housing but relies on the private sector to address the need. This is evidenced by
the construction of a student apartment complex near the campus on Route 119.

One story related to the consulting firm preparing this analysis involved a young
male student who, with his parents, viewed several available upper-story apartment
units in downtown Uniontown. Disappointed at what they found, the parents
refused to permit their son to lease one of the apartments because of the poor
condition of the units. The value of this anecdotal story is two-fold. First, students
of the Fayette Campus are interested in residing in downtown Uniontown. This
presents a new market for downtown property owners with vacant upper-story
residential floor space, as well as for downtown business owners who could benefit
from the disposable income of college students living in their neighborhood.
Second, although there may be interest among students to live in downtown
Uniontown, the condition and habitability of the available apartment units are
inadequate. To engage in this new rental market, rehabilitation of the upper-story
levels will need to occur before downtown Uniontown becomes a viable alternative
for local college students.

Other Factors Influencing Housing

i. Patch Communities and Urban vs. Rural Population

A substantial number of Fayette County’s housing units are found outside its
cities and boroughs. According to the 2000 Census, 29,751 (44.7%) of the
county’s housing units are in rural areas. In addition to newer suburban
housing construction, the county has a historically significant number of
smaller unincorporated settlements.

Many of these unincorporated areas have historic value as coal patch
communities, company towns, crossroads communities, or government
assistance projects. These “patch” communities are often located on or near
major roads, and are situated primarily west of the Laurel Ridge. The
following figure identifies the most significant patch communities in the
county.
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Figure 5-3
Fayette County Patch Communities

Source: Fayette County Redevelopment Authority

Ninety-two patches have been identified as significant. These patches range
substantially in size, condition, infrastructure, and distance to
amenities/employment. In order to organize this large list for practical
purposes, the following five categories were used:

e Size
This category identifies the number of resources listed in the Fayette
County Borough and Unincorporated Community Historic Resource
Survey (1997), conducted by the Pennsylvania Historical and Museum
Commission’s Bureau for Historic Preservation (BHP). Resources are
not limited to buildings, and can also include sites, structures, and
objects. Thus, this category only gives information on size relative to
other communities surveyed by BHP and is not intended as an absolute
count of buildings.

e Commercial Buildings

This category identifies the presence or absence of buildings that are
currently or were formerly used for commercial purposes (as determined
by the BHP Survey).

e Sewer

This category identifies the presence or absence of municipal sewer
service as of spring 2003. If absent, this category also identifies
proposed sewer service scheduled to be undertaken within10 years.
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e 5 Miles

This category identifies the location of each patch in proximity to the
county’s four largest cities and boroughs: Uniontown, Connellsville,

Brownsville, and Masontown. Circles with 5-mile radii were drawn

from the center of each community.

e West of Ridge

This category identifies the location of each patch in proximity to the
Laurel Ridge. Development of buildings and/or infrastructure in patches
east of the ridge is generally limited by the steep topography of the area.

As shown in the following table, each patch was given a 1 for each
positive attribute or a 0 for each negative attribute, with the exception of
the sewer category. Patches were given a 3 for existing or proposed
sewer service slated for the next 1 to 3 years™, a 2 for proposed service
slated for the next 4 to 6 years, a 1 for proposed service slated for the
next 7-10 years, or a 0 for no existing or proposed service, for a possible
total of 7. Patches are sorted according to their rank.

1 Existing service and service proposed in the next 1-3 years are treated the same in the ranking process to
account for the potential of some of the projects being implemented after the last update to the sewer data.
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Table 5-47
Fayette County Patch Communities
Size Commercial Sewer 5 miles W?St of Total
Bldgs ridge
Hiller 1 1 3 1 1 7
Hopwood 1 1 3 1 1 7
Leisenring 1 1 3 1 1 7
Oliphant Furnace 1 1 3 1 1 7
Penn-Craft 1 1 3 1 1 7
Republic 1 1 3 1 1 7
Trotter 1 1 3 1 1 7
Allison #1 1 0 3 1 1 6
Allison #2 1 0 3 1 1 6
Arnold City 1 1 3 0 1 6
Brownfield 0 1 3 1 1 6
Edenborn 1 0 3 1 1 6
Leckrone 0 1 3 1 1 6
Lemont Furnace 0 1 3 1 1 6
Lynnwood 1 1 3 0 1 6
McClellandtown 0 1 3 1 1 6
Merrittstown 0 1 3 1 1 6
New Salem 1 1 3 0 1 6
Pechin 0 1 3 1 1 6
Phillips 0 1 3 1 1 6
Rowes Run 1 1 2 1 1 6
Smock 1 1 3 0 1 6
Star Junction 1 1 3 0 1 6
Thompson #2 0 1 3 1 1 6
Tower Hill #2 1 0 3 1 1 6
Balsinger 0 0 3 1 1 5
Brownstown 1 0 3 0 1 5
Cardale 0 0 3 1 1 5
Continental #1 0 0 3 1 1 5
Continental #2 0 0 3 1 1 5
Coolspring 0 0 3 1 1 5
Dickerson Run 0 0 3 1 1 5
Dutch Hill 0 0 3 1 1 5
Fairbanks 1 1 2 0 1 5
Fairhope 1 0 3 0 1 5
Grindstone 0 1 2 1 1 5
Kifertown 1 1 2 0 1 5
LaBelle 0 0 3 1 1 5
Little Brownfield 0 0 3 1 1 5
Maxwell 0 0 3 1 1 5
McKinley Hill 1 0 3 0 1 5
Morgan 0 0 3 1 1 5
North Connellsville 0 0 3 1 1 5
Oliver 0 0 3 1 1 5
Percy 0 0 3 1 1 5
Revere 0 0 3 1 1 5
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Table 5-48
Fayette County Patch Communities (Continued)
Size Commercial Sewer 5 miles W?St of Total
Bldgs ridge
1 1

o
N
=
[é)]

West Leisenring
Wickhaven
Youngstown
Banning
Buffington
Bute

Collier

East Fairchance
Footedale
Herbert
Keisterville
Monarch

Mt. Braddock
Mt. Independence
Newcomer
Royal

Sitka
Wheeler
Whitsett
Filbert

Gates

New Geneva
Palmer Mine
Shoaf
Adelaide
Hammondville
Isabella
Juniata

Lake Lynn
Melcroft

Mill Run
Normalville
Ralph

Ronco
Tower Hill #1
Bitner
Chalkhill
Champion
Flat Rock
Indian Head
Layton

Nilan
Thompson #1
White

Bear Rocks
Deer Lake
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Source: Fayette County Redevelopment Authority; Southwestern Pennsylvania Commission;
Mullin & Lonergan Associates, Inc.
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The following seven patch communities had the highest score possible, 7:

o Hiller e Penn-Craft
e Hopwood e Republic

e Leisenring e Trotter

e Oliphant Furnace

Eighteen patches received a score of 6:

e Allison #1 e  Merrittstown
e Allison #2 e New Salem

e Arnold City e Pechin

e Brownfield e  Phillips

e Edenborn e Rowes Run

e Leckrone e Smock

e Lemont Furnace e Star Junction
e Lynnwood e  Thompson #2
e  McClellandtown e Tower Hill #2

Twenty-four communities had a score of 5, sixteen communities had a score
of 4, three communities had a score of 3, eleven communities had a score of
2, nine communities had a score of 1, and two communities had 0 for a score.

Communities with a rank of either 6 or 7 have a sufficient number of
attributes that make continued public investment logical. Public dollars
invested in these communities, whether through continuing private
rehabilitation efforts or supporting infrastructure maintenance, are likely to
result in sustained revitalization efforts.

When prioritization due to limited funding resources must occur, it is
recommended that priorities are determined in concurrence with this list.
Should further subdivision become necessary, the rankings of existing sewer
service serve as a natural delineation. In addition, those communities that
received a six due only to their location outside of the urban catchment areas
should be ranked higher than other communities with a score of six.

Frequent revision of this list is also recommended, due to the evolving nature
of several of the categories.

Need for Revitalization of Older Urban Buildings

Fayette County provides housing development opportunities for the
revitalization of older buildings in urbanized areas of the county such as
Uniontown, Connellsville and Brownsville. This need is evidenced by current
census data and verified by site analysis performed in the field during the
preparation of this housing needs analysis.

Many older buildings in downtown locations offer vacant upper floors that
could be rehabilitated for use as market or affordable rental housing in the
county. This type of project could be marketable to young professionals,
students and faculty members. A by-product of this approach to
redevelopment and revitalization is that the increased residential population
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created by new housing opportunities would also spur demand for more retail
and services within downtowns in the county.

Existing and Planned Water and Sewer Service

The Fay-Penn Economic Development Council provides an annual update to
the Fayette County Sewer and Water Report in which projects proposed for
the next ten years are detailed. According to the report, the need for new
sewer and water service as well as the need for expansion of existing services
is a high priority throughout the County. Although there has been significant
progress over the years in infrastructure development, the lack of sufficient
water and sewer service continues to limit the County’s ability to grow and
prosper. It is widely recognized that future County growth is dependent upon
continued investment in infrastructure.

Common problems include lack of services to areas of the County,
contaminated well water, wells that dry up, faulty on-lot septic systems,
dumping of raw sewage directly into streams or ditches, and the lack of
adequate infrastructure at industrial parks, particularly in the eleven Keystone
Opportunity Zones in Fayette County. Impediments to new services include
lack of funding to finance new projects, the potential for opposition from
some residents, and the inability of residents to pay tap fees and monthly
service fees.

Existing water service areas include nearly all of the area west of Laurel
Ridge where the population is somewhat denser and the land is more rolling
than mountainous. The 2001 Fayette County Comprehensive Plan identified
the following municipalities as having potential growth areas:

e Brownsville Township (Route 40)

e Bullskin Township (Route 119)

e Connellsville Township (Route 119)

e Dunbar Township (Route 119)

e Fairchance Borough (1-43)

e  Georges Township (1-43 interchange)

e German Township (Route 21)

e Luzerne Township (near SCI-Fayette)

e Menallen Township (Route 40 and Route 21)

e Nicholson Township (Route 119)

e North Union Township (Route 119 and Route 51 at the Route 43
interchange)

e Perry Township (Route 51 south of Perryopolis Borough)
e Perryopolis Borough (Route 51)
e Redstone Township (south of Brownsville along Route 40)
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e Smithfield Borough (Route 119)
e Upper Tyrone Township (Route 119)

e  Wharton Township (near Deer Lake, Farmington, Nemacolin
Woodlands).

Of these, only Wharton Township along the National Road corridor from
State Route 2010 near Deer Lake south to approximately Hollow Road
remains without water service.

The extent of sewer service is much more limited in Fayette County for three
primary reasons: (1) sewer infrastructure is much more expensive than water
infrastructure (about four times more costly), (2) the steep terrain of the area
east of Laurel Ridge makes sewer service line construction extremely
difficult, if not impossible in some areas, and (3) the rural population of
Fayette County, particularly in the eastern area, makes it less financially
feasible than water line extensions. According to the County Planning
Director, new sewer service construction is the catalyst for new subdivisions
being built in areas of Fayette County, such as Menallen Township. Property
owners are realizing the increased value of their land holdings with the
provision of new sewer service and are requesting rezoning of their land to
higher density residential district designations. If approved, property owners
can then subdivide land into smaller parcels for new housing construction.

Sewer service is provided to the growth areas listed above with the exception
of the following:

e Bullskin Township along the Route 119 corridor

e Connellsville Township along Route 119 south of Connellsville
Borough

e Nicholson Township along Route 119

e Redstone Township along Route 40 south of Brownsville Borough
e  Upper Tyrone Township along Route 119

e Wharton Township along Route 40.

Sewer service is planned for these identified growth areas in the next few
years except in Nicholson Township and Wharton Township. Once new
service is extended along these major transportation routes, new development
(particularly residential) can be expected to occur.

The 2004 update to the Fay-Penn Sewer and Water Service Report identified
a total of 73 proposed sewage projects totaling $178.7 million and a total of
66 proposed water projects totaling $30.5 million. The time frame for these
projects fall into one of three ranges: one to three years, four to six years, and
seven to ten years.
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iv. Quality of Schools

Public school quality is a deciding factor in home purchases. This is
especially the case for households with young children. Areas with high
quality schools are often the most sought-after areas in which to live.
Schools of high quality continually attract new households to their catchment
areas, leading to high demand for homes in the area and increasing property
values.

Eight public school districts serve Fayette County residents. Two of these
districts are based in Westmoreland County, crossing borders to serve Fayette
residents. They include:

e Albert Gallatin Area School District (serves Fairchance Borough,
Georges Township, German Township, Masontown Borough,
Nicholson Township, Point Marion Borough, Smithfield Borough,
and Springhill Township)

e Belle Vernon Area School District (serves Belle Vernon Borough,
Fayette City Borough, and Washington Township)

e Brownsville Area School District (serves Brownsville Borough,
Brownsville Township, Luzerne Township, and Redstone
Township)

e Connellsville Area School District (serves Bullskin Township, the
City of Connellsville, Connellsville Township, Dawson Borough,
Dunbar Borough, Dunbar Township, Saltlick Township, South
Connellsville Borough, Springfield Township, and Vanderbilt
Borough)

e Frazier School District (serves Jefferson Township, Lower Tyrone
Township, Newell Borough, Perry Township, and Perryopolis
Borough)

e Laurel Highlands School District (serves Menallen Township, North
Union Township, and South Union Township)

e Southmoreland School District (serves Everson Borough and Upper
Tyrone Township)

e Uniontown Area School District (serves Franklin Township,
German Township, Henry Clay Township, Markleysburg Borough,
Menallen Township, Ohiopyle Borough, Stewart Township, the City
of Uniontown, and Wharton Township)

Albert Gallatin, Laurel Highlands, and Frazier school districts have been
repeatedly mentioned by Fayette County stakeholders as high-quality
districts. Uniontown Area and Brownsville Area were perceived as less
desirable.
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One factor that may come into play in this perceived discrepancy between
districts is the income levels of the students. In 2002, the Pennsylvania
Department of Education reported the following student low-income rates:

e Albert Gallatin — 55.0%

e Belle Vernon - 24.7%

e Brownsville — 88.6%

e Connellsville — 53.5%

e Frazier—29.9%

e Laurel Highlands — 41.9%
e  Southmoreland — 35.2%

¢ Uniontown — 56.6%

Of the six districts that only serve Fayette County residents, the two with the
highest low-income student populations are those that are perceived to be
struggling. And two of the three high-quality districts have the lowest rates
of low-income students.

Having a low-income student population can affect school district quality in a
variety of ways. Low-income families may deal with social issues that affect
school performance (including proper nutrition, inadequate shelter, and a
higher instance of single-parent or two-parent dual income households where
children may be left unsupervised). In addition, low-income families often
live in low-cost housing, which provides fewer tax dollars to support
struggling school districts with needed resources and competitive teacher
salaries.

Although quantifying the quality of schools is difficult, the Pennsylvania
Department of Education tracks progress against a statewide benchmark in
reading and math for fifth, eighth, and eleventh grade students. In 2004, the
state benchmarks were 35% of students reaching proficient or advanced
levels in math, and 45% of students reaching those levels in reading.

a. Elementary Schools
Thirty-five schools serve Fayette County elementary age students.
Elementary schools that did not meet the statewide benchmarks in
reading or math include:

Below reading benchmark:

e Cox-Donahey (Brownsville Area)
e Clark (Laurel Highlands)
e Hutchinson (Laurel Highlands)

e Kennedy (Laurel Highlands)
Below math benchmark:

e Lafayette (Uniontown)
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The following table outlines PSSA scores for county elementary schools.
Scores that do not meet PSSA benchmarks are highlighted.

Fayette County 2004 Elementary School Test Scores

Table 5-49

2004 PSSA Results
% % jo
District School proficient/ | proficient/ Status
advanced - advanf:ed - Level
math reading
Statewide Scores 61.8 62.7|N/A
Albert Gallatin Area SD A L Wilson El Sch 90.9 87.9|Met AYP
Albert Gallatin Area SD D Ferd Swaney El Sch 56.6 68.5|Met AYP
Albert Gallatin Area SD Friendship Hill EI Sch 69.8 79.2|Met AYP
Albert Gallatin Area SD George J Plava El Sch 60.6 77.5|Met AYP
Albert Gallatin Area SD Masontown EI Sch 72 64.7|Met AYP
Albert Gallatin Area SD Smithfield El Sch 87.2 94.9|Met AYP
Belle Vernon Area Marion El Sch 35.5 61.2|Met AYP
Belle Vernon Area Rostraver El Sch 73.8 76.8|Met AYP
Brownsville Area SD Cardale El Sch 72.1 76.7|Met AYP
Brownsville Area SD Central El Sch 75.8 68.9|Making Prog.
Brownsville Area SD Cox-Donahey El Sch 42.2 37.5|Warning
Connellsville Area SD Bullskin El Sch 61.4 78.9|Met AYP
Connellsville Area SD Clifford N Pritts El Sch 56.4 61.3|Met AYP
Connellsville Area SD Connellsville Twp El Sch 50 63.4|Met AYP
Connellsville Area SD Dunbar Boro El Sch 64.5 77.4|Met AYP
Connellsville Area SD Dunbar Twp El Sch 62.5 50.9|Met AYP
Connellsville Area SD South Side El Sch 63.7 72.7|Met AYP
Connellsville Area SD Springfield El Sch 67.5 60|Met AYP
Connellsville Area SD Zacariah Connell El Sch 53.4 60|Met AYP
Frazier SD Central El Sch 86.5 94.6|Met AYP
Frazier SD Perry El Sch 91.7 88.9|Met AYP
Laurel Highlands SD Clark El Sch 40.4 40.4|Met AYP
Laurel Highlands SD Hatfield El Sch 76.1 77.6|Met AYP
Laurel Highlands SD Hutchinson El Sch 51.1 42.2|Met AYP
Laurel Highlands SD Kennedy El Sch 51 42.8|Met AYP
Laurel Highlands SD Marshall El Sch 73.6 52.8|Met AYP
Southmoreland Alverton El Sch N/A N/A N/A
Southmoreland Ruffsdale El Sch N/A N/A N/A
Southmoreland Scottdale El Sch 52.4 67.8|Met AYP
Uniontown Area SD Ben Franklin Sch 63.3 55|Met AYP
Uniontown Area SD Franklin Sch 75.1 68.8|Met AYP
Uniontown Area SD Lafayette Sch 33.3 58.5|N/A
Uniontown Area SD Marclay Sch 100 100|Met AYP
Uniontown Area SD Menallen Sch 76.8 55.4|Met AYP
Uniontown Area SD Wharton Sch 81.2 85.5|Met AYP

Source: Pennsylvania Department of Education

b. Middle/Junior High Schools
Thirteen schools serve Fayette County middle/junior high age students.
Middle/junior high schools that did not meet the statewide benchmarks
in reading or math include:

Below reading benchmark:
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None

Below math benchmark:

Albert Gallatin South (Albert Gallatin)
Redstone (Brownsville)
Lafayette (Uniontown)

The following table outlines PSSA scores for county middle/junior high

schools. Scores that do not meet PSSA benchmarks are highlighted.

Table 5-50
Fayette County 2004 Middle/Junior High Test Scores

District

School

2004 PSSA Results

% proficient/

% proficient/

2004 AYP

advanced - advanced - | Status Level
math reading

Statewide Scores 61.8 62.7 |N/A
Albert Gallatin Area SD |Albert Gallatin North MS 48.1 75.2|Making Prog.
Albert Gallatin Area SD |Albert Gallatin South MS 32.2 61|Imp. Il
Belle Vernon Area Bellmar MS 55.5 75.9|Met AYP
Belle Vernon Area Rostraver MS 63.6 81|Met AYP
Brownsville Area SD Redstone MS 24.9 50.3|Imp. |
Connellsville Area SD Connellsville JHS East 52.1 67.5|Making Prog.
Connellsville Area SD Connellsville JHS West 53.8 65.2|Making Prog.
Frazier SD Frazier MS 74.7 73.3|Met AYP
Laurel Highlands SD Laurel Highlands JHS 49.5 68.2|Met AYP
Southmoreland Southmoreland JHS 62.2 72.1|Met AYP
Uniontown Area SD A J McMullen Sch 46 71.1|Met AYP
Uniontown Area SD Ben Franklin Sch 48.1 67.9|Met AYP
Uniontown Area SD Lafayette Sch 25.6 83.3|N/A

Source: Pennsylvania Department of Education

c. Senior High Schools
Eight schools serve Fayette County high school age students. Senior
high schools that did not meet the statewide benchmarks in reading or
math include:

Below reading benchmark:

None

Below math benchmark:

Albert Gallatin Senior (Albert Gallatin)

Brownsville (Brownsville)
The following table outlines PSSA scores for county high schools.

Scores that do not meet PSSA benchmarks are highlighted.
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Table 5-51
Fayette County 2004 High School Test Scores

2004 PSSA Results

District School % proficient/ | % proficient/ | 2004 AYP
advanced - advanced - | Status Level
math reading

Statewide Scores 61.8 62.7|N/A

Albert Gallatin Area SD |Albert Gallatin Area SHS 29.3 51.2|Imp. |

Belle Vernon Area Belle Vernon Area HS 48.1 71|Met AYP
Brownsville Area SD Brownsville Area HS 32 50.4]Imp. Il
Connellsville Area SD Connellsville Area SHS 40.7 58.5|Imp. Il
Frazier SD Frazier HS 77.3 79.8|Met AYP
Laurel Highlands SD Laurel Highlands SHS 48.3 55.9|Met AYP
Southmoreland Southmoreland SHS 56.2 64.2|Met AYP
Uniontown Area SD Uniontown SHS 43.4 63.3|Met AYP

Source: Pennsylvania Department of Education

Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAT) scores can also give a general idea of the
quality of a high school. However, the SAT is not a mandatory test. Itis
usually limited to students pursuing post-secondary school education,
and generally does not reflect the entire student body.

For the graduating class of 2003, the statewide average SAT score was
1026. SAT scores in the county range from 938 (Uniontown) to 1042
(Albert Gallatin). The following table outlines SAT scores as well as
previously noted statistics regarding expenditure per student, housing
cost, and income rates for school districts.

Highlighted in this table are the highest and lowest values for each
category. This side-by-side comparison shows that the highest test
scores are not necessarily achieved in the most affluent districts (those
districts that have higher expenditure per student, higher average housing
price, or lower numbers of low-income residents). In addition, the
lowest test scores are not necessarily achieved in the least affluent
districts. This table indicates that school quality does not directly
correlate to affluence.

Table 5-52
Fayette County 2003 SAT Scores and Quality Indicators
2000
2003 SAT| _ 2002 Average | 2002 Student
Expenditure ) Low Income
Scores Housing
per Student Rates
Cost
Albert Gallatin 1042 $ 7,787 | $ 59,513 55.0%
Laurel Highlands 1034 $ 8,054 | $ 74,050 41.9%
Southmoreland 1029 $ 7,384 | $ 55,200 35.2%
Statewide Average 1026 $ 8,295 - -
Frazier 989 $ 8,433 | $ 68,800 29.9%
Belle Vernon 984 $ 7,392 | $ 59,500 24.7%
Brownsville 977 $ 8,069 | $ 44,200 88.6%
Connellsville 959 $ 8,406 | $ 63,480 53.5%
Uniontown 938 $ 8,923 | $ 63,938 56.6%

Source: Pittsburgh Post-Gazette; Standard & Poor's School Evaluation
Services; PA Department of Education; U.S. Bureau of the Census
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HOMEOWNERSHIP AND RENTAL HOUSING FORECASTS

Housing Demand

This section describes the relative demand for housing in Fayette County through
2008. Housing demand is based on household projections by age and income in the
county from 2004 to 2008, and is considered for both owner and renter households.
Determining factors of housing demand and its impact on tenure include:

e Households
e Age of the population
e Household income

Housing demand projections are based on data developed by Claritas, Inc. The
Claritas data set distinguishes households by age and income at the block group
level. The data was then aggregated to the market area level. Although every
effort has been made to ensure the projections are accurate, projections by their
very nature can contain discrepancies. Generally, the larger the area, the more
accurate the projection. In smaller geographic areas, there is a higher chance that
the projection may be inaccurate when compared to hard data.

In addition, boundary alignments between different data sets introduce another
variable into the projections. While the Claritas data set was developed at the block
group level, two block groups cross market area boundaries. As a result, those
geographic areas have the possibility of being less accurate than other market areas
in the county.

The following table outlines the market areas and their component municipalities
and block groups.
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Table 6-1
Fayette County Market Areas, Municipalities, and Block Groups
Municialit Census Block Municipalit Census Block
unicipality Tract Group unicipality Tract Group
Belle Vernon 1 Bullskin 1
Everson 2 Connellsville Twp 2604.01 2
Fayette City 2601 3 Dunbar Borough 3
Jefferson 4 Dunbar Twp 1
Lower Tyrone 5 Vanderbilt 2
Newell 1 Dawson 2604.02 3
Perry 2 4
Perryopolis 2602 3 2606 1
District 1 Upper Tyrone 4 District 7 2 (part)
Washington 5 1
12' 2609 :23
2603 3 7
4 1
T 2626 >
2611 2 1
3 2633 2 (part)
2633 2 (part) Franklin 2610 1
Brownsville Borough 1 Menallen 2
Brownsville Twp 2612 2 District 8 1
Luzerne 3 2615 2
Redstone 4 3
1 4
2 North Union 1
2613 3 South Union 2616 2
— 4 3
District 2 3 T
1 2
> 2617 3
3 4
2614 4 1
5 2
3 2618 3
7 4
Fairchance 1 1
Georges 2 - 2
German 2628 3 District 9 2620 3
Masontown 4 4
Smithfield 5 1
6 2621 2
1 3
2 1
District 3 2629 3 2
7 2624 3
5 4
1 1
2 2
2630 3 2625 3
4 4
2632 1 Connellsville City 2 (part)
2 South Connellsville 2606 3
Nicholson 1 4
Point Marion 2 1
District 4 |Springhill 2631 i 2607 g
= District 10 7
Henry Clay 1 1
Markleysburg 2 2
_— Ohiopyle 3 2608 3
District 5 Stewart 2627 7 7
Wharton 5 5
6 Uniontown 1
Saltlick 1 2
Springfield 2 2619 3
District 6 2605 3 4
4 5
5 1
District 11 2
2622 3
4
5
1
2
2623 3
4
Source: Mullin & Lonergan Associates, Inc.
T 1
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Household composition (age and income) was the primary determinant of housing
demand in Fayette County. Although race often is a consideration in household
formation, the population of Fayette County is predominately white (95.3% in
2000). Since the minority population makes up less than 5% of the general
population, household formation specific to minority groups is not expected to
make a significant difference in countywide household formation.

There were 59,969 households in the county in 2000. Projections indicate that
through 2008 there will be a greater percentage increase in households (4.4%,
2,641) than in population (0.1%, 221). This larger increase can be attributed to the
continued trend toward smaller households.** Household composition, size and
tenure will impact the county because of the differing rates at which different
household types own their own homes (married couple households tend to own
their own homes at a greater rate than do single-parent households, for example).
The continued trend toward smaller households and a decreasing rate in two-parent
households may lessen demand for homeowner housing.

Fayette County’s homeownership rate (73.2%) is higher than the state as a whole
(71.3%). The continued high rate of homeownership is supported by generally
favorable economic and market conditions. Interest rates for home mortgages,
although rising, are still historically low. In addition, innovative financing
alternatives have enabled many low-wealth and low-income households to become
homeowners in recent years. Because of increasing employment trends, median
household income is rising. And, typically, income rises with age.
Homeownership in the county has risen as the population has aged and more
persons have entered their peak earning years.

According to the Claritas data set, there will be 2,641 new households between
2000 and 2008, with 1,682 new households between 2004 and 2008. In
consideration of the many trends regarding household composition and size, it is
anticipated that homeownership in the county will continue to increase. Because of
the already significant homeownership rate in the county, the rate of increase over
the next five years will not be as fast as in previous years. Annual homeownership
rate changes between 2004 and 2008 have been calculated at the market area level,
as shown in the following table.

12 Reasons for the trend toward smaller households are based on changing household composition: deferred
age of first marriage, increased divorce rates, and long life expectancy.
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Table 6-2
Fayette County Projected Annual Homeownership Rate Changes

Rate Change
Market Area 1 0.0536%
Market Area 2 0.2389%
Market Area 3 -0.1057%
Market Area 4 0.0887%
Market Area 5 0.0617%
Market Area 6 -0.0166%
Market Area 7 0.3179%
Market Area 8 0.2488%
Market Area 9 0.0280%
Market Area 10 -0.0976%
Market Area 11 -0.1593%

Source: Claritas, Inc.; Mullin & Lonergan Associates, Inc.

The following table shows the projected total new households in Fayette County
from 2004 to 2008. The total household growth represents gross demand.
Subsequent sections further define the potential needs of homeowners and renters
based on age and income characteristics.

Table 6-3
Fayette County Household Change — 2004-2008

Total Estimated Total Projected Annual Change Total
Households | Households | Households | Household Growth | in Households | Households

2000 2001-2003* 2004 2004-2008 2004-2008 2008
Fayette County 59,969 959 60,928 336 1,682 62,610
Market Area 1 7,518 128 7,645 44 219 7,864
Market Area 2 6,111 (12) 6,099 (6) (32) 6,067
Market Area 3 7,506 99 7,605 35 177 7,782
Market Area 4 2,466 49 2,515 19 94 2,609
Market Area 5 2,503 88 2,591 31 156 2,747
Market Area 6 2,544 97 2,641 34 171 2,812
Market Area 7 7,467 165 7,631 59 293 7,924
Market Area 8 2,822 23 2,845 8 39 2,884
Market Area 9 10,368 232 10,600 80 400 11,000
Market Area 10 5,242 52 5,294 18 89 5,383
Market Area 11 5,423 39 5,462 15 76 5,538

Source: Claritas, Inc.; Mullin & Lonergan Associates, Inc.
* Since the Claritas projections begin with 2004, 2001-2003 household growth has been estimated
based on the number of existing households in 2000 and the projected growth in 2004.

i Households by Income

Increases in households are projected to occur in all income categories over
$35,000. The categories of households expected to increase the most by
2008 are those with incomes between $50,000 and $124,999. Approximately
4,568 households fall into that income range. Decreases in households will
occur in the less than $15,000 and $15,000-$24,999 categories.

All market areas expect Area 2 have projected household increases. All areas
except Area 11 show decreases in the lower two income categories (less than
$15,000 and $15,000-$24,999). Market Areas 7 & 9 post the largest
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increases in households with incomes of $100,000 or more. The following
table shows the change in number of households by income by market area.

Table 6-4
Fayette County Change in Households by Household Income — 2004-2008
Projected net Annual Household Income ($)

change in [ ess than | 15,000- | 25,000- | 35,000- | 50,000- | 75,000- | 100,000- | 125,000- | 150,000-
households | 15000 | 24,999 | 34,999 | 49,999 | 74,999 | 99,999 | 124,999 | 149,999 | 199,099 | 200:000*
Fayette County 2,641 (2,925 (1.314)] (275) 686] 1,079 1,958 1,531 033 538 352
Market Area 1 347 309)]  (252) (40) 89 154 267 238 144 40 25
Market Area 2 (44) (368)]  (208) 4 105 15 170 122 66 22 27
Market Area 3 276 (480)] (135) en] 155 130 129 254 82 73 26
Market Area 4 143 (88) (32) (12) 23 78 62 53 34 13 9
Market Area 5 244 (100) (40) (52) @] 155 155 65 42 12 18
Market Area 6 268 (72) (43) (15) 31 60 172 62 38 23 5
Market Area 7 458 (363)] @sy| @oe)| 129 21 398 314 169 45 26
Market Area 8 62 (122) (86) (95) (28) 95 134 46 67 30 22
Market Area 9 632 @20 (269) 37 83 199 291 248 150 197 127
Market Area 10 141 262 (102) 35 60 145 99 57 83 33 32
Market Area 11 115 (341) 3 86 44 27 82 73 59 51 36

Source: Claritas, Inc.; Mullin & Lonergan Associates, Inc.

ii. Households by Age

Increases in households are projected to occur in all age categories except 35-
44 and 65-74. The categories of households expected to increase the most by
2008 correlate to the baby boom generation (45-54 and 55-64 year olds) and
those persons 75 and over. Approximately 3,601 households fall into the
baby boom age range, and 965 households fall into the 75+ age range. The
following table shows the change in number of households by income by
market area.

Table 6-5
Fayette County Change in Households by Age of Head of Household — 2004-2008

Projected net 75 and
change in 15-24 25-34 35-44 45-54 55-64 65-74
households over
Fayette County 2,641 123 158 | (1,633) 696 2,905 (651) 965
Market Area 1 347 (19) 41 (188) 171 207 (21) 165
Market Area 2 (44) 6 87 (236) 36 199 (213) 76
Market Area 3 276 81 (25) (172) (23) 494 (120) (28)
Market Area 4 143 27 (25) (80) 40 96 15 67
Market Area 5 244 10 (24) 3) 56 154 11 47
Market Area 6 268 7 (47) 23 77 119 44 38
Market Area 7 458 62 46 (416) 216 304 16 166
Market Area 8 62 33 (31) (136) 2 120 3 72
Market Area 9 632 (23) 35 (191) (40) 672 (24) 213
Market Area 10 141 9 (11) (137) 167 188 (115) 77
Market Area 11 115 (69) 113 (98) (5) 353 (247) 73

Source: Claritas, Inc.; Mullin & Lonergan Associates, Inc.

B. Demand Projections

Demand has been calculated for six age and income groups, defined below, and for
both owner and renter housing units. Projections also include estimates of how
demand will be met — either through the pool of existing housing units in the
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county, or through new construction, based on past construction trends. Discussion
of demand specific to owner and renter housing units can be found in subsequent
sections.

Demand was estimated by six different household types:

e Low-income households are households with an annual income under
$25,000. Low-income households are seeking the lowest price housing
units and include all age groups up to age 65.

e First-time homebuyers are generally younger householders in the
market for sales housing, ages 25 to 44 years old. First time homebuyers
have annual household incomes that range from $25,000-$75,000.

e Affordable households are homebuyers who do not fit the profile of
first time homebuyers due to age. Affordable households are
householders age 45 to 64 years old, with annual household incomes
between $25,000-$75,000. Affordable households also encompass those
households between 25 and 44 who are in the rental market, and
therefore not covered by the first-time homebuyer category.

e Move-up households are households relocating from existing housing
units and from beyond the county’s borders. Move-up households have
annual incomes of over $75,000 and are looking to move into larger
units. Young professionals purchasing their first home may also be
considered move-up households, looking for more expensive housing
than a typical starter home. Move-up households were considered in all
age brackets from 25 to 64 years old.

e High-income households include households with annual incomes in
excess of $100,000, and include households up to age 65 that may be
seeking the most expensive homes. This income category was further
broken out into two categories — households with annual incomes
between $100,000-$200,000, and households above $200,000.

e Elderly households are households age 65 and over, regardless of
income. These households are seeking housing alternatives in order to
reduce the size of their dwelling, reduce maintenance on a dwelling, or
move into a multifamily unit.

Persons relocating to the county were not identified separately due to the
constraints of available data. These households consist of new households
relocating to the county who are expected to be either low-income persons seeking
affordable housing, or more experienced professional workers who would be
included in the higher income categories.

The following tables outline housing unit demand projections for each market area
of the county. The first section of each table outlines the projected household
change for each household type by tenure. The second section carries over only the
positive changes in projected households, and assumes that each new household
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will correlate to demand for a housing unit.*® The third section outlines how unit
demand will be met — by the existing housing pool, or through new construction.*
The final section further breaks out the high-income category into two
subcategories, and projects housing demand for each subcategory.

4

Although potential housing prices have not been calculated for each household
type, a general rule in the housing industry is that homebuyers can afford
approximately 2.5-3 times their annual salary for housing.

3 Because household growth is not occurring across all household types, calculations are based on those
household types with only positive growth. Housing preferences also come into play in this calculation.
For example, Market Area 1 shows a loss of 314 low-income households and a gain of 381 higher income
households. Although the numbers suggest that most of the new higher income households could be
absorbed by the existing pool of units vacated by the lower-income households, persons with annual
household incomes of $100,000 or more are not likely to be interested in units previously occupied by
persons with annual household incomes of under $25,000. Because of greater potential discrepancies in
smaller numbers, demand of 10 units or less was not calculated.

14 This section accounts for movement within the pool of existing housing, either by sales or rental of
existing stock, or by rehabilitation efforts that may put underutilized housing units back into the housing
pool. It also accounts for households that may have moved between household types because of income or
age changes but are not in the market for a new housing unit.
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Table 6-6
Fayette County Change Housing Unit Demand (Market Area 1) — 2000-2008

Household Change 2000-2008

new new owner new renter
households | households | households
low income -314 -219 -95

first time -109 -66 -
affordable 22 23 -45
move up 233 178 55
higher income 381 298 83
elderly 144 136 8
total 356 350 6

Housing Unit Need
for sale rental
total . )

units units
low income 0 0 0
first time 0 0 0
affordable 23 23 0
move up 233 178 55
higher income 381 298 83
elderly 136 136 0
total 773 635 138

Demand to be met by: owner renter
Existing Housing (Sales/Rental/Rehab) 466 80
New Construction 169 58
Total 635 138

higher income new new new

household breakout households owner renter
higher income 381 298 83
100K-200K 357 279 78
200K+ 24 19 5

Source: Claritas, Inc; Mullin & Lonergan Associates, Inc.
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Table 6-7

Household Change 2000-2008

new new owner | new renter
households | households | households
low income -231 -126 -105
first time -46 -10 -
affordable -15 6 -57
move up 164 134 30
higher income 220 177 43
elderly -137 -75 -62
total -45 106 -151
Housing Unit Need
for sale rental
total . .
units units
low income 0 0 0
first time 0 0 0
affordable 0 0 0
move up 164 134 30
higher income 220 177 43
elderly 0 0 0
total 384 311 73
Demand to be met by: owner renter
Existing Housing (Sales/Rental/Rehab) 246 18
New Construction 65 55
Total 311 73
higher income new new new
household breakout households owner renter
higher income 220 177 43
100K-200K 189 151 38
200K+ 31 25 6

Source: Claritas, Inc; Mullin & Lonergan Associates, Inc.

Fayette County Change Housing Unit Demand (Market Area 2) — 2000-2008
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Table 6-8

Household Change 2000-2008

new new owner | new renter
households | households | households
low income -229 -174 -55
first time -131 -96 -
affordable 178 139 4
move up 130 97 33
higher income 407 311 96
elderly -148 -138 -10
total 207 139 68
Housing Unit Need
for sale rental
total . .
units units
low income 0 0 0
first time 0 0 0
affordable 178 139 4
move up 130 97 33
higher income 407 311 96
elderly 0 0 0
total 715 547 133
Demand to be met by: owner renter
Existing Housing (Sales/Rental/Rehab) 327 75
New Construction 220 58
Total 547 133
higher income new new new
household breakout households owner renter
higher income 407 311 96
100K-200K 379 290 89
200K+ 28 21 7

Source: Claritas, Inc; Mullin & Lonergan Associates, Inc.

Fayette County Change Housing Unit Demand (Market Area 3) — 2000-2008
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Table 6-9

Household Change 2000-2008

new new owner | new renter
households | households | households
low income -73 -47 -26
first time -46 -28 -
affordable 22 21 -17
move up 60 48 12
higher income 95 78 17
elderly 82 72 10
total 140 144 -4
Housing Unit Need
for sale rental
total . .
units units
low income 0 0 0
first time 0 0 0
affordable 21 21 0
move up 60 48 12
higher income 95 78 17
elderly 82 72 10
total 258 219 39
Demand to be met by: owner renter
Existing Housing (Sales/Rental/Rehab) 123 0
New Construction 96 39
Total 219 39
higher income new new new
household breakout households owner renter
higher income 95 78 17
100K-200K 91 74 17
200K+ 4 3 1

Source: Claritas, Inc; Mullin & Lonergan Associates, Inc.

Fayette County Change Housing Unit Demand (Market Area 4) — 2000-2008
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Table 6-10

Fayette County Change Housing Unit Demand (Market Area 5) — 2000-2008

Household Change 2000-2008

new new owner | new renter
households | households | households
low income -117 -87 -30)
first time -25 -15 -
affordable 63 64 -11
move up 133 118 15
higher income 139 127 12
elderly 58 47 11
total 251 254 -3
Housing Unit Need
for sale rental
total . )
units units
low income 0 0 0
first time 0 0 0
affordable 64 64 0
move up 133 118 15
higher income 139 127 12
elderly 58 47 11
total 394 356 38
Demand to be met by: owner renter
Existing Housing (Sales/Rental/Rehab) 239 0
New Construction 117 38
Total 356 38
higher income new new new
household breakout households owner renter
higher income 139 127 12
100K-200K 120 110 10|
200K+ 19 17 2

Source: Claritas, Inc; Mullin & Lonergan Associates, Inc.

June 2005
Page 152



Fayette County

Housing Market Analysis

MULLIN
LONERGAN

ASSOCIATES

Table 6-11

Fayette County Change Housing Unit Demand (Market Area 6) — 2000-2008

Household Change 2000-2008

new new owner | new renter
households | households | households
low income -90 -73 -17

first time -25 -18 -
affordable 43 43 -7
move up 148 140 8
higher income 103 96 7
elderly 82 70 12
total 261 258 3

Housing Unit Need
for sale rental
total . .

units units
low income 0 0 0
first time 0 0 0
affordable 43 43 0
move up 140 140 0
higher income 96 96 0
elderly 82 70 12
total 361 349 12

Demand to be met by: owner renter
Existing Housing (Sales/Rental/Rehab) 192 0
New Construction 157 12
Total 349 12

higher income new new new

household breakout households owner renter
higher income 103 96 7
100K-200K 97 91 6
200K+ 6 6 0

Source: Claritas, Inc; Mullin & Lonergan Associates, Inc.
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Table 6-12

new new owner | new renter
households | households | households
low income -365 -267 -98
first time -226 -144 -
affordable -92 -46 -128
move up 400 369 31
higher income 493 451 42
elderly 181 201 -20
total 392 564 -173
Housing Unit Need
for sale rental
total . .
units units
low income 0 0 0
first time 0 0 0
affordable 0 0 0
move up 400 369 31
higher income 493 451 42
elderly 201 201 0
total 1094 1021 73
Demand to be met by: owner renter
Existing Housing (Sales/Rental/Rehab) 614 18
New Construction 407 55
Total 1021 73
higher income new new new
household breakout households owner renter
higher income 493 451 42
100K-200K 483 440 43
200K+ 10 11 -1

Source: Claritas, Inc; Mullin & Lonergan Associates, Inc.

Fayette County Change Housing Unit Demand (Market Area 7) — 2000-2008
Household Change 2000-2008
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Table 6-13

new new owner | new renter
households | households | households
low income -172 -110 -62
first time -66 -36 -
affordable -51 -34 -47
move up 132 111 21
higher income 145 125 20
elderly 75 86 -11
total 63 142 -79
Housing Unit Need
for sale rental
total . .
units units
low income 0 0 0
first time 0 0 0
affordable 0 0 0
move up 132 111 21
higher income 145 125 20
elderly 86 86 0
total 363 322 41
Demand to be met by: owner renter
Existing Housing (Sales/Rental/Rehab) 211 0
New Construction 111 41
Total 322 41
higher income new new new
household breakout households owner renter
higher income 145 125 20
100K-200K 127 109 18
200K+ 18 15 3

Source: Claritas, Inc; Mullin & Lonergan Associates, Inc.

Fayette County Change Housing Unit Demand (Market Area 8) — 2000-2008
Household Change 2000-2008
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Table 6-14

Household Change 2000-2008

new new owner | new renter
households | households | households
low income -437 -298 -139
first time -135 -78 -
affordable 130 112 -39
move up 280 217 63
higher income 615 476 139
elderly 189 163 26
total 642 592 50
Housing Unit Need
for sale rental
total . .
units units
low income 0 0 0
first time 0 0 0
affordable 130 112 0
move up 280 217 63
higher income 615 476 139
elderly 189 163 26
total 1214 968 228
Demand to be met by: owner renter
Existing Housing (Sales/Rental/Rehab) 668 166
New Construction 300 62
Total 968 228
higher income new new new
household breakout households owner renter
higher income 615 476 139
100K-200K 514 397 117
200K+ 101 78 23

Source: Claritas, Inc; Mullin & Lonergan Associates, Inc.

Fayette County Change Housing Unit Demand (Market Area 9) — 2000-2008
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Table 6-15

new new owner | new renter
households | households | households
low income -160 -93 -67
first time -20 -16 -
affordable 145 94 47
move up 64 36 28
higher income 186 115 71
elderly -38 -36 -2
total 177 100 77
Housing Unit Need
for sale rental
total . .
units units
low income 0 0 0
first time 0 0 0
affordable 145 94 a7
move up 64 36 28
higher income 186 115 71
elderly 0 0 0
total 394 245 145
Demand to be met by: owner renter
Existing Housing (Sales/Rental/Rehab) 206 87
New Construction 39 58
Total 245 145
higher income new new new
household breakout households owner renter
higher income 186 115 71
100K-200K 162 100 62
200K+ 24 15 9

Source: Claritas, Inc; Mullin & Lonergan Associates, Inc.

Fayette County Change Housing Unit Demand (Market Area 10) — 2000-2008
Household Change 2000-2008

June 2005
Page 157



Fayette County

Housing Market Analysis

MULLIN
LONERGAN

ASSOCIATES

Table 6-16

Fayette County Change Housing Unit Demand (Market Area 11) — 2000-2008

Household Change 2000-2008

new new owner | new renter
households | households | households
low income -69 -52 -17

first time 3 -7 -
affordable 62 23 49
move up 96 45 51
higher income 202 98 104
elderly -174 -115 -59
total 120 -8 128

Housing Unit Need
for sale rental
total . .

units units
low income 0 0 0
first time 10 0 0
affordable 62 23 49
move up 96 45 51
higher income 202 98 104
elderly 0 0 0
total 370 166 204

Demand to be met by: owner renter
Existing Housing (Sales/Rental/Rehab) 161 143
New Construction 5 61
Total 166 204

higher income new new new

household breakout households owner renter
higher income 202 98 104
100K-200K 179 86 93
200K+ 23 11 12

Source: Claritas, Inc; Mullin & Lonergan Associates, Inc.

C. Homeownership Needs

i Homeownership Demand Forecast

The forecast for homeownership demand in Fayette County is for
approximately 5,139 homes between 2000 and 2008. The homeownership
demand will primarily be met through the sale of existing homes. New
construction to accommodate the increasing demand for housing units
will be needed for about 1,688 households. The annual average
homeownership demand (existing and new construction) is predicted to be
about 642 units. New construction demand is predicted to be approximately
211 units per year. The homeowner housing demand in the county will be
generated by buyers in the affordable, move up, higher income, and elderly
housing types. No demand for low-income or first-time homebuyer

households is predicted.
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ii. Segments of the Sales Housing Market that are Inadequately Served

The following table compares the supply and demand characteristics of sales
housing in the county by market area. The table focuses on all household
types with the exception of elderly households, which are not broken out by

income.
Table 6-17
Comparison of Vacant For-Sale Units to Market Demand
low income affordable and first-time move up and
households . .
(up to $25,000 homebuyer househplds higher income homebuyer households
- (up to $75,000 annual income) (above $75,000 annual income)
annual income)
purchase | purchase purchase purchase
purchase price price price price price
under $80,000 | $80,000- | $125,000- | annual $150,000- $250,000 or | annual
$124,999 | $149,999 | demand $249,999 more demand
vacant | annual | vacant vacant vacant vacant
for sale | demand| for sale for sale for sale for sale
District 1 55 1 9 3 2 2 60
District 2 64 5 - 39
District 3 72 15 17 - 51
District 4 30 3 2 3 - 16
District 5 17 2 8 - 31
District 6 17 6 5 - 30
District 7 58 7 - - 103
District 8 23 1 - - - 30
District 9 34 - 16 - 14 9 7 87
District 10 28 - - - 12 - - 19
District 11 44 - 11 - 3 - - 18

source: US Bureau of the Census; Mullin & Lonergan Associates, Inc.

The disparity between available housing and housing demand is significant.
For low income households, there is a large existing supply of for-sale
housing, but no demand (with the possible exception of elderly households).
Demand for affordable and first-time homebuyers is low, as is the supply.
However, this supply and demand appears to balance each other out in most
market areas.

The greatest unmet need is in the move up and higher income homebuyer
households. Although only 20 units for this category of homebuyer were for
sale in 2000, the estimated annual need for homes $150,000 and up is over
480 units. All of the market areas are underserved with housing for sale
within this price range.

D. Rental Housing Needs

i Demand Forecast for Rental Housing Units

The forecast for rental unit demand in Fayette County is for approximately
1,123 units between 2000 and 2008. The rental demand will be met
approximately equally between the rental of existing units and new
construction. New construction to accommodate rental unit demand will
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be needed for about 536 households. The annual average rental unit
demand (existing and new construction) is predicted to be about 140 units.
New construction demand is predicted to be approximately 67 units per year.
The rental housing demand in the county will be generated by buyers in the
affordable, move up, higher income, and elderly housing types. No demand
for low-income households is predicted.

ii. Segments of the Rental Market that are Inadequately Served

As with for sale housing, the following table compares the supply and
demand characteristics of rental housing in the county by market area. The
table focuses on all household types with the exception of elderly households,
which are not broken out by income. It was assumed that a household could
afford a monthly rent at approximately 10%-15% of their gross household

income.
Table 6-18
Comparison of Vacant Rental Units to Market Demand
low income affordable households . move up and
households higher income households
(up to $25,000 | (UP t© $75,000 annual (above $75,000
. income) .
annual income) annual income)
rent under $300 rent $300- rent $750 or
$749 annual more annual
vacant | annual vacant demand vacant demand
for rent | demand| for rent for rent
District 1 35 - 57 - - 17
District 2 136 - 108 - 6 9
District 3 92 - 26 1 - 16
District 4 40 - 28 - - 4
District 5 9 - 26 - - 3
District 6 22 - 11 - - -
District 7 43 - 58 - - 9
District 8 32 - 14 - - 5
District 9 127 - 113 - 7 25
District 10 86 - 122 6 - 12
District 11 142 - 307 6 - 19

source: US Bureau of the Census; Mullin & Lonergan Associates, Inc.

Again, the disparity between available rental housing and housing demand is
significant. For low income households, there is a large existing supply of
rental housing, but no demand (with the possible exception of elderly
households). Rental demand for affordable households is low, but a
significant supply exists. And the greatest unmet need is again found in the
move up and higher income rental households. All of the market areas are
underserved with rental housing within this price range.

One possible explanation for this disparity on the rental side is that
households with higher incomes may choose to live in rental units that cost
less than 10% of their gross income. In an affordable housing location such
as Fayette County, the market may not bear higher housing costs even if
households can afford them. In addition, the high rate of homeownership in
the county infers that most people with high incomes in the county who can
afford higher rents can easily purchase a home.
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E. Comparison to Existing Construction Trends

To see if the county’s construction is keeping pace with demand, comparison of
building permit data from 2000-2003, as well as the first two quarters of 2004, was
conducted. Two sources for building permit data were used: the U.S. Census
Bureau, and the Fayette County Office of Planning, Zoning, and Economic
Development.

Building permit data is compiled on a monthly basis by the U.S. Census Bureau at
the county level, as well as from selected municipalities. This source offers general
data for number of units by type and total cost of construction. The following table
outlines the available census permit data.
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Table 6-19
Fayette County Building Permit Activity — 2000-2004 (second quarter)

2000

2001

2002

units

total cost

cost/unit

units

total cost

cost/unit

units

total cost

cost/unit

Countywide

single family

292

$ 18,226,974

$ 62,421.14

248

$ 33,383,098

$

134,609.27

266

$ 34,538,878

$

129,845.41

two units

$ 15,000

$

7,500.00

three or four units

$ 120,000

$

30,000.00

$

41,666.67

five or more units

3,814,176

$ 63,569.60

$ 250,000
$ 335,000

$

30,454.55

Connellsville
City

single family

$ 85,000

$

42,500.00

$ 105,000

$

105,000.00

two units

three or four units

150,000

50,000.00

five or more units

»|e

200,000

Rl Rl

33,333.33

Connellsville
Twp

single family

401,890

$ 80,378.00

$ 370,000

185,000.00

$ 537,500

76,785.71

two units

three or four units

five or more units

Ohiopyle

single family

N/A

two units

N/A

three or four units

N/A

five or more units

N/A

Perryopolis

single family

100,000

$ 100,000.00

110,000.00

$ 1,504,000

$

150,400.00

two units

three or four units

five or more units

South Union

single family

$

4,002,000

$ 142,928.57

23

$ 3,363,399

146,234.74

$ 3,735,107

$

128,796.79

two units

three or four units

$ 120,000

$

30,000.00

five or more units

Uniontown

single family

104,152

$ 52,076.00

two units

$

7,500.00

three or four units

five or more units

3,814,176

$  63,569.60

Washington

single family

two units

150,000

$ 150,000.00

three or four units

five or more units

Wharton

single family

$

1,057,400

$ 62,200.00

$ 995,200

$

62,200.00

$ 1,057,400

$

62,200.00

two units

three or four units

five or more units

Portion of
County under
Countywide
Zoning*

single family

$

12,016,982

$ 53,172.49

$ 28,349,499

$

139,652.70

two units

three or four units

five or more units

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census
* labeled as "Unincporporated" by Census Bureau
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Table 6-20
Fayette County Building Permit Activity — 2000-2004 (second quarter) (continued)
2003 Q1&Q2, 2004 Total
units | total cost cost/unit units | total cost cost/unit units | total cost cost/unit
single family 239] $ 29,027,995 | $ 121,456.05 138 $ 17,464,801 | $ 126,556.53 | 1183| $ 132,641,746 | $ 112,123.20
Countywide two units 2] $ 190,000 | $  95,000.00 2| $ 207,000 | $ 103,500.00 6] $ 412,000 | $ 68,666.67
three or four units 3| $ 100,000 | $ 33,333.33 8| $ 500,000 | $ 62,500.00 21] $ 970,000 | $ 46,190.48
five or more units 5| $ 135,000 | $ 27,000.00 | - - - 761 $ 4,284,176 | $ 56,370.74
single family 2]$ 194,000 | $ 97,000.00 1l s 45,000 | $  45,000.00 6] $ 429,000 [ $  71,500.00
Connellsville  |two units - - - - - - -
City three or four units - - - - - - 3| $ 150,000 | $ 50,000.00
five or more units - - - - - $ 200,000 | $ 33,333.33
single family 5] $ 590,358 | $ 118,071.60 3] $ 381,072 | $ 127,024.00 22| $ 2,280,820 | $ 103,673.64
Connellsville |two units - - - - - - -
Twp three or four units
five or more units
single family
. two units
Ohiopyte three or four units
five or more units - - - - - - - - -
single family 12| $ 1,845,000 | $ 153,750.00 9]$ 1,500,000 | $ 166,666.67] 34| $ 5,169,000 | $ 152,029.41
Perryopolis o units - = = - = = = = -
three or four units
five or more units - - - - - - - - -
single family 31| $ 4,707,984 | $ 151,87045| 24| $ 3,278,000 | $ 136,583.33] 135] $ 19,086,490 | $ 141,381.41
South Union two units 2| $ 190,000 | $ 95,000.00 2] $ 207,000 | $ 103,500.00 4] $ 397,000 | $ 99,250.00
three or four units - - 8| $ 500,000 | $ 62,500.00 12] $ 620,000 | $ 51,666.67
five or more units - - - - -
single family - - - - - - 2| $ 104,152 | $ 52,076.00
Uniontown two units _ - - - - - - 2| $ 15,000 | $ 7,500.00
three or four units - - - - - - - - -
five or more units - - - - - - 60l $ 3,814,176 | $ 63,569.60
single family - - - - - - 1] $ 150,000 | $ 150,000.00
Washington Iwo units - . -
three or four units
five or more units - - - - - - - - -
single family 14] $ 870,800 | $ 62,200.00 8| $ 497,600 | $  62,200.00 72| $ 4,478,400 | $ 62,200.00
Wharton two units _ - - - - - - - -
three or four units
five or more units - - - - - - - - -
Portion of single family 175 $ 20,819,853 | $ 118,970.59 93] $ 11,763,129 [ $ 126,485.26 697] $ 72,949,463 | $ 104,662.07
County under |two units - - - - - - - - -
Countywide |three or four units 3| $ 100,000 | $ 33,333.33| - - - 3| $ 100,000 [ $ 33,333.33
Zoning* five or more units 5| $ 135,000 | $ 27,000.00 | - - - 5| $ 135,000 | $ 27,000.00

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census
* labeled as "Unincporporated" by Census Bureau

The total number of single family units constructed per year since 2000 ranges
from 239 in 2003 to 292 in 2000. The mid-year total of 138 units in 2004 suggests
that the final total for that year will fall within the range set by previous years.
Although the permit data does not indicate whether a unit will be owner- or renter-
occupied, a general comparison to the annual new construction demand number of
211 units shows that the existing pace of single family construction is sufficient to
keep up with demand.

In contrast, the total number of multifamily units constructed per year ranged from
10 units in 2003 to 60 in 2000, with the mid-year total of 10 units in 2004 again
suggesting a final total falling within the pre-existing range. In comparison to the
annual new construction demand number of 67 units, existing construction trends
fall far short of demand for rental units. This disparity may be due to several
factors, including existence of existing, lower quality rental stock potentially
skewing data, a reluctance in the construction market to develop housing units
other than traditional single family units, and zoning codes that may be inhospitable
to alternative housing types.
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Raw building permit data from the County Planning, Zoning, and Economic
Development department can further explain the housing supply in response to
demand. Data was obtained for the first two quarters of 2004 for the 32
municipalities for which the County administers its zoning ordinance. This
information is for the total amount of new construction building permits issued, and
does not take into account that some permits are obtained to replace existing
housing (usually mobile or modular homes), or that some permits are reissued for
previously existing permits that have expired. As a result, totals are larger than
those reported by the Census Bureau. However, this data can give a more focused
picture than the census-reported countywide totals. The following table outlines
this data.
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Table 6-21
Fayette County Building Permit Activity —2004 (second quarter)
building average
permit count unit cost
Belle Vernon 1 $ 25,000.00
Bullskin 30 $ 115,068.97
Dunbar Borough 6 $ 62,600.00
Dunbar Township 26 $ 128,793.48
Everson 1 $ 50,000.00
Fairchance 3 $ 34,800.00
Franklin 14 $ 94,171.43
Georges 30 $ 69,079.33
German 15 $ 131,423.33
Jefferson 5 $ 132,875.00
Lower Tyrone 2 $ 20,500.00
Luzerne 8 $ 118,375.00
Markleysburg 1 $ 92,000.00
Menallen 20 $ 121,050.00
Newell 3 $ 108,666.67
Nicholson 4 $ 55,125.00
North Union 30 $ 106,731.03
Perry 4 $ 63,000.00
Redstone 11 $ 72,336.36
Saltlick 9 $ 60,437.50
Smithfield 1 $ 100,000.00
Springfield 13 $ 75,292.31
Springhill 19 $ 75,647.06
Upper Tyrone 8 $ 136,750.00
multifamily 3 $ 52,083.33
modular 53 $ 58,277.36
mobile home 20 $ 9,755.00
new construction 187 $ 113,930.11

Source: Fayette County Office of Planning,

Zoning, and Community Development

Permit activity is highest in Bullskin, Dunbar, Georges, Menallen, and North Union
townships, ranging between 20-30 permits in the first two quarters of 2004. These
municipalities have all experienced recent infrastructure activity.

Areas with the highest per unit cost include Dunbar, German, Jefferson, Menallen,
and Upper Tyrone townships. In these townships, per unit cost ranges between
$121,050 and $136,750. Areas with the lowest per unit cost include Lower Tyrone
and Nicholson townships, and the boroughs of Belle VVernon, Everson, and
Fairchance. Per unit cost in these municipalities ranges between $20,500 and
$55,125.

Housing unit cost by type also varies greatly. Stated construction costs included:

Mobile homes — average of $9,755 per unit

Modular homes — average of $58,277.36 per unit

Multifamily units — average of $52,083.33 per unit
Single family new construction — average of $113,930.11 per unit
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7. ASSESSMENT OF AFFORDABLE HOUSING NEEDS

A. Low Income Households

As described previously in this report, HUD establishes income range levels to
identify extremely low, low, and moderate income households. Most federally-
funded programs provide assistance to households and individuals with annual
incomes equal to 80 percent of the median family income (MFI). For this reason,
this section of the report will focus on those households and individuals.

i. Poverty Level

Each year the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services (HHS)
establishes poverty thresholds by which many federally-funded programs
determine eligibility for assistance. In 2000, the national poverty threshold
for a family of four was an annual income of no more than $17,050. That
same year, the Census reported that 5,739 Fayette County families had
incomes below the level of poverty. This was equivalent to 14 percent of all
family households, or approximately one in every seven households.

For families with children, particularly female-headed households with
children under the age of five, the statistics were worse. Among female-
headed family households, the rate of poverty was 35.8 percent. The rate
rose significantly to 65.7 percent among female-headed family households
with children younger than five.

For families and individuals living in poverty, decent affordable housing is
nearly unattainable without financial subsidy.

At the market area level, poverty rates range from 12.6% (Market areas 1 and
7) t0 26.4% (Market area 11). The following table outlines the poverty rates
by market area and municipality for the county.
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Table 7-1
2000 Poverty Rate
Individuals Below % Below
Total Poverty
Poverty Level
Level
Fayette County 146,826 26,434 18.0%
Belle Vernon 1,191 193 16.2%
Everson 838 133 15.9%
Fayette City 714 186 26.1%
Jefferson 2,255 338 15.0%
Lower Tyrone 1,167 158 13.5%
District 1 [Newell 545 31 5.7%
Perry 2,778 338 12.2%
Perryopolis 1,759 120 6.8%
Upper Tyrone 2,240 225 10.0%
Washington 4,443 538 12.1%
Total 17,930 2,260 12.6%
Brownsville Borough 2,781 955 34.3%
Brownsville Twp 762 113 14.8%
District 2 [Luzerne 4,663 817 17.5%
Redstone 6,347 1,265 19.9%
Total 14,553 3,150 21.6%
Fairchance 2,057 340 16.5%
Georges 7,042 1,276 18.1%
o German 5,560 1,104 19.9%
District 3
Masontown 3,417 861 25.2%
Smithfield 859 123 14.3%
Total 18,935 3,704 19.6%
Nicholson 1,990 351 17.6%
L Point Marion 1,326 311 23.5%
District 4 - -
Springhill 2,960 829 28.0%
Total 6,276 1,491 23.8%
Henry Clay 1,887 348 18.4%
Markleysburg 246 53 21.5%
District 5 Ohiopyle 72 15 20.8%
Stewart 754 83 11.0%
Wharton 3,756 528 14.1%
Total 6,715 1,027 15.3%
Saltlick 3,702 373 10.1%
District 6 |Springfield 3,077 669 21.7%
Total 6,779 1,042 15.4%
Bullskin 7,710 867 11.2%
Connellsville Twp 2,549 361 14.2%
Dawson 439 72 16.4%
District 7 |Dunbar Borough 1,218 135 11.1%
Dunbar Twp 7,510 981 13.1%
Vanderbilt 567 106 18.7%
Total 19,993 2,522 12.6%
Franklin 2,609 359 13.8%
District 8 [Menallen 4,611 749 16.2%
Total 7,220 1,108 15.3%
North Union 14,093 2,732 19.4%
District 9 |South Union 10,949 1,376 12.6%)
Total 25,042 4,108 16.4%
Connellsvillle City 9,117 2,573 28.2%
District 10 |South Connellsville 2,271 277 12.2%
Total 11,388 2,850 25.0%
District 11 |Uniontown 11,995 3,172 26.4%
Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census
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At the block group level, the pockets of poverty become more clearly
defined. However, since portions of the county are rural and some block
groups still cover large areas, zeroing in on specific areas of the county is
difficult.

High poverty rates seem to be centered along the county’s western border, in
portions of Brownsville, Connellsville, Masontown, and Uniontown, and
some portions of the northeast quadrant. The following figure highlights
poverty rates by block group. Also noted on the figure are the locations of
the major patch communities in the county. Although some patches are
located in areas of moderate or higher poverty, there does not appear to be a
connection between patch locations and high poverty.

Figure 7-1
Fayette County Poverty Rates — 2000

a Patches
[] Municipalities
Block Groups

[ ]0-10%

[ ]10% - 20%
I 20% - 30%
B 50% - 40%
Bl =hove 40%

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census

ii. Reduced or Free School Lunch Participants by School District

Another factor that provides information about the income level of families is
the level of participation in the Reduced or Free School Lunch Program
offered in every school district. Children from families with incomes at or
below 130% of the poverty level, children in families receiving Temporary
Assistance for Needy Families (TANF), and children in families receiving
food stamp benefits are eligible for free lunches. Children in families whose
income is between 130% and 185% of the poverty level are eligible for
reduced price lunches. The following table outlines free/reduced eligibility
for students in Fayette County’s school districts.
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Table 7-2
2003 Free/Reduced Lunch Eligibility

School 2003 Free Reduced % Free % Reduced | % Free/Reduced

District Enrollment Eligible Eligible Enrollment | Enrollment Enrollment
Albert Gallatin 4,005 1,815 429 45.3% 10.7% 56.0%
Laurel Highlands 3,786 1,229 395 32.5% 10.4% 42.9%
Southmoreland 2,187 581 253 26.6% 11.6% 38.1%
Frazier 1,198 357 81 29.8% 6.8% 36.6%
Belle Vernon 2,961 606 179 20.5% 6.0% 26.5%
Brownsville 1,960 1,064 169 54.3% 8.6% 62.9%
Connellsville 5,355 2,161 673 40.4% 12.6% 52.9%
Uniontown 3,607 1,676 290 46.5% 8.0% 54.5%
County total 25,059 9,489 2,469 37.9% 9.9% 47.7%

Source: PA Department of Education

iii. Cost Burdened Renter Households by Household Income

In 2000, there were 5,376 renter households in Fayette County paying more
than 30% of their annual household income for rent. Despite the availability
of 3,176 affordable rental housing units and 920 Section 8 Housing Choice
vouchers, 34.0% of the 15,798 renter households in the county are cost
burdened.™

The bulk of the cost-burdened renter households in the county are lower
income households. While there are no cost-burdened households with a
household income of $35,000 or higher, the cost-burdened rate among renter
households with incomes under $35,000 is 48.6% (5,376). The cost-
burdened rate is highest in the under $10,000 household income category,
where 66.4% (3,439) households are cost-burdened.

iv. Housing Wage

Out of Reach (compiled and published by the National Low Income Housing
Coalition) is a side-by-side comparison of wages and rents in every county,
Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA), combined non-metropolitan area and
state in the United States. For each jurisdiction, the report calculates the
amount of money a household must earn in order to afford a rental unit of a
range of sizes (0, 1, 2, 3, and 4 bedrooms) at the area’s Fair Market Rent
(FMR), based on the generally accepted affordability standard of paying no
more than 30 percent of income for housing costs. From these calculations
the hourly wage a worker must earn to afford the FMR for a two-bedroom
home is derived. This figure is the Housing Wage.

In Fayette County, an extremely low income household (earning $16,230, 30
percent of the area median income of $54,100 in 2003) could afford monthly
rent of no more than $406, while the FMR for a two-bedroom unit was $615.
A minimum wage earner (earning $5.15 per hour) could afford monthly rent
of no more than $268. An SSI recipient (receiving $579 monthly) could

15 Please refer to section 5.A.vii. for cost burdened rental data by market area and municipality.
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afford monthly rent of no more than $174, while the FMR for a one-bedroom
unit was $556.

In Fayette County, a worker earning the minimum wage must work 92 hours
per week in order to afford a two-bedroom unit at the area’s FMR. In reality,
the 2003 housing wage in Fayette County was $11.83. This is the amount a
full-time (40 hours per week) worker must earn per hour in order to afford a
two-bedroom unit at the FMR of $615 per month. This is equivalent to 230
percent of the minimum wage.

In 2003, 27 percent of all county households (16,093) were renters. Based on
the methodology used by the Coalition in their report, the annual median
income among renters was $18,417. In order to afford a two-bedroom unit at
the area’s FMR, a typical renter household would have required a minimum
annual income of $24,679. This was equivalent to 134 percent of the median
renter income.

V. Private Assisted Rental Unit Eligibility

With 26,592 older households in Fayette County, elderly residents are one of
the county’s largest population groups. Affordable housing is often needed
for elderly persons. Of those households, 13,527 (50.9%) have incomes
under $25,000. Many of these poor elderly households are likely housed in
substandard dwelling units.

Several areas of the county mentioned as areas in need of housing for older
residents were surveyed to determine their initial ability to support subsidized
elderly rental housing units. A “quick test” — an informal market analysis,
based on census data — was conducted on each area. Quick tests compare the
number of age- and income-eligible residents in a given area to the number of
existing subsidized rental units. This process identifies if there is a sufficient
pool of eligible residents from which to capture residents for a proposed
project. They also determine if existing subsidized housing units adequately
serve the market.

It is important to note that a quick test only signifies that there is a sufficient
population of age- and income-eligible households that could potentially
qualify for age- and income-restricted housing. However, an independent
market analysis would be required to verify that an actual demand exists
within a specific market and at a certain location. A sufficient eligible
population does not solely determine demand. Other factors include (but are
not limited to) vacancy rates within the proposed market area, waiting list
information, population growth patterns, proposed building type (high- or
low-rise), future development plans, and economic activity.

Quick tests were conducted on the population within a 5-mile radius of a
borough, or in more rural areas, the entire township population. Areas
identified as potential locations for tax credit elderly housing included:

e Belle VVernon Borough

MULLIY
LON ERGAN June 2005

ASSOCIATES Page 170




Fayette County
Housing Market Analysis

e Brownsville Borough

e Masontown Borough

e  Fairchance Borough

e Smithfield Borough

e  Stewart Township/Ohiopyle Borough
e  Wharton Township

The following figure shows the areas that fall within the quick test capture
areas. Portions of three areas fall partially outside of Fayette County
boundaries. For those areas, two sets of numbers have been generated: the
entire population within a 5-mile radius, and just those areas within the
boundary that are within Fayette County.
Figure 7-2
Fayette County Quick Test Locations
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Source: Mullin & Lonergan Associates, Inc.
Unit numbers were determined based on a capture rate of 5%. A 5% capture
rate assumes that 5% of the eligible population within the primary market
area would be served