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BOROUGH OF JEFFERSON 

RESOLUTION NO. /.cy47 
A RESOLUTION OF THE BOROUGH OF JEFFERSON, ALLEGHENY COUNTY, 
PENNSYLVANIA, ADOPTING THE 1997 COMPREHENSIVE PLAN UPDATE FOR THE 
BOROUGH OF JEFFERSON. 

WHEREAS, Borough Council of the Borough of Jefferson recognized the need to update 
the 1972 Comprehensive Plan for the South Hills Region prepared by Kendree and 
Shepherd; and 

WHEREAS, in 1993, Borough Council of the Borough of Jefferson directed the Planning 
Commission to prepare an update to the 1972 Comprehensive Plan of the Borough; and 

WHEREAS, in 1993, the Borough received a two-year State Planning Assistance Grant 
from the Pennsylvania Department of Community Affairs to prepare the plan; and 

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission of the Borough prepared a draft 1995 
Comprehensive Plan Update dated August 10, 1995 and recommended adoption of the 
Comprehensive Plan at a public meeting held on August 28, 1995; and 

WHEREAS, Borough Council held duly advertised public hearings on October 16, 1995 
and November 21, 1995, as required by the Pennsylvania Municipalities Planning Code, at 
which time the public had an opportunity to appear and be heard; and 

WHEREAS, at the conclusion of the November 21, 1995 public hearing, Borough Council, 
in response to public comments received at the public hearings, directed the Borough 
Planning Consultant and the Borough Engineer to present additional information regarding 
potential areas for commercial development; and 

WHEREAS, Borough Council conducted public meetings with the Borough Planning 
Consultant and Borough Engineer on January 29, 1996, May 7, 1997 and August 6, 1997 
to discuss the development potential of properties in the Route 51 corridor; and 

WHEREAS, the Borough Planning Commission reviewed the recommendations for the 
Route 51 corridor at their regular monthly meeting on July 28, 1997 and made 
recommendations for revisions to the draft of the Comprehensive Plan; and 

WHEREAS, the information presented by the Borough Planning Consultant and Borough 
Engineer and recommended by the Borough Planning Commission was incorporated into 
a Revised Final Draft of the Comprehensive Plan Update, dated Revised August, 1997; and 

WHEREAS, the Revised Final Draft of the Comprehensive Plan Update, dated revised 
August 1997 was transmitted to the School District, all adjacent municipalities and 
Allegheny County for review for a period of forty-five (45) days; and 
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WHEREAS, Borough Council conducted duly advertised public hearings on October 13 and 
November 10, 1997, as required by the Pennsylvania Municipalities Planning Code, at 
which time the public had an opportunity to appear and be heard; 

I NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, and it is hereby resolved by Borough Council 
of the Borough of Jefferson, Allegheny County, Pennsylvania, as follows: 
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SECTION 1. THAT Borough Council of the Borough of Jefferson, in recognition of 
the need for long-range planning for the proper development of the 
Borough, in recognition of the responsibility of the Borough to its 
citizens and to the citizens of the region of which it is a part and in 
recognition of the dynamic nature of the Borough, hereby adopts, in 
accordance with Article III of the Pennsylvania Municipalities 
Planning Code, as a Comprehensive Plan for the Borough, the 
following document by reference, as if incorporated herein: 
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Borough of Jefferson Comprehensive Plan Update, dated 
August, 1997 

SECTION 2. THAT the document incorporated herein by reference shall be known 
as the "Borough of Jefferson 1997 Comprehensive Plan Update." 
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SECTION 3. THAT the Borough Manager is hereby authorized to prepare copies 
which shall be available for public inspection at the Borough 
Administrative Offices and which shall be made available to the 
citizens of the Borough and all interested parties at a cost to be 
determined by the Borough Manager. 

ADOPTEDTHIS /- DAYOF z w  , 1997. 

BOROUGH OF JEFFERSON 

L / hisitlent of Council 
ATTEST: ' U  
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DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS AND TRENDS 

Jefferson 

south Park 

Bethel Park 

Pleasant Hills 

West Mifflin 

Union Township 

REGIONAL POPULATION GROWTH 
The Table, below, summarizes the regional population trends between 1960 and 1990 for 
the Borough of Jefferson and its surrounding communities. 

1%0 

8,280 

7,384 

23,650 

8,573 

27,289 

5,611 

COMPARATIVE POPULATION GROWTH, 1%0-1990 

1970 

8,512 
+ 232 

(+2.8%) 

8,187 
+ 803 

(+ 10.9%) 

34,791 
+11,141 

(+47.1%) 

10,409 
+ 1,836 

(+21.4%) 

28,070 
+ 781 

(+2.9%) 

6,071 
+ 460 

(+8.2%) 

1980 - I  1990 
I 

~~ 

8,643 
+ 131 

(+ 1.5%) 

13,535 
+5,348 

( + 65.3%) 

34,755 
- 36 

(-0.1%) 

9,533 
+ 890 

(+ 10.3%) 

14,292 
+ 757 

(+ 5.6%) 

33,823 
- 932 

(-2.7%) 

9,676 
- 733 

(-7.0%) 

8,884 
- 792 

(-8.2%) 

26,279 23,644 
-1,791 -2,635 

(-6.4%) (-10.0%) 

6,692 
+ 621 

(+ 10.2%) 

6,322 
- 370 

(-5.5%) 

SOURCE: U,S. Bureau of Census, Decennial Population Counts, 1960- 
1990 

Bethel Park showed the greatest numeric (+11,141) and percentage (47.1%) increase in 
population between 1960 and 1970 among the six (6) listed South Hills communities. The 
second highest percentage increase during that decade was Pleasant Hills (21.4%), although 
the numeric increase for Pleasant Hills was close to the numeric increase in South Park. 
The four (4) other South Hills communities grew 11% or less between 1960 and 1970. The 
Borough of Jefferson grew only 2.8% between 1960 and 1970. 
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Between 1970 and 1980, South Park showed the greatest numeric and percentage increase 
among the six (6) South Hills communities. Three (3) communities (Bethel Park, Pleasant 
Hills and West Mifflin) experienced population losses of less than 10%. Union Township 
showed a 10% increase. The Borough of Jefferson showed a modest increase of 1.5% or 
131 persons between 1970 and 1980. 

Jefferson 

south Park 

Bethel Park 

PI-t Hills 

Between 1980 and 1990, Union Township joined Bethel Park, Pleasant Hills and West 
Mifflin in showing a population loss, again, a decrease of 10% or less in each community. 
Both South Park and Jefferson showed modest increases of 757 and 890 persons between 
1980 and 1990, representing gains of 5.6% and 10.3%, respectively. The Borough of 
Jefferson showed the greatest numeric and percentage increase between 1980 and 1990. 

2,405 2,514 3,082 3,752 
+ 901 + 109 + 569 + 670 

(+ 59.9%) (+4.5%) (+22.6%) (+21.7%) 

2,096 2,299 4,752 5,368 
+ 771 + 203 + 2,453 + 616 

(+ 58.2%) (+9.7%) (+ 106.7%) (+ 13.0%) 

6,566 9,470 11,994 12,997 
+3,410 + 2,904 +2,525 + 1,003 

(+ 108.0%) (+44.2%) (+26.7%) (+8.4%) 

2,413 3,009 3,492 3,515 
+ 1,295 + 596 + 483 + 23 

(+ 115.8%) (+24.7%) (+ 16.1%) (+0.7%) 

COMPARATIVE GROWTH IN HOUSING STOCK, 1960-1990 

West Mifflin 

I 1%0 I 1970 I 1980 I 1990 

7,617 8,408 9,623 9,948 
+2,768 + 791 + 1,215 + 325 

(+ 57.1%) (+ 10.4%) (+ 14.5%) (+3.4%) 

SOURCE U.S. Bureau of Census, Decennial Censuses of 
Housing Characteristics, 1960-1990 

Between 1950 and 1960, the number of housing units in Bethel Park and Pleasant Hills 
more than doubled. In Jefferson, South Park and West Mifflin, the growth in housing 
units was almost 60% in each community. 

Between 1960 and 1970, Bethel Park and Pleasant Hills continued to show the most growth 
in housing stock, but at percentages of less than 50%. Jefferson, South Park and West 
Mifflin experienced percentage increases in housing stock of 10% or less. 
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Between 1970 and 1980, South Park doubled the number of housing units. All of the other 
South Hills communities in the table showed percentage increases of only about 15%-25% 
for the decade. 

Between 1980 and 1990, growth in housing stock was greatest in South Park and Jefferson, 
although the increases were modest when compared with previous decades. Each 
community gained about 600+ new units, representing gains of 21.7% in Jefferson and 
13.0% in South Park. Bethel Park had a greater numeric gain for the same decade of 
about 1,000 units, however, the percentage increase was only 8.4% because of the size of 
the total housing stock. Pleasant Hills and West Mifflin showed less than 5% increase in 
the housing stock between 1980 and 1990. 

The Table, below, summarizes Building Permit trends for the eight (8) year period 1986- 
1993. 

BOROUGH OF JEXF’ERSON 

OF ALL NEW INDUSTRIAL 

* Townhouse units are included in these totals. 

Permits for commercial and industrial construction ranged from a low of 10 permits per 
year in 1987 to a high of 30 permits per year in 1989. The peak period for commercial and 
industrial construction was 1988-1991. The lowest number of permits was issued in 1986- 
1987. 
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The average number of commercial/industrial permits per year for the eight year period 
was 20 permits per year. The 1988-1991 peak exceeded that average and the 1992-1993 
trend was slightly under the average number of permits per year for the eight year period. 

The total number of new homes constructed in the eight year period 1986-1993 was 509. 
Of all new homes constructed, 40 dwelling units or 8% were townhouse units. The balance 
of the permits for new homes were for one duplex and 467 single family dwellings. Single 
family dwellings represented 92% of all new homes constructed in the Borough in the eight 
year period, 1986-1993. 

The average number of residential permits issued per year for the eight year period is 64 
permits per year. Between 1986 and 1989, the annual number of residential permits 
exceeded the average for the eight year period. Between 1990 and 1993, the annual number 
of permits fell below the average for the eight year period. The trend since 1986 has shown 
a steady decline in the number of residential permits issued each year since 1986. There 
have been no multifamily permits issued since 1989. 

Population Projections 
Based on the liberal eight (8) year average of 64 permits per year, 640 new dwelling units 
would be created in a ten (10) year period. In a twenty (20) year period, 1,280 new 
dwelling units would be created. Based on the 1990 Census figure of 2.61 persons per 
household, the resulting population increase in the Year 2000 would be +1,670 persons 
and, by the Year 2010, the total increase in population since 1995 would be +3,340 
persons. Adding this population increase to the 1990 population results in a Year 2000 
population of 11,203 persons and a Year 2010 population of 12,873. 

Using a more conservative average of 48 permits per year, reflecting the four (4) year trend 
since 1990, results in 480 new dwelling units in each decade. Based on the 1990 Census 
figure of 2.61 persons per household, the Year 2000 population of the Borough would be 
10,786 and the Year 2010 population would be 12,039 persons. 

Population Densitv 
The Table on the following page shows comparative population densities for selected South 
Hills communities. 

Dormont and Mount Oliver are the most densely populated municipalities in Allegheny 
County. They are 24 times more dense than Jefferson Borough and 9 times more dense 
than South Park Township. Of the immediately adjacent South Hills communities, Bethel 
Park, Pleasant Hills and West Mifflin are all more densely populated than South Park or 
Jefferson. Elizabeth Township is less dense than South Park, but slightly more dense than 
Jefferson. Forward Township in Allegheny County and Union Township in Washington 
County are less dense than either Jefferson or South Park. 
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Allegheny County 

Dormont Borough 

Mount Oliver 
Borough 

COMPARATIVE POPULATION DENSITIES. 1990 
1,830.3 persons per sq. mile 

13,960.0 persons per sq. mile 

13,866.7 persons per sq. mile 

730.2 sq. mi. 

0.7 sq. mi. 

0.3 sq. mi. 

City of Pittsburgh 

Jefferson Borough 

South Park 
Township 

Bethel Park 

Pleasant Hills 
Borough 

6,652.5 persons per sq. mile 

574.3 persons per sq. mile 

1,553.5 persons per sq. mile 

2,890.9 persons per sq. mile 

3,290.4 persons per sq. mile 

55.6 sq. mi. 

16.6 sq. mi. 

9.2 sq. mi. 

11.7 sq. mi. 

2.7 sq. mi. 

West Mifflin 
Borough 

Mount Lebanon 

1,665.1 persons per sq. mile 

5,560.3 persons per sq. mile 

14.2 sq. mi. 11 
Upper St. Clair 
Township 

Elizabeth Township 

Forward Township 

Union Township 

6.0 sq. mi. 

9.8 sq. mi. 
~~~ 

2,009.4 persons per sq. mile 

656.8 persons per sq. mile 

205.1 persons per sq. mile 

410.5 persons per sq. mile 

18.9 sq. mi. 

15.4 sq. mi. 

II Department 

The City of Pittsburgh is 4.3 times more dense than South Park and 11.5 times more dense 
than Jefferson. County-wide, the average population density for all 130 municipalities in 
the County is 1,830.3 persons per square mile. The average County population density is 
1.2 times the density of South Park and 3.2 times the density of Jefferson. 

Mount Lebanon, an older developed South Hills community, has a population density which 
is 3 times the County-wide average, 10 times the Borough of Jefferson and 3.6 times the 
density of South Park. Upper St. Clair, a newer, but well-developed South Hills suburb, 
exceeds the County-wide average by almost 200 persons per square mile and has a density 
which is 3.5 times the density of Jefferson and 1.3 times the density of South Park. 
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GENERAL POPULATION CHARACTERISTICS, 1980-1990 

BOROUGH OF 
JEFFERSON 

1980 1990 

8,643 9,533 
50.4% 51.3% 
2.6% 3.2% 

2,865 3,600 
3.00 2.61 

2,441 2,693 
3.54 3.08 

Total Population 
Percent Female 
Percent Nonwhite 

SOUTH PARK 
TOWNSHIP 

1980 1990 

13,535 14,292 
50.1% 51.1% 
4.2% 3.6% 

4,490 5,167 
3.01 2.76 

3,725 4,014 
3.63 3.20 

Households 
Persons per Household 

2,417 
45.5% 

2,171 
47.3% 

Families 
Persons per Family 

2,690 3,725 3,951 
41.6% 57.3% 53.9% 

2,255 3,365 3,382 
42.7% 57.9% 53.9% 

Persons in Group Quarters 

35.3% 43.5% 
173 1 333 

Families 

Under 18 
With own Children 

284 438 
52.5% 63.7% 

Married Couples 

Under 18 
With Own Children 

Percent Foreign Born 

Percent Born in 
Pennsylvania 

Percent Lived in Different 
House in 1985 

2.5% 1.7% 2.1% 1.8% 

88.9% 90.4% 83.7% 88.7% 

50.2% 35.7% 40.8% 32.5% 

~ ~~ 

Female Headed Households 
With Own Children Under 
18 

SOURCE: 1980 and 1990 Censuses of General Social and Economic Characteristics, 
U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, PC-80-1-C40 and 
1990 CP-1-40 and 1980 Census Tracts, Pittsburgh, PA, PHC 80-2-286. 

With modest increases in population in both Jefferson and South Park between 1980 and 
1990, there has been a very slight increase in the non-white population and in the 
percentage of the population which is female. 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
1 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
1 
I 
I 
I 
1 
1 
I 

6 



I 
1 
1 
I 
1 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
1 
‘I 
I 
I 
1 
I 
D 
I 

The number of persons per household and persons per family, as well as the percentage of 
families and married couples with children has declined in each community, parallelling 
National and regional trends towards smaller families, delayed family formation, increased 
life expectancy among the total population, in general, and for women, in particular. The 
increase in the number of female headed households, and particularly, those with children, 
reflect the change in family composition resulting from divorce. 

Persons in groups quarters do not represent a significant part of either community’s 
population. Nursing homes or personal care homes most likely account for the slight 
increase in this segment of the population since 1980. 

The percentage of foreign born persons has declined in each community and the percentage 
of native Pennsylvanians residing in each community has increased slightly, reflecting the 
stability of the regional population. Mobility has declined in that fewer people moved in 
the 5 years before the 1990 Census. 

Education. Emdovment and Income 
The Table on the following page summarizes education, employment and income 
characteristics of the Borough’s population compared with neighboring South Park 
Township. 

South Park Township has a slightly higher percentage of high school and college graduates 
than Jefferson. The disparity was greater in 1980 than in 1990. Both communities exceed 
the County-wide percentages of graduates in both 1980 and 1990, except that Jefferson had 
a lower percentage of college graduates in 1980 than the County-wide figure of 16.5%. 

South Park has a higher enrollment in private schools owing to the parochial schools in the 
Township. Both communities have shown a slight decline in private school enrollment over 
the last decade, however. 

In both decades, South Park has a higher percentage of employable persons who are in the 
labor force than does Jefferson, however, the total labor force participation declined in 
South Park between 1980 and 1990. Women in the labor force have increased in both 
communities between 1980 and 1990. There has been a greater increase in female workers 
in South Park than in Jefferson. The greatest increase in the female labor force in both 
communities was among women with young children, indicating a need for a two income 
household to meet family expenses. 

The unemployment rate has declined slightly in both communities. A lower percentage of 
workers utilize carpools in 1990 than in 1980, reflecting a decline in employment at major 
regional employment centers. 
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EDUCATION, EMPLOYMENT AND INCOME, 1980-1990 

1990 

82.5% 
20.5% 

Percent High School 
Grads 
Percent College + Grads 

1980 

79.6% 
20.6% 

Percent Enrolled in 
Private School 

7,578 
62.5% 
52.1% 

48.0% 
4.8% 

Persons 16+ Years Old 
Percent in Labor Force 
Females in Labor Force 
Females with Children 

Force 
Percent Unemployment 

Under 6 in Labor 

9,729 
85.4% 
48.3% 

29.2% 
6.0% 

Journey to Work 
Carpool 
Public Transportation 

14.5% 
4.4% 

Per Capita Income 
Median Household 
Income 
Median Family Income 

19.8% 
9.7% 

Persons Below Poverty 
Level 

Percent of All Persons 
Families Below Poverty 
Level 

Percent of All Families 

~~ 

$15,614 
$34,548 
$39,141 

BOROUGH OF I SOUTHPARK 
JJBWERSON TOWNSHIP 

$ 7,941 
$22,904 
$24,637 

1980 

518 
5.5% 
113 

4.2% 

71.0% 
12.3% 

574 
4.2% 
134 

3.5% 

4.2% 

6,741 
59.0% 
42.9% 

29.6% 
5.2% 

19.2% 
3.8% 

$ 7,994 
$21,723 
$23,525 

425 
4.9% 
108 

4.4% 

2.3% 1 15.7% 

1990 

86.7% 
25.2% 

14.2% 
~~ 

10,781 
71.9% 
62.3% 

51.0% 
3.6% 

10.6% 
9.1% 

$15,048 
$37,382 
$40,124 

936 
6.6% 
280 

7.1% 

SOURCE: 1980 and 1990 Censuses of General Social and Economic Characteristics, 
U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, PC-80-1-C40 and 
1990 CP-1-40 and 1980 Census Tracts, Pittsburgh, PA, PHC-80-2-286. 

Because income data are not adjusted for inflation, the relationship between the municipal 
incomes and the County data are presented on the next page for comparison. 

Per Capita incomes in South Park and Jefferson are approximately the same as the County 
figures for both 1980 and 1990. The two (2) communities have slightly higher median 
family incomes than the County-wide median in both decades; however, the differences are 
most significant in median household income which includes nonfamily and single person 
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households. Because of the predominance of low income single person households, 
including the elderly, in areas of the County, the data for median household income 
County-wide is significantly lower than in South Park and Jefferson. 

The total number of persons in Jefferson below the poverty level have increased slightly 
between 1980 and 1990. The number of families below the poverty level has increased 
slightly, however, the percentage of families has declined slightly. In South Park, the 
number of persons and families below the poverty level has increased significantly, as have 
the percentages. 

INCOME ALLEGHENY COUNTY JEFFJIRSON SOUTH PARK 
1980 Per Capita $ 7,986 100.1% 99.4% 
1980 Median Household $17,944 121.1% 127.6% 
1980 Median Family $21,643 108.7% 113.8% 

1990 Per Capita $15,115 103.3% 99.6% 
1990 Median Household $28,136 122.8% 132.9% 
1990 Median Family $35,338 110.8% 113.5% 

Household Characteristics 
The Tables on the following page shows the trends in the composition of households in the 
Borough of Jefferson and South Park between 1970 and 1990. 

Jefferson experienced the greater growth in total households between 1980 and 1990. 
Increases over both decades were moderate (less than 30%). 

The number of households in South Park doubled between 1970 and 1980, the decade of 
greatest growth in Township population and housing stock. The number of households in 
South Park showed only a modest gain (15.2%) between 1980 and 1990. 

In both Jefferson and South Park, while the number of family households and married 
couple families increased between 1970 and 1990 with the growth of the total population, 
the percentage share of all households represented by families and married couples 
declined. This was parallelled by a growth in the percentage share of all households 
represented by female headed households, nonfamily households and single person 
households, including elderly single person households. The greatest percentage increase 
was in nonfamily households, particularly single person households, other than the elderly. 
The second greatest increase was in female headed households. These two increases reflect 
the increased availability of multifamily housing in both the Township and the Borough 
since 1970. The smallest numeric and percentage increase was in elderly single person 
households. 
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SOURCE: Decennial Census data presented in Allegheny County Planning 
Department 1990 Census Report No. 2. 

1970 1980 

Total Households 2,242 4,487 
Growth Over +2,448 
Previous Decade (+ 109.2%) 

Family Households 2,039 3,725 
% of All Households 90.9% 83.0% 

Married Couple Families 1,829 3,365 
% of All Households 81.6% 75.0% 

Female Headed Households 153 284 
% of All Households 6.8% 6.3% 

1990 

5,167 
+ 680 

(+ 15.2%) 

4,014 
77.7% 

3,402 
65.0% 

479 
9.3% 

Nonfamily Households 
% of All Households 

Householders Living Alone 
% of A!! Households 

~~~ ~ ~ 1 3.4% 4.9% 
Elderly (65+) Living Alone 

% of A!! Households 

203 762 1,153 
9.1% 17.0% 22.3% 

653 993 
14.6% 19.2% 

SOURCE: Decennial Census data presented in Allegheny County Planning 
Department 1990 Census Report No. 2. 
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Disabilitv Characteristics 
The following Table shows the characteristics of the noninstitutionalized disabled population 
in the Borough of Jefferson and South Park Township. 

The Borough of Jefferson has slightly higher percentages of persons under age 65 with 
work disabilities and mobility limitations than does South Park. Both South Park and 
Jefferson have lower percentages of persons under age 65 with work disabilities and 
mobility limitations than the County-wide averages of 8.2% and 8.1%, respectively. 

South Park has a slightly higher percentage of non-elderly persons with self-care limitation 
than does Jefferson. The County-wide average for non-elderly with self-care limitations is 
3%, double that of either Jefferson or South Park. 

Jefferson also has a higher percentage of elderly persons with both mobility and self-care 
limitations than does South Park. Jefferson has a slightly higher percentage of elderly with 
mobility and self-care limitations than the County-wide averages of 29.2% and 12.7%, 
respectively. South Park has lower percentages than the County-wide figures. 

11 



Age Distribution of the Population 

In 1970, Jefferson Borough had the highest percentage of elderly population, the second 
highest percentage of population in age group 25-44 and the second highest median age. 

In 1970, South Park Township had the lowest median age and the second highest 
percentage of population under 18 years of age. 

Bethel Park and Pleasant Hills had the highest percentage in age groups 25-44 and 5-17. 
Bethel Park had the highest percentage under 18 years of age. 
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65 + 

In 1980, Jefferson Borough had the second highest percentage of elderly population and the 
second lowest percentage in age group 25-44 years of age. Jefferson’s median age ranks 
third among the five (5) south Hills communities. 

10.5% 5.6% 8.5% 9.7% 11.6% 

South Park still has the lowest median age in 1980 and now has the highest percentage of 
persons under 18 years of age, the highest percentage in age group 25-44 and the lowest 
percentage of elderly. 

West Mifflin has the highest median age, the lowest percentage under 18 years of age and 
the highest percentage of elderly in 1980. 
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Department Report No. 2. 

In 1990, West Mifflin still has the highest median age, the lowest percentage under 18 years 
of age and the highest percentage of elderly. 

In 1990, South Park still has the lowest median age, the highest percentage under 18 years 
of age and the lowest percentage of elderly. 

In 1990, Jefferson still ranks third in median age. The Borough now has the second highest 
percentage in age group 25-44 years. The Borough has moved to third place in the 
percentage of elderly while Pleasant Hills now has the second highest percentage of elderly 
population. 
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BOROUGH OF JEFFERSON 
AGE DISTRIBUTION, 1970-1990 

Median 

Under 18 

65 + 
years 

31.1 years 32.9 years 35.4 years 

35.3% 26.4% 22.6% 

7.8% 10.5% 14.4% 

SOURCE U.S. Bureau of Census data presented in Allegheny County Planning 
Department Report No. 2. 

The Borough of Jefferson has had an increase in median age between 1970 and 1990 of 4.3 
years, less than the increase in South Park’s median age. Unlike South Park which has not 
had a significant increase in elderly population, Jefferson has shown an increase in elderly 
population from 7.8% to 14.4% of the total population. Similarly, a significant decrease 
in population under 18 years of age has occurred. Like South Park, there has also been 
an increase in age group 25-44 years old, but there has also been a significant decline in the 
older high wage earning, pre-retirement segments of the population in age groups 45-54 and 
55-64 years of age. 
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1970 

All Units 

% Owner Occ. 

Vacancy Rate 
Owner Occ. 

Vacancy Rate 
Renter Occ. 

PersonsAJnit 

I 
I 
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Jefferson South Bethel Pleasant West 
Park Park Hills Mif€lin 

2,514 2,299 9,470 3,009 8,408 

84.3% 80.8% 90.5% 85.7% 86.9% 

0.8% 1.0% 0.9% 0.7% 0.5% 

2.5% 4.9% 3.0% 0.7% 2.9% 
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PersonsAJnit 
Owner Occ. 

PersonsAJnit 
Renter Occ. 

2.75 3.00 2.85 2.81 2.52 

2.17 2.03 1.80 1.71 2.14 
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HO&P Occu~ancv Characteristics 
The Table, on the preceding page, shows trends in housing occupancy characteristics for 
five (5 )  South Hills communities for 1970, 1980 and 1990. 

In 1970, Bethel Park had the highest percentage of owner occupied units. South Park had 
the lowest percentage of owner occupied units and Jefferson had the second lowest 
percentage of owner occupied units. Pleasant Hills had the lowest vacancy rate for both 
owner and renter occupied units. South Park had the highest vacancy rate for renter 
occupied units. South Park also had the highest number of persons per unit for both renter 
and owner occupied units. 

In 1980, South Park was joined by Pleasant Hills in the lowest percentage of owner 
occupied units due to increased construction of rental units in Pleasant Hills. South Park 
still had the highest vacancy rate for renter occupied units. West Mifflin retained lowest 
vacancy rate for owner occupied units. While persons per unit declined between 1970 and 
1980 in all communities, South Park retained the highest number of persons per unit in 
owner occupied units, but the highest number of persons per unit in renter occupied units 
in 1980 was Jefferson, followed by West Mifflin. 

In 1990, South Park still had the lowest percentage of owner occupied units, while 
Jefferson’ percentage of owner occupied units declined to second lowest. Pleasant Hills and 
South Park had the lowest vacancy rates for owner occupied units. South Park still had 
the highest vacancy rate for rental units and Jefferson, the second highest. Persons per 
occupied unit declined again between 1980 and 1990 in all communities and South Park still 
had the highest number of persons per owner occupied unit. Jefferson retained the highest 
number of persons per renter occupied unit. 

Commrative Housing Characteristics 
The Table, on the following page, shows more detailed comparative housing occupancy 
characteristics for Jefferson Borough and South Park Township for 1990. Both Jefferson 
and South Park have low vacancy rates for units for sale and higher vacancy rates for 
rental units. Most units for sale are vacant for 6 or more months. Most rental units are 
vacant for less than 2 months with almost 40% being vacant for 2-6 months. 

Both communities have similar percentages of single family dwellings, but Jefferson has a 
slightly higher percentage of single family attached units (townhouses). Both communities 
have similar percentages of two family dwellings and small multifamily units (3-19 units in 
a building). South Park has 8.6% of its housing in large multifamily buildings (20 or more 
units per building) while Jefferson has none in this category. Jefferson has 2.2% of its 
housing stock in mobile homes while South Park has none. 

Jefferson has a higher percentage of housing units occupied by elderly and single person 
elderly households than does South Park. Single person elderly units represent about 35% 
of all elderly units in both communities, however. 
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1990 COMPARATIVE HOUSING OCCUPANCY CBARACIXRISTICS 

ALL HOUSING UNITS 

OCCUPIEDuNrrs 

VACANT UNITS 
Vacancy Rate- Units for Sale 
Vacancy Rate- Rental Units 

DURATION OF VACANCY 
Units for Sale 

Less than 2 months 
2-6 months 
6+ months 

Rental Units 
Less than 2 months 
2-6 months 
6+ months 

TYPEOFUNIT 
All Housing Units 
1 unit detached 
1 unit attached 
2 units 
3-4 units 
5-9 units 
10-19 units 
20-49 units 
so+ units 
Mobile Homes 
Other 

U N I T S  OCCUPIED BY ELDERLY 
Percent of All Occupied Units 
Single Person Elderly Units 

Percent of All Elderly Units 
Percent of All Occupied Units 

NUMBER OF ROOMS IN UNlTS 
All Housing Units 
1 Room Units 
2 Room Units 
3 Room Units 
4 Room Units 
5 Room Units 
6 Room Units 
7 Room Units 
8 Room Units 
9+ Room Units 

MEDIAN NUMBER OF ROOMS 
All Units 
Owner Occupied Units 
Rental Units 

JEFFERSON 

3,752 

3,600 
~~ 

152 
1.0% 
5.2% 

29 (100.0%) 
3 (10.3%) 
8 (27.6%) 
18 (62.1%) 

471 (100.0%) 
22 (46.8%) 
18 (38.3%) 
7 (14.9%) 

3,752 (100.0%) 
2,741 (73.1%) 

360 (9.6%) 
57 (1.5%) 
60 (1.6%) 

220 (5.9%) 
192 (5.1%) - -  

- -  
84 (2.2%) 
38 (1.0%) 

840 
23.3% 

301 
35.8% 
8.4% 

3,752 (100.0%) 
27 (0.7%) 
35 (0.9%) 
187 (5.0%) 
549 (14.6%) 
933 (24.9%) 
885 (23.6%) 
512 (13.6%) 
355 (9.5%) 
269 (7.2%) 

5.7 rooms 
6.1 rooms 
4.6 rooms 

SOUTHPARK 

5,368 

5,167 

201 
0.7% 
6.6% 

27 (100.0%) 
8 (29.6%) 
8 (29.6%) 
11 (40.8%) 
93 (100.0% 
47 (50.5%) 
34 (36.6%) 
12 (12.9%) 

5,368 (100.0%) 
3,896 (72.6%) 

324 (6.1%) 
115 (2.1%) 
49 (0.9%) 
193 (3.6%) 
289 (5.4%) 
281 (5.2%) 
182 (3.4%) 

39 (0.7%) 
- -  

726 
14.1% 
256 

35.3% 
5.0% 

5,368 (100.0%) 
7 (0.1%) 
29 (0.5%) 
341 (6.4%) 
647 (12.1%) 
770 (14.3%) 

1,289 (24.0%) 
1,266 (23.6%) 
714 (13.3%) 
305 (5.7%) 

6.2 rooms 
6.7 rooms 
4.3 rooms 

SOURCE: 1990 Census of Housing, General Housing Characteristics, Pennsylvania 
U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 1990 CH-1-40 
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All Units 

1 Unit 

COMPARATIVE HOUSING TYPES. 1970-1990 

2,514 2,299 9,470 3,009 8,408 

92.8% 84.2% 93.8% 89.7% 87.6% 

1970 

Mobile Homes 

West 
Mifflin 

Jefferson 

3.3% 0.7% 0.5% 0.7% 4.9% 

* Local information indicates some mobile homes existed a t  the time of this Census. 

Commrative Housing TvDes 
In 1970, Jefferson had the second highest percentage of single unit dwellings. South Park 
had the highest percentage of 2-4 unit dwellings. Pleasant Hills and West Mifflin had the 
highest percentage of 5-9 unit dwellings. None of the communities had 10 or more units 
or mobile homes in 1970. 
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In 1980, Jefferson had the highest percentage of single unit dwellings, South Park still had 
the highest percentage of 2-4 unit dwellings. Pleasant Hills and West Mifflin still had the 
highest percentage of 5-9 unit dwellings. Three (3) of the five (5) communities had some 
mobile homes. All communities had dwellings in the 10+ unit category this decade; the 
highest percentages were in Pleasant Hills, Bethel Park and South Park. 

Comparative Housing Values 
In 1990, Bethel Park had the highest median value of owner occupied housing. Pleasant 
Hills had the second highest median value; South Park, the third highest median value. 

Jefferson ranks fourth in median value, resulting from the second highest percentage of 
units valued at  less than $50,000. Jefferson also has 50.9% of its units valued between 
$50,000 and $99,000 while South Park has 71.6% of its owner occupied units valued in that 
range. On the other hand, Jefferson has the highest percentage of units valued at  $150,000 
and above reflecting the value of new construction in the Borough. 

Median rents in four (4) of the five (5 )  communities are comparable ($400-$460). Only 
West Mifflin has a very low median contract rent. Both South Park and Jefferson have 
almost 75% of their rental units in the $250-$499 monthly rent category. 

ta presented in Allegheny County Planning 
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Commuative Housine Characteristics 
South Park and Jefferson have similar percentages of housing units constructed before 
1940. Neither community has a significant percentage of older housing. Jefferson has a 
slightly higher percentage of recently constructed (1980- 1990) units. Both communities 
have had a moderate amount of recent construction. 

Both communities have similar percentages of small (0-1 bedroom) and large (4 or more 
bedrooms) units. A higher percentage of owner occupied units in South Park are 
mortgaged. Forty-three percent (43%) of all units in Jefferson are not mortgaged. 

i 

COMPARATIVE HOUSING CHARACTERISTICS, 1990 

ALL UNITS 

YEAR BUILT 
Pre-1940 Units 
Units Built 1980-1990 

NUMBER OF BEDROOMS 
0-1 BR Units 
4+ BRUnits 

YEAR MOVED IN 
OWNER OCCUPIED UNITS 

1989-1990 
Before 1970 

YEAR MOVED IN 
RENTER OCCUPIED UNITS 

1989-1990 
Before 1970 

MORTGAGE 
OWNER OCCUPIED UNITS 

With Mortgage 
Not Mortgaged 

VEEUCLES OWNER 
ALL OCCUPIED UPJITS 

None 
One 
Two or More 

JEFFERSON 

3,752 

11.4% 
22.1% 

8.4% 
14.3% 

2,737 
7.1% 

43.1% 

863 
34.2% 
4.9% 

2,737 
47.8% 
43.2% 

3,600 
4.8% 
37.6% 
57.7% 

SOUTH PARK 

5,368 

9.1% 
17.7% 

9.4% 
14.8% 

3,859 
6.3% 
24.4% 

1,308 
38.9% 
1.6% 

3,859 
69.1% 
24.1% 

5,167 
4.8% 
33.0% 
62.2% 

SOURCE U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Census, 1990 Census 
of Population and Housing, Summary of Population and Housing 
Characteristics, CPH-1-40. 

Both communities are dependent on the automobile. A slightly higher percentage of 
Jefferson homeowners own only one vehicle and a slightly higher percentage of South Park 
homeowners own two or more vehicles. 
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Renters are usually more mobile than homeowners and this is reflected in the fact that 
between 30% and 40% of renters in each community moved into their units in the year 
before the Census. Only 6%-7% of all homeowners had moved into their units in the year 
immediately preceding the Census. There are more long-term homeowners in Jefferson 
than in South Park: 43.1% have lived in their dwellings for 20 or more years in Jefferson 
as opposed to only 24.4% in South Park. 

FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

During the earlier decades of 1960-1980, other communities in the South Hills 
experienced more growth than the Borough of Jefferson. 

Between 1970 and 1980, South Park showed the greatest growth. Three (3) of the 
six (6) neighboring communities-showed losses. Jefferson showed a modest increase 
of 1.5%. 

Between 1980 and 1990, the Borough of Jefferson showed the greatest numeric and 
percentage growth in population among its neighbors. Jefferson grew slightly more 
than South Park in the decade and all other neighboring communities showed losses 
in population. 

Growth in housing stock parallelled growth in population in the region between 1960 
and 1990. Between 1980 and 1990, growth in housing stock was greatest in South 
Park and Jefferson. 

Between 1980 and 1990, there has been a slight decrease in the number of persons 
per household, persons per family, the number of families and the percentage of 
married couples with children parallelling National and regional trends towards 
smaller families, increased life expectancy, delayed family formation and the 
increase in single person households. 

While the percentage of the total population represented by married couple and 
family households declined, the number of families and married couples increased, 
indicating that as the population increases, married couples and families comprise 
a smaller percentage of the total population. 

Both South Park and Jefferson have higher percentages of high school and college 
graduates than the County-wide average. South Park has a slightly higher 
percentage than does Jefferson. 

The percentage of women in the labor force, particularly women with young 
children, has increased between 1980 and 1990 for both South Park and Jefferson. 

The unemployment rate has declined in both Jefferson and South Park since 1980. 

Today, fewer residents carpool to work in Jefferson and South Park than did in 
1980, reflecting the decline in employment at  major regional employment centers. 
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* 

* 

* 

Both South Park and Jefferson have lower percentages of non-elderly persons with 
disabilities than does the County as a whole. Jefferson has a.slightly higher 
percentage of elderly persons with disabilities than does the County, reflecting the 
two (2) nursing homes in the Borough (Lawson's and Jefferson Hills Manor). 

In 1970 and 1980, Jefferson had the highest percentage of elderly among its 
neighboring communities. By 1990, Jefferson dropped to third in percentage of 
elderly population. 

Jefferson's elderly population has grown from 7.8% of the total population in 1970 
to 14.4% of the total population in 1990. 

Jefferson's population under age 18 has declined from 35.3% of the total population 
in 1970 to 22.6% in 1990. 

While there has been growth in the "family formation and first home-buyer" age 
category 25-44 years in Jefferson, there has been a decline in the "high wage 
earning, pre-retirement" age category of 45-64 years. 

In 1990, Jefferson and South Park had the lowest percentages (76% and 75%) of 
owner-occupied dwelling units among its neighboring communities, reflecting the 
large number of apartments and townhouses in both the Township's and the 
Borough's housing stock. 

Twenty-three percent (23%) of all housing units in the Borough are occupied by the 
elderly and 36% of all elderly occupied units are occupied by single person elderly 
households. Single person elderly units represent 8.4% of all occupied housing units 
in the Borough. These data parallel the growth in the Borough's elderly population 
between 1970 and 1990. 

In 1970, Jefferson had less than 1% of its units in multifamily dwellings. In 1980, 
5.6% of its housing stock was in buildings with 5 or more units. In 1990, 11.0% of 
its housing stock is in buildings with 5 or more units. The growth in 1980 was in 
larger multifamily buildings (10 or more units), including Payne Hill and Heritage 
Hills Apartments. The growth in 1990 was in smaller multifamily (5-9 unit) 
buildings, including Annhurst, Jefferson Ridge and Chapel Ridge. 

Jefferson ranks fourth among its neighboring communities in the median value of 
owner occupied housing because it has the second highest percentage (28%) of units 
valued at  less than $50,000. 

Jefferson also has the highest percentage of units valued at  $150,000 and more, 
reflecting the value of new construction in the Borough. 

Forty-three percent (43%) of Jefferson 's homeowners have lived in their homes for 
twenty (20) years or  longer, the highest percentage among the neighboring South 
Hills communities. By comparison, only 24% of South Park homeowners have 
resided in their dwellings for 20 years or more. 
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350 

266 

TOP ‘I 
BOROU( 

Glass Manufacturer 

Financial Institution 

Westinghouse Corporation 

182 

120 

West Jefferson Hills 
School District 

South Hills 
Computer Center 

Steel Center/ 
Mon Valley Schools 

Kurt J. Lesker Company 

1 
rn 
J 

South Hills Health Svstem 

Computer Services 118 3% 

Public Education 116 3% 

Manufacturer 97 2% 

Hercules, Inc. 

TOTAL: 

Dick Corporation 

Guardian Industries 

3,978 100% 

Three Rivers Bank 

EN EMPLOYERS 
;H OF JEFFERSON 

Hospital I 1,914 

Non-Nuclear Technology I 415 

I 400 
Public Education 

48% 

10% 

10% 

9% 

7% 

5% 

3% 

The Table, above, indicates employment for the top ten (10) employers in the Borough. 
One (1) employer (South Hills Health System) represents almost one-half of the total 
employment for the top ten (10) employers. Jefferson Hospital and the related medical 
facilities which comprise South Hills Health System employ almost 2,000 people. The next 
largest employer, Westinghouse Corporation, employs only 415 people which is about one- 
fifth of the employment in South Hills Health System. Each of the other employers among 
the remaining nine (9), following South Hills Health System, represent 10% or less of the 
total employment among the top ten (10) employers. 

Employment among the top ten (10) employers is well-distributed among the economic 
sectors. Health care, education, technology, basic manufacturing, business services and 
construction are represented among the top ten (10) employers. Commercial businesses are 
not represented, however. 

The Table, on the next page, shows the assessed valuation for the top ten (10) real estate 
taxpayers in 1993. In 1993, the total assessed value of all properties in the Borough was 
$63,932,805. The assessed value of properties owned by the top ten (10) taxpayers 
represents 15% of the total assessed value in the Borough. The top ten (10) real estate 
taxpayers represent residential, commercial and industrial sectors in the Borough’s 
economic base. 
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The top four (4) taxpayers represent 68% of the total value of the top ten (10) taxpayers. 
The top four (4) real estate taxpayers are comprised of a hospital, a manufacturing firm, 
an apartment complex and a construction company, indicating the diversity of the 
Borough's economic base. 

South Hills Hospital Related $2,125,000 * 
Health System Medical Buildings 

Hercules Inc. Manufacturer $1,5 10,250 
of Resins 

Heritage Hills Apartments $1,500,000 

Dick Corporation Construction $1,364,330 

Payne Hill Gardens Apartments $ 901,000 

Annhurst Apartments Apartments $ 650,000 

PA Float Glass, Inc. Glass $ 450,000 

Ashland Oil Oil Refinery $ 427,430 

Dillner Storage Co. Trucking $ 311,500 

Jefferson Hills Manor Nursing Home $ 310,000 

TOTALS: $9,549,510 

Manufacturer 

Residential represents 32% of the total assessed value for the top ten (10) taxpayers. The 
total assessed value for the three (3) apartment complexes listed among the top ten (10) real 
estate taxpayers is $3,051,000 or 4.7% of the total assessed value in the Borough. Both the 
dollar amount and the percentage of total assessed valuation for the apartment complexes 
exceed that for South Hills Health System. The nursing home represents only 3% of the 
total for the top ten (10) taxpayers. The trucking and construction companies are "light 
industrial" in nature and represent 17% of the total value of the top ten (10). The 
manufacturing uses (oil refinery, glass manufacturer and resin manufacturer) represent 
26% of the total value for the top ten (10) taxpayers. 

22% 

16% 

16% 

14% 

9% 

7% 

5% 

5% 

3% 

3% 

100% 

SOURCE: Borough Manager 
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1 
I 
I 1985 

1986 

The top ten (10) real estate taxpayers do not include all of the top ten (10) employers shown 
on the Table on the previous page. Only three (3) of the top ten (10) employers are 
represented among the top ten (10) real estate taxpayers. South Hills Health System is both 
the Number One employer and Number One real estate taxpayer. Hercules ranks second 
among the top ten (10) real estate taxpayers and ranks fourth among the top ten (10) 
employers. Dick Corporation ranks fourth among the top ten (10) real estate taxpayers and 
also ranks fourth in employment. 

$40,678,235 - - 
$41,808,795 + $1,130,560 + 2.7% 

II BOROUGH OF JEFFERSON II ASSESSED VALUATION, 1985-1995 

1987 

1988 

$44,099,380 + $2,290,585 + 5.4% 

$47,848,095 + $3,748,715 + 8.5% 

1989 

1990 

1991 

$50,497,980 +$2,649,885 + 5.5% 

$53,509,095 + $3,0 1 1,115 + 5.9% 

$55,901,220 +$2,392,125 + 4.4% 

1992 

1993 

1994 

1995 

Over the past ten (10) years, the Borough has continued to experience growth in total 
assessed value of properties. In five (5) of the ten (10) years, the growth exceeded 5% each 
year. In 1992, the highest growth year, the growth was 10.7%. Since the peak in 1992, 
growth in assessed valuation has fallen below 5% per year. Based on the estimated assessed 
value for 1995, the growth in the past year has been only 2%, the lowest percentage in the 
ten (10) year period. The total dollar increase in valuation for 1995; however, is similar 
to the growth in 1986, but the percentage growth is lower because the base number has 
increased from $41.8 million to $68.2 million. 

$61,929,980 + $6,028,760 + 10.7% 

$63,932,805 + $2,002,825 + 3.2% 

$66,9 19,230 + $2,986,425 + 4.6% 

$68,439,135 + $1,519,905 + 2.3% 

The highest growth between 1991 and 1992 reflects the following major construction 
projects in the Borough: Bibro Medical Building at  Jefferson Center Hospital, new 
Jefferson Elementary School, new Borough Municipal Building, and three (3) residential 
plans (Jefferson Place, Chapel View and Towne Hall Estates). 
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The total growth in assessed valuation in the Borough between 1985 and 1995 has been 
$27,760,900 or  68%. Rising interest rates and increases in school taxes to cover 
construction of the new elementary school, renovation of the high school and teachers’ 
salaries will affect the future of residential construction in the Borough. Past trends may 
stabilize and it will be important to the Borough’s tax base to maintain a balance between 
residential and nonresidential taxpayers. 

RETAIL TRADE 1982 

RETAIL TRADE TRENDS, 19821992 
Between 1982 and 1987, the total number of retail establishments in the Borough remained 
the same; however, the number of sole proprietorships declined from 14 to 9 indicating that 
small businesses may have been replaced by larger businesses. Total sales increased by 
about $800,000; however, payroll and total paid employees declined during the same 

, period. The addition of one auto dealer and one garden/building supply business indicates 
larger businesses with greater sales. 

1987 1992 

Number of Establishments 

Sole Proprietorships 

Total Sales 

Total Payroll 

Total Paid Employees 

19 19 

14 9 

$5,636,000 $6,458,000 

$ 741,000 $ 706,000 

85 74 

Building/Garden Supply 

General Merchandise 

Food Store 

20 II 

1 2 

- 1 

1 1 

+ $1 1,063,000 

~ 

Auto Dealer 

Gas Station 

A p pareVAccessories 

Furniture 

Eating/Drinking Places 

Drugs tore 

Miscellaneous Retail 

$ 1,480,000 TI 
1 2 1 

2 2 2 

- - - 
1 2 3 

5 6 9 

1 - - 
1 3 - 
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Between 1987 and 1992, the total number of retail stores increased by one (1); however, 
there was a number of gains and losses in the various types of stores in the retail sector. 
Another building material/garden supply store, a food store, a home furnishing store and 
3 eating and drinking establishments were added. These six (6) new stores balanced the 
loss of five (5 )  stores: a general merchandise store, three (3) miscellaneous retail stores and 
an auto dealer. 

The changes in retail establishments between 1987 and 1992 also reflected the loss of 
smaller stores in favor of larger stores with higher sales and employment. Between 1987 
and 1992, total employment in retail sales grew by 203 persons or 274%. Total sales grew 
by $4.6 Million or 71%. 

SERVICE INDUSTRIES TRENDS, 19821992 
The Table on the following page shows the trends in the number of establishments, receipts, 
employment and payroll in the services sector in the Borough between 1982 and 1992. The 
total number of services establishments increased in Jefferson between 1982 and 1987. Sole 
proprietorships (small businesses) represent about 1/3 of all services establishments in 1987. 
Total employment in services increased by 37% and payroll increased by $13.5 million. 
Total receipts increased by $28.7 million or by 80%. The largest increase in the number 
of establishments in the services sector was in health care services, indicating growth 
related to the Jefferson Center Hospital. 

The services sector represents the most significant portion of the Borough's economic base 
in all three (3) Censuses: 1982, 1987 and 1987. 

Between 1987 and 1992, however, there was a decline in total establishments, total 
employment, total payroll and total receipts. The category which shows the greatest decline 
in the total number of establishments is Health Services, excluding hospitals, which "lost" 
nineteen (19) establishments between 1987 and 1992. Since the Census excludes businesses 
which are not subject to Federal income tax (including hospitals), the apparent loss may 
be the result of formerly independent medical offices being reorganized under the auspices 
of the Jefferson Center Hospital. 

Other losses in establishments between 1987 and 1992 include: one (1) legal and one (1) 
social services establishment. These losses were balanced by the following new 
establishments being added: one (1) auto repair, one (1) business service firm and one (1) 
engineering/accounting firm. 

The magnitude of the "losses" between 1987 and 1992 is significant. The total reduction 
in establishments is -18 or -51%. Receipts declined by $38.9 Million or -60%. The decline 
in employment is -868 employees or -75%. The loss of payroll is -$20.5 Million or -60%. 
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SERVICE ESTABLISHMENTS 

Number of Establishments 

1982 1987 1992 

24 35 17 

Total Payroll I $20,793,000 I $34,296,000 I $13,736,000 

Sole Proprietorships 

Total Receipts 

Total Paid Employees I 850 I 1,163 I 295 

NA 11 NA 

$35,984,000 $64,679,000 $25,740,000 

HoteVMotel 

AmusementIRecreation 

2 *  1 *  1 *  

2 1 1 

Health, excluding hospital 

Legal 

Auto Repair 

Miscellaneous Repair 

Personal Sem'ces 

12 20 1 

- 2 1 

** 1 

NA 3 3 

NA - 

** 

* Local information indicates four (4) motels existed in the Borough at  each Census 
** Local information indicates that two (2) auto repair businesses existed in 1982 and 1987 

Business Services 

Social Services 

29 

NA 3 4 

NA 1 

Engineering, Accounting, etc. NA 4 5 



1 
I 
t 

3 
1 

I 
1 
1 
1 
I 
I 
E 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

i 

e 

WHOLESALE TRADE TRENDS, 19821987 
There was a significant increase in the number of wholesale establishments in the Borough 
of Jefferson between 1982 and 1987. The total number of establishments remained stable 
in 1992. Employment and payroll in this sector is low; however, and total sales for 
merchant wholesalers in 1987 represents the least significant part of the Borough’s 
economic base. Because of the small number of establishments in this sector, data on 
employment, sales and payroll was suppressed in the 1992 Census to protect confidentiality. 

SOURCE U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census 1982, 1987 and 
1992 Censuses of Wholesale Trade, Pennsylvania, WC82-A-39, WC87-A- 

39 and WC92-A-39. 
~~ ~ ~~ 

FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 
South Hills Health System provides the greatest source of tax revenue for the 
Borough. It has the highest number of employees and the greatest assessed 
valuation in the Borough. Employment in the system is 5 times that of the next 
largest employer. The assessed valuation of South Hills Health System represents 
half of the value of the Top Ten (10) taxpayers and 3.3% of the total valuation in 
the Borough. 

Employment is distributed among several sectors in the Borough’s economy. Among 
the Top Ten (10) employers, health care, education, technology, basic 
manufacturing, business services and construction are represented. This diversity 
helps to insulate the Borough’s economy from fluctuations in certain sectors. 

The real estate tax base is distributed among several sectors, as well. Among the 
Top Ten (10) real estate taxpayers, the hospital system, several manufacturing 
establishments, a trucking company, a construction company, several apartment 
complexes and a nursing home are represented. 

The Borough has a broad tax base. Only three (3) of the Top Ten (10) employers 
also are represented among the Top Ten (10) real estate taxpayers: South Hills 
Health System, Hercules and Dick Corporation. 
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The assessed valuation of the Top Ten (10) real estate taxpayers represents fifteen 
percent (15%) of the total assessed value in the Borough. 

The assessed valuation of the three (3) apartment complexes on the list of Top Ten 
(10) real estate taxpayers represents 4.7% of the total assessed value in the Borough; 
more than the South Hills Health System. 

The Borough has shown steady growth in assessed value over the past ten years. 
Total growth in the ten year period 1985-1995 is $27.5 Million or 68%. The 
Borough can expect that the real estate tax will continue to provide growth in 
revenue in the future. 

In five (5) of the last ten (10) years, growth in assessed value exceeded 5% each 
year. 

Growth in assessed value peaked at 10.7% in 1992 and has fallen to less than 5% in 
1994. 

Rising interest rates, increased school taxes, and the removal of certain developed 
properties from the tax rolls for the construction of the Mon Valley Expressway, are 
expected to impact future trends in the growth of assessed value. 

Among the three (3) sectors (retail, services and wholesale), the services sector, 
particularly health and education, is the most important sector in the Borough’s 
economic base. 

In spite of a significant loss in establishments, employment, payroll and receipts, the 
services sector remains the leader among the three (3) sectors. 

The loss in establishments between 1987 and 1992 was primarily in the health 
services category, possibly indicating that some formerly independent medical offices 
became affiliated with the South Hills Health System (hospital). 

Between 1982 and 1987, the number of retail establishments remained stable; 
however, the number of sole proprietorships has declined, indicating that larger 
businesses may be replacing smaller businesses. 

Between 1987 and 1992, the loss of smaller retail stores in favor of larger stores with 
higher sales and employment resulted in the growth of total employment in retail 
sales of 203 persons or 274% and an growth in total sales of $4.6 Million or 71%. 

The wholesale sector is the least important to the Borough’s economic base in terms 
of sales and number of employees; however, the sector has grown from no 
establishments in 1982 to six (6) establishments in 1987 and has not lost any 
establishments in 1992. 
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COMMUNITY FACILITIES AND SERVICES 



COMMUTWW FACILJTIES AND SERVICES 

Community facilities and services are those aspects of a community which guarantee the 
public health, safety and welfare of its residents and which make a community attractive 
to new residents. A minimum level of services is necessary in any community; however, 
the community that is able to provide both adequate public safety services and additional 
cultural and recreational facilities and services not only enriches the quality of life of its 
residents, but will become attractive to new residents. 

The community facilities and services discussed in this Section include municipal buildings, 
police and fire protection, emergency medical, street maintenance, sewers, garbage 
collection and recreation. These are the services that are the direct responsibility of 
Borough government and are within the control of Borough Council. The residents of the 
Borough also benefit from the facilities and services of the West Jefferson Hills School 
District over which Borough Council does not have direct control. 

Municipal Buildhm 
In 1990, the Borough dedicated a new Municipal Complex on a 17.431 acre site on Old 
Clairton Road. The total square footage of the building is 35,000 square feet. About 
20,000 square feet is currently in use for administrative offices, library and meeting rooms; 
the balance is devoted to storage, mechanicals, restrooms, corridors and lobbies. The 
facilities include the following: 

First Floor: Police Department 
Administration 

7,500 square feet 
5,000 square feet 

Second Floor: Library 5,000 square feet 
Community Meeting Rooms 5,000 square feet 
Council ChambersKaucus Room 5,000 square feet 

Both levels are handicapped accessible. There are two (2) tiers of parking on the site. The 
building was designed to meet the needs of the Borough for the next twenty (20) years. 

The former Municipal Building and Garage on Old Clairton Road near Route 51 is still 
used for the Borough’s Public Works Department and the maintenance and storage of 
equipment and supplies. Both structures on the site are antiquated and the site itself is too 
small to provide adequate storage and maneuverability. The Borough should consider the 
feasibility of another site for the facilities for the Public Works Department, as well as the 
potential for re-use and sale of the former site. 

Police Protection 
According to the 1970 Comprehensive Plan, the Borough had nine (9) full-time police 
officers and was equipped with a police ambulance and one (1) patrol car. Emergency 
medical services are no longer provided by the Police Department. Today, the Department 
is staffed by fourteen (14) full-time officers and is equipped with five (5) patrol cars. 
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The recommended State Police standards for police protection is one and one-half (1-112) 
officers for every 1,000 residents. The Borough complies with this minimum standard. 
The fourteen (14) officers represent 1.47 officers per 1,000 residents. 
The 1995 budget for police protection is $ 936,336. This represents 18% of the total 
Borough Budget. In 1986, the percentage of the total budget spent on police protection was 
16%. The 1995 Budget for police protection represents an increase of about $300,000 over 
the 1986 expenditure for police protection. 

JGre Protection 
At the time of the 1970 Comprehensive Plan the Borough was served by four (4) volunteer 
fire companies. Those four (4) companies continue to serve the Borough, today. The four 
(4) companies have mutual aid pacts with all of the immediately adjacent South Hills 
communi ties. 

Large Volunteer Fire Department 
Floreffe Volunteer Fire Department 
Gillhall Volunteer Fire Department 
Jefferson Volunteer Fire Department 

Route 51 
Old Route 837/Route 837 
Gillhall Road 
Route 885 

The location and service areas of each of these companies is shown on the map at the end 
of this Section. 

The National Board of Fire Underwriters have established a maximum distance of four (4) 
miles between a residence and a fire station. All existing and future residences in the 
Borough are within that recommended distance. The recommended distance for high value 
commercial uses, such as shopping centers, is one (1) mile; for all other commercial areas, 
the recommended distance is three (3) miles. All existing and future commercial areas are 
within the recommended distance. 

The Borough makes an annual contribution to each of the volunteer fire companies of 
$17,500. 

Eonerpencv Medical 
Emergency medical services are provided to Borough residents by the Jefferson Ambulance 
Service which has several paid paramedics and a number of volunteers and is located at 
Jefferson Hospital on Coal Valley Road. Additional services are available from the Floreffe 
Ambulance Service which is all volunteer and is maintained by the Floreffe Volunteer Fire 
Department within its service area. The Floreffe Ambulance Service provides back-up for 
ambulance calls outside their service area. All properties in the Borough are located within 
a two (2) mile radius of an ambulance service. 
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GarbagdRecvcling 
Garbage collection and recycling services for Borough residents are contracted with the 
William H. Martin Company. The Borough participates in a joint contract with five (5) 
other South Hills communities (Baldwin, Brentwood, Castle Shannon, Pleasant Hills and 
Whitehall) which has stabilized Borough costs for this service. Each household is assessed 
$100 per year for these services. Businesses within the Borough select and pay for their 
own contractor. 

Based on the success of the recycling program, it is recommended that the program be 
expanded in the future to include additional recyclable materials, including newsprint and 
all forms of plastic. 

The 1995 Borough Budget for Sanitation is $1,206,664. This represents 23% of the total 
1995 Budget. Between 1986 and 1995, the annual expenditure for Sanitation has increased 
from $567,100 to $1,206,664, an increase of $639,564 or 113%. Costs for Sanitation began 
accelerating in 1987. Between 1987 and 1989, annual costs increased by $200,000. Again, 
between 1989 and 1991, costs increased another $200,000. And, between 1991 and 1994, 
annual costs increased by another $200,000. Until 1992, annual expenditures had remained 
under $850,000. In 1992, expenditures reached $1 Million for the first time. 

Street Maintenance 
The Borough of Jefferson owns and maintains approximately 43.6 miles of Borough streets. 
The street maintenance program includes reconstruction, resurfacing, sealing and snow 
removal. The Borough participates in the Pennsylvania Department of Transportation’s 
(PennDOT’s) Liquid Fuels Program which sets aside funds for municipalities to maintain 
their streets. The Borough utilizes these funds, along with other Borough funds, to 
complete a street program each year. In the past five (5) years, the Borough has spent 
between $50,000 and $100,000 each year for the street program. The Borough plans to 
allocate approximately $100,000 each year for the next two (2) years to the Annual Road 
Program. 

The goal of the Borough is to revitalize all public streets to modern suburban specifications, 
including the installation and/or upgrading of storm sewers, particularly on the many 
existing streets where storm sewers do not exist. 

Sewers 
The Borough of Jefferson maintains approximately 84.7 miles of sanitary sewers which are 
located in three (3) different watersheds: the Lick Run Watershed, the West Elizabeth 
Watershed and the Clairton Watershed. The percentage of all Borough sewers which are 
located in each of the watersheds include: Lick Run, 1%; West Elizabeth, 20%; and 
Clairton, 79%. The Lick Run and West Elizabeth watersheds are currently under a 
Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Resources (PA DER) Corrective Action Plan 
mandate which limits the number of equivalent dwelling units which can be added to the 
sewage treatment plant each year. 
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The Corrective Action Plans include the rehabilitation of the existing sanitary sewers and 
manholes to remove stormwater inflow and infiltration from the sanitary sewer system. 
The Clairton Watershed is not under a Corrective Action mandate and development is not 
limited within the Clairton Watershed. 

The Borough has completed the Corrective Action Plan in the Lick Run Watershed. The 
Borough is currently undertaking the sewer rehabilitation encompassed by the Corrective 
Action Plan for the West Elizabeth Watershed. The Borough is continuing to perform 
internal television inspection of the sewers and prepare point repair projects in the West 
Elizabeth Watershed. The Borough is in the process of generating a sewer fund through 
the use of sewer tap fees and sewer rate payments collected throughout the year. The 
Borough plans to complete the same type of Corrective Action Plan for the Clairton 
Watershed on its own initiative when the program is completed in the West Elizabeth 
Watershed. 

Approximately fifteen Dercent (15%) of the Borough remains unsewered. A long term goal 
of the Borough is to provide public sewers to all, depending on the physical feasibility of 
extending the lines and the funding available to complete the system. 

Parks and Recreation 
In 1972, a Recreation and Open Space Plan was prepared for the Borough. This plan was 
based on projected populations for the Borough in 1980 of 10,000 persons and in 1990 of 
15,000 persons. Actual Borough populations for those years, according to the Bureau of 
the Census, are 8,643 persons in 1980 and 9,533 in 1990. Since the plan was based on a 
future population of 15,000 persons and the projected future population of the Borough 
during the planning period for this plan is less than 15,000 persons, the conclusions of the 
1972 study warrant consideration. 

The Recreation and Open Space Plan identified three (3) neighborhoods in the Borough for 
which Census data was available (1970 Census Tracts). These data are compared with the 
1990 data for the same Census Tracts in the Borough. These neighborhoods are identified 
on the Map at  the end of this Section. 

Neiprhborhood #1 
-- 1970 1990 

Total Population 2,274 2,265 

Under Age 20 36.9% 21.0% 
Aged 20-64 Years 55.1% 62.1% 
Age 65 and Over 8.0% 16.9% 
95 of Boro’s 
Vacant Land 25% n.a. 

(-9) 

Neiphborhood #B 
1970 1990 
2,813 4,597 

(+ 1,784) 
41.2% 28.9% 
52.1% 61.2% 
6.7% 9.9% 

40% n.a. 

Neiphborhood #3 
-- 1970 1990 
3,423 2,697 

36.4% 21.3% 
55.0% 58.9% 
8.6% 19.8% 

(-726) 

35% n.a. 

In 1970, Neighborhood 2 had the youngest population and the highest percentage of the 
Borough’s vacant land. Neighborhoods 1 and 2 had similar percentages of youth and 
elderly and Neighborhood 1 had the least amount of vacant land. 
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Neighborhood 2 which had the highest percentage of vacant land in 1970 experienced the 
greatest population growth (+63%) between 1970 and 1990. Neighborhood 1 remained 
relatively stable, losing only 9 persons in the 20 year period. Neighborhood 3 lost 726 
persons or 21% of its 1970 population. This loss is directly related to the aging of the 
population in this neighborhood. 

Both Neighborhoods 1 and 3 showed significant increases in elderly population. All three 
(3) Neighborhoods showed a decline in the population under age 20. Neighborhood 2 
indicates that it has the highest percentage of family and wage earning households. 

According to the 1990 Census, the housing characteristics of the three (3) Neighborhoods 
are as follows: 

Total '90 Housing Units: 981 units 1,697 units 1,079 units 
% of All Boro Units: 26.1% 45.2% 28.7% 

Neighborhood #1 Neighborhood #2 Neighborhood #3 

% Single Family Units: 69.6% 69.1% 93.9% 

The goals of the 1972 plan indicate that a major municipal park should be provided in each 
of the Borough's three (3) neighborhoods. Neighborhood 3 has Beedle Park and 
Neighborhood 1 has Andrew E. Reilly Memorial Park. Neighborhood 2, the largest and 
fastest growing Neighborhood does not have a major municipal park. 

The 1972 Plan identified three (3) historic sites which still exist today and are listed in the 
1994 inventory of facilities and programs. The 1972 Plan also identified thirteen (13) public 
and private recreational facilities: 

Public pa;ks: 
Andrew E. Reilly Memorial Park 25.6 acres 
Beedle Park 130.0 acres 
Lobb Cemetery Park 5.3 acres 
Tepe Park 30.3 acres 
Gill Hall Park (formerly GBU) 16.9 acres 
Total Public Acreage: 208.1 acre3 

Public Schools: 
Thomas Jefferson H.S. 13.3 acres 
Gill Hall Elementary 4.4 acres 
Jones Elementary 3.2 acres 
Roosevel t Elementary 5.3 acres 
Coal Valley Elementary 6.2 acres 
Total School Acreage: 32.4 acres 

Private Facilities: 
Jefferson Swim Club 6.8 acres 
Lithuanian Club 63.8 acres 
Pearson Road Golf/Swim Club 44.0 acres 
Total Private Acreage: 113.8 acres * Facilities no longer exist 
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Considering Borough owned and School District owned properties, as well as privately 
owned recreational facilities in the Borough, a total of 354.3 acres of recreational land was 
available in 1972 to Borough residents. 

The 1972 Plan identified the following Borough sponsored recreation programs available 
to residents: 

Summer Playground Program 
Community Day 
Memorial Day Service 
Youth Baseball 
Midget Football 

In addition to Borough sponsored programs, the following recreation and leisure activities 
were available in 1972 to Borough residents through local community organizations: 

Gill Hall Adult Volleyball 
ISDA 
Boy Scouts (2 troops) 
Cub Scouts (2 packs) 
Explorer Post 
Girl Scouts 
Scout Swim Program 
Church programs (8 churches) 
Fire Hall programs (4 fire halls) 
Senior Citizens 
Library Association 
Adult Education 
Girls Drill Team 
Women’s Club 
Women’s DrudBugle Corps 
Football Mothers’ Club 
Lions Club 

The 1972 Plan recommended the following improvements in recreational programming in 
the Borough: more programs for girls and teenagers and more FaWWinter activities. 
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Master Plan for Beedle Park 
In 1990, a Master Plan for the development of Beedle Park was prepared. At the time of 
the Master Plan, the following facilities were in place at  Beedle Park: 

Entrance Road 
Baseball Field A 
Soccer Field 3 
Playground Equipment 
2 Pavilions/4 Picnic Tables 

The Master Plan was proposed in three (3) phases and includes the following improvements 
in each phase. All costs indicated are in 1990 dollars. 

PHASE I OF MASTER PLAN 
Site Preparation, Grading, Seeding 
Entrance Gate & Sign, Fencing 
Playground Area 
Pavilion Improvements 

$691,612. 

PHASE II OF MASTER PLAN 
Hiking Trail 
Paved Parking Lot 
Picnic Area #4 

PHASE III OF MASTER PLAN 
Baseball Field B 
Soccer Fields 1 & 2 
Exercise Trail (10 Stations) 
Picnic Area #1 
Picnic Area #2 
Picnic Area #3 
Naturalistic Plantings 

TOTAL COST OF MASTER PLAN: $952,395. 

$115,182. 

$145,601. 

Total Faalities P r o d  for Beedle Park At Comdetion of Master Pian: 

2 Baseball Fields 
3 Soccer Fields 
1 Playground 
4 Picnic Areas 

1 Hiking Trail Security Gate 
1 Exercise Trail Emergency Access 
2 Portable Restrooms Signage 
Parking for 127 cars 

1994 Inventorv of Facilities and Rograms 
An inventory of public and private recreational facilities in the Borough today is shown on 
the following two (2) pages. These facilities are shown on the Map at the end of this Section. 
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CURRENT INVENTORY OF RECREATIONAL FACILITIES AND PROGRAMS 

Historic Sites: Old Fort- Junction of Lewis Run and Peters Creek Road 
Methodist Church - Old Limestown Road (circa 1843) 
Lobbs Cemetery 

Public Parks: 
Andrew E. Reilly Memorial Park 25.6 acres 

Beedle Park 130 acres 

Lobb Cemetery Park 5.3 acres 
(Leased from West Penn Power) 

Tepe Park 30.3 acres 
(Leased from School District) 

Gill Hall Park 16.9 acres 
(Leased from GBU Insurance) 

Total Public Acreage: 208.1 acres 
Publicly Owned Acreage: 155.6 acres 
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Baseball field 
Play Apparatus 
Basketball 
Volleyball 
Shelters, Band shell 
Concession stand 

Playground 
Pavilions 
Baseball Field 
Soccer Field 

Play Apparatus 
Tennis Courts (2) 
Ballfield 
Picnic Tables 
Reviewing Stand 
Streadpedestrian bridge 
Walkways 
Parking 
Historic Cemetery 

Baseball Field 
Play Apparatus 
Basketball Court 
Shelter/benches 
Parking 

Meeting Hall 
Parking 
Ballfield 
Play Apparatus 
Multi-use Court 
Horseshoe Courts 
Shelter 
Concession stand 



'I Public Schools: 
Thomas Jefferson H.S. 
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Gill Hall Elementary 

Jefferson Elementary 

Total School Acreage: 

Private Facilities: 
Jefferson Swim Club 

Lithuanian Club 

The Practice "T" 
Total Private Acreage: 

13.3 acres Football stadium (Lighted 
Gymnasium 
Tennis Courts 
Baseball Fields 
Auditorium 
Parking 

4.4 acres ,Kickball field 
Play Apparatus 
Basketball Court 
Paved game area 
Gydauditorium 
Parking 

43.4 acres Playground 
3 Ballfields 
Soccer Field 

61.1 acres 

6.8 acres Pool 
Play Area 
Basketball Court 
Picnic shelter 

63.8 acres Ballfields 
Play Apparatus 
Picnic shelter 
Meeting hall 

45.8 acres Golf Practice Facility 
116.4.acres 

Inventorv of progl.anrs 
The following four (4) programs currently are offered to Borough residents: 

1. Community Day Second Sunday of August at  885 Park 
(Recreation Authority) Parade, games, booths 

2. Memorial Day Service Lobb Cemetery 
(Borough sponsored) Parade, program 

3. Youth Baseball Athletic Association operates 
(Major, minor, colt, pony teams) Recreation Board contributes 

4. Soccer Program Ages 8-19 
(Jefferson Soccer Club) 
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Two (2) Borough sponsored programs which were identified in the 1972 Plan no longer are 
offered: Summer Playground and Midget Football. A Soccer Program has been added. 
The Woman's Drum and Bugle Corps and the Girls Drill Team which were sponsored by 
private organizations in 1972 no longer exist. All of the following activities sponsored by 
private community organizations have existed since the 1972 Plan: 

Gill Hall Adult Volleyball ISDA Woman's Club 
Boy Scouts (2) Church programs Lions Club 
Cub Scouts (2) Senior Citizens Fire Hall Programs 
Explorer Post Library Association 
Girl Scouts Adult Education 
Scout Swim Program Football Mothers' Club 

MONTOUR TRAIL 
The Montour Trail Council, a non-profit organization, is constructing a walking and biking 
trail on the abandoned Montour Railroad right of way through communities in Southern 
and Western Allegheny County and Northeastern Washington County. Part of the trail is 
proposed through the Borough. The alignment of the proposed trail is shown on the 
Traffic and Circulation Map following page 69. 

When completed, the proposed route of the Trail within the Borough will follow Peters 
Creek and will generally parallel the route of the proposed Mon-Fayette Expressway. The 
Trail will connect with the segment exiting South Park Township at  Snowden Road, will 
cross Route 51 and will continue to Route 837 along the Monongahela River on the 
Borough's boundary with Elizabeth and Forward Townships. 

The Trail will traverse an undeveloped valley in the Borough. The Trail may provide an 
incentive for additional recreational use or recreation-oriented commercial development in 
the valley. These uses are not permitted by the current zoning classification for this area. 
Amendments to the Zoning Ordinance should be considered for the Peters Creek Valley to 
encourage these uses, as well as the environmental protection of the floodplain and the Trail 
route. Further, the Borough should consider possible pedestrian connections between the 
Trail and the developed residential in the Borough, as well as existing Borough recreational 
facilities. 

CITIZEN ATTITUDE SURVEY 
In 1994, the Borough conducted a Citizen Attitude Survey to determine opinions from the 
residents about municipal services, land use policy and suggested improvements in the 
Borough. Approximately 335 residents responded to the survey, representing about 9% of 
the total 3,600 households in the Borough. 

The residents were asked several questions about recreation. First, the residents were 
asked to rate a number of municipal services as "excellent," "good," or "poor." Park 
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Maintenance and Library Services are two (2) services that were rated and the following 
shows the percentage of responses in each category for these services: 

Excellent Good Fair Poor 
Park Maintenance 10% 55% 31% 4% 
Library Services 25% 52% 20% 3% 

Seventy-seven percent (77%) of all respondents rated the Library Services as "good or 
excellent;" 65% of all respondents rated Park Maintenance as "good or excellent . I 1  

The respondents indicated the following about the frequency of their household's use of the 
Library : 

Regularly 16% 
Sometimes 35% 
Rarely 22% 
Never 27% 

Thirty-three percent (33%) of the survey respondents said there are adequate recreational 
facilities in their area; 44% said facilities were not adequate and 23% said they didn't 
know. Since 46% of all respondents live in the Gill Hall area of the Borough, these 
responses support the conclusion that the developing core area of the Borough is 
underserved by recreation facilities. 

Survey respondents were asked the frequency that members of their household use 
recreational facilities in the Borough Park and South Park (the County regional park). 

Regularly Sometimes Rarely Never 
Borough Park 12% 32% 20% 36% 
South Park 15% 45% 20% 20% 

The survey respondents indicate that they use the County regional park more frequently 
than the Borough Park. 

The survey respondents were asked to indicate their preferences for additional recreational 
facilities and programs needed in the Borough. The percentage of total responses was: 

Facilities: 18% Swimming Pool 5% Tennis Courts 
16% Bicycle Path 5% Firing Range 
14% Exercise Trail 4% Ballfield 
7% Tot Play Areas 4% Soccer Field 
7% picnic Shelters 3% Street Hockey 
6% Basketball Court 3% Volleyball Court 

Seven percent (7%) of the respondents indicated no additional facilities are needed. 
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Programs: 15% 
13% 
10% 
8% 
6% 
6% 
6% 
6% 
4% 
4% 
3% 
2% 
2% 
2% 

Teen Activities 
Senior Citizen Activities 
Exercise 
Adul t Education 
Golf lessons 
Arts  & Crafts 
Tennis Lessons 
Mother’s Day Out 
Volleyball 
Bowling League 
Archery 
Skiing Lessons 
Pre-School Play 
Photography 

Thirteen percent (13%) of the respondents indicated that no additional programs are 
needed. 

Proposed Indoor Recreational Facility 
The Recreation Authority has proposed construction of an indoor recreational facility which 
would be financed by the Authority, rather than from Borough tax dollars. The facility 
is proposed to be located at the site of the new Municipal Building on Old Clairton Road. 
An architectural feasibility study has been prepared which estimates the total cost of 
construction to be $2.1 million. The facility would include a gymnasium and track and 
it is intended that user fees would defray expenses. 

The Citizen Attitude Survey contained two (2) questions about the proposed indoor facility. 
Fifty-five percent (55%) of the respondents favored its construction a if it was financed 
without Borough tax dollars. Nineteen percent (19%) favored its construction without any 
conditions and 26% opposed its construction. The following were responses about the 
facilities that should be included if the indoor facility were built: 

Indoor Track 22% favor 
Basket ball 21% favor 
Volleyball 20% favor 
Indoor Tennis 20% favor 
Deck Hockey 13% favor 

Five percent (5%) of the respondents suggested other facilities that were not listed in the 
survey. The most frequently mentioned facility was a swimming pool. Since the recent 
renovation of the High School did not include construction of a swimming pool, there is 
interest in a Community Pool. 
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NATIONAL RECREATION AND PARK ASSOCIATION STANDARDS 
The National Recreation and Park Association has established standards for various types 
of recreational facilities. 

communitv Park: The recommended acreage is 5 acres per 1,000 
population and the recommended size for the park is 25- 
100 acres. The service area for a Community Park is 
0.5 miles to 3 miles and the total population served is 
10,000-50,000 persons. 

Adeauacv of Borough Facilities 
The 1990 population of the Borough is 9,533. To meet the needs of 10,000 
population, a minimum 50 acre park is necessary. To meet the needs of a future 
15,000 population, a minimum 75 acres is necessary. 

The Borough has two parks which qualify as potential Community Parks. Beedle 
Park is 130 acres and Reilly Memorial (885) Park is 25.6 acres. The total acreage 
of 155.6 acres is adequate to meet the minimum standards for a population of 31,120 
persons. 

These two parks have overlapping service areas and all residents of the Borough are 
within three (3) miles of the two (2) parks. 

Using a two (2) mile radius from these two parks, the Northwest section of the 
Borough between Cochrans Mill and Gill Hall from the Gill Hall Fire Hall to the 
Pleasant Hills border are not within these parks' service areas. Using a one (1) mile 
radius from these two parks, several residential areas of the Borough lie outside 
these parks' service areas: Fern Hollow/Hilltop and the entire area between Peters 
Creek, Route 51, the South Park boundary and the Pleasant Hills boundary. 

Neighborhood Parks: The recommended acreage is 5 acres per 1,000 
population; the recommended size of these parks is 5-20 
acres. The service area for a Neighborhood Park is 1/4 - 1/2 mile and the total population served by each 
neighborhood park is 2,000-10,000 persons. 

Adeauacv of Borough Facilities 
The Lobb Cemetery Park (5.3 acres), the GBU Park (16.9 acres) and the Tepe Park 
(30.3 acres) meet the standards for Neighborhood Parks. These parks total 52.5 
acres and exceed the minimum standards for'10,500 residents. In order to meet the 
needs of a population of 15,000 persons, an additional 22.5 acres of Neighborhood 
Parks is needed. 
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If the School District facilities at  the High School, Jefferson Elementary and Gill 
Hall Elementary are considered Neighborhood Parks, an additional 61.1 acres are 
available to Borough residents and the minimum acreage standards for 
Neighborhood Parks are met. The total acreage devoted to Neighborhood Parks, 
including School District facilities is adequate to meet the needs of a population of 
22,720 persons based on the standard of 5 acres per 1,000 persons recommended for 
Neighborhood Parks. 

Using either a 1/4 mile or a 1/2 mile radius from the three (3) Borough 
Neighborhood Parks, significant residential areas of the Borough remain unserved. 
Further, each of these parks is on land that is not owned by the Borough and is 
subject to be lost for public purposes in the future at the discretion of the private 
property owners. 

Considering both School District facilities and the three (3) Borough Neighborhood 
Parks and using a 1/4 mile radius, significant residential areas remain unserved by 
a Neighborhood Park. 

The 1/2 mile radius for each of the Neighborhood Parks is shown and School 
District facilities on the Community Facilities Map at the end of this Section. 
Considering both School District facilities and the three (3) Borough Neighborhood 
Parks and using a 1/2 mile radius, the following residential areas still remain 
unserved by a Neighborhood Park: Fern Hollow/Hilltop; Oneida/Gilmore/ Peterson; 
vacant R-2 area South and east of Hollywood area; vacant R-1 area between Peters 
Creek and Gill HalVRidge Road (proposed routing of Expressway); vacant R-1 area 
from Peters Creek to Elliot Road between Waterman and Old Clairton Roads; area 
between Cochrans Mill and Gill Hall from Gillcrest Drive to the Pleasant Hills 
boundary. 

Future Recreational Needs 
Total publicly owned facilities comprise 155.6 acres. These facilities are adequate 
to serve a population of 31,120 persons, using the standard of 5 acres/1,000 persons. 

Total public facilities, including those properties leased by the Borough, comprise 
208.1 acres. These facilities are adequate to serve a population of 41,620 persons, 
based on the standard of 5 acres per 1,000 persons. 

Total public facilities, including those properties leased by the Borough and School 
District facilities, comprise 269.2 acres. These facilities are adequate to serve a 
population of 53,840 persons, based on the standard of 5 acres per 1,000 persons. 

Adding private facilities (116.4 acres) to the total available public facilities results 
in a total of 385.6 acres available for recreation within the Borough. These facilities 
are adequate to serve a population of 77,120 persons, based on the standard of 5 
acres per 1,000 persons. 
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EXPENDITURES FOR MUNICIPAL SERVICES 
Trends in expenditures for municipal services for the two (2) 5-Year periods 1986-1990 and 
1991-1995 are shown in the Tables on this page and the next page. 

BOROUGH OF JEFFERSON 
TRENDS IN MUNICIPAL EXPENDITURES, 1986-1990 

Debt Service 

SOURCE: Borough Manager, Annual Budget Summaries 

General government has increased from 6% of the total budget in 1986 to 10% of the total 
budget in 1995. This reflects normal increases in the cost of administration, including 
increases in supplies, insurance and employee benefits; utilities for the new municipal 
building; addition of staff, including a professional manager. 
The Borough’s two (2) largest service categories, Public Safety and Sanitation, reflect 
similar trends. Between 1986 and 1992, Public Safety expenditures varied in the range of 
16%-20% of the total budget. Between 1993 and 1995, Public Safety ranged from 22%-26% 
of the total budget. 

Sanitation ranged from 12%-16% of the total budget between 1986 and 1991; from 1992 to 
1995, it ranged from 19%-24% of the total budget. 
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Recreation has represented only 1%-3% of the total budget over the ten year period, 1986- 
1995. The higher expenditures beginning in 1990 are related to preparation and 
implementation of the Master Plan for Beedle Park. 

General Gov’t. 

Debt service has remained a significant factor in the Borough budget. Between 1986 and 
1989, debt service represented 22%-24% of the total budget. In 1990 and 1991, the 
percentage increased to 27%, reflecting indebtedness associated with construction of the 
new Municipal Building. In 1992, it declined to 24% and from 1993-1995 has declined to 
14% and remained at  14%. 

1991 1992 1993 1994 

$ 381,594 $ 434,530 $ 460,070 $ 447,545 
(7%) (7%) (9%) (10%) 

~ 

BOROUGH OF JEFFERSON 
TRENDS IN MUNICIPAL EXPENDITURES, 1991-1995 

$1,004,165 $1,069,145 $1,146,500 
I (19%) (18%) (22%) 

~ (0.1%) (0.1%) (0.2%) 

I 
1 $ 5,260 $ 6,710 $ 9,740 

I 

$ 836,440 $1,065,435 $1,109,410 
(16%) (18%) (21%) 

Debt Service 

Mix.  Expenses 

Other Financing 

1995 

$1,432,415 $1,422,115 $ 715,600 $ 656,680 $ 707,610 
(27%) (24%) (14%) (14%) (14%) 

$ 253,500 $ 318,166 $ 261,720 $ 288,085 $ 286,130 
(5%) (5%) (5%) (6%) (6%) 

(15%) (14%) (15%) (4%) (4%) 
$ 806,685 $ 815,036 $ 808,090 $ 211,300 $ 233,067 

$ 496,300 
(10%) 

TOTAL: 

Public Safety 

~~~ ~~~~~ ~ ~ 

$5,325,050 $5,838,762 $5,260,470 $4,679,738 $5,185,202 
(100%) (100%) (100%) (100%) (100%) 

Health/Welfare 

Sanitation 

Streets/Highways 

Recreation 

$ 534,411 $ 622,815 $ 625,160 

$ 70,580 $ 84,810 $ 124,180 
(1%) (1.5%) (2%) 

$1,236,210 
(26%) 

$ 11,180 
(0.2%) 

$1,138,730 
(24%) 

$ 572,168 
(12%) 

$ 117,840 
(3%) 

$1,235,743 
(24%) 

$ 9,373 
(0.2%) 

$1,206,664 
(23%) 

$ 856,179 
(16%) 

$ 154,136 
(3%) 

The current millage for the Borough is 24 mills. Based on the 1995 total assessed value of 
$68,439,135 in the Borough, 1 mill generates $68,439 in revenue. The maximum millage 
permitted by the Commonwealth is 30 mills. Bonded indebtedness, the millage limitation 
and the revenue generated by 1 mill should be considered in determining the Borough’s 
ability to finance capital projects recommended by this Plan. 
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FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 
* 

* 

The new Municipal Complex is adequate to meet the Administrative and Community 
Service needs of the Borough for the next twenty (20) years. 

The current site of the Public Works Department is not adequate for office, 
materials and equipment storage. The feasibility of re-use and/or sale of the site 
should be studied. An alternative site for the Public Works Department facilities 
should be identified. 

The current staffing of the Police Department is adequate for a population of 15,000 
persons. According to the liberal and conservative estimates of population for the 
Borough, the number of officers is adequate for the twenty (20) year planning 
period. 

The location of the existing fire stations is adequate to serve both residential and 
commercial/industrial development based on the current and proposed zoning 
scheme for the Borough. 

There are no deficiencies in emergency medical service. Jefferson Hospital is located 
within the Borough and is easily accessible to all residents. 

The Borough should continue cooperative efforts with neighboring communities to 
attempt to keep the costs down for garbage collection as landfill space becomes more 
scarce. The continuation of the recycling program in the future is important to 
reduce the volume of material taken to the landfills. The Borough should endeavor 
to add more recyclable materials to the program, particularly newsprint and all 
forms of plastic. 

Continuation of the Annual Road Program is necessary to maintain the quality of 
Borough streets and undertake improvements in a well-planned way. 

Completion of the PA DER mandated Corrective Action Plan is being accomplished. 

Borough funds should be directed to the completion of a locally initiated corrective 
action plan for the Clairton Watershed to avoid future problems which may restrict 
development in the watershed. 

The Borough has adequate acreage devoted to recreation to meet the needs of the 
projected future population of the Borough; however, the fact that two (2) sites are 
leased, rather than owned by the Borough and the distant location of certain 
facilities with respect to the population center in the Borough indicates that 
recreation is not guaranteed to continue on the leased sites and is not conveniently 
located for some residents of the Borough. 
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* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

Purchase of the GBU site on Gill Hall Road would guarantee neighborhood 
recreation facility in that area of the Borough. 

Development of recreational services at the new Municipal Building site or a site 
within a reasonable distance of it near Old Clairton Road is necessary to serve this 
growing residential sector of the Borough. 

The proposed indoor recreational facility should be carefully evaluated in terms of 
the economic feasibility of constructing it and operating it without utilizing tax 
dollars. 

Because of its distant location, the full implementation of the Master Plan for Beedle 
Park should be weighed against the needs for neighborhood recreation in the Gill 
Hall and Old Clairton Road corridors of the Borough, the most rapidly developing 
residential areas of the Borough. 

Additional program recommendations identified in the Citizen Attitude Survey 
should be evaluated as to the feasibility of implementing new programs. 

Additional programs for senior citizens should be considered based on the growth 
' in this sector of the population. 

Since a pool received the highest percentage of responses in the Citizen Attitude 
Survey, the feasibility of a swimming pool should be evaluated as an alternative to 
the proposed indoor recreational facility. 

Based on the interest in bicycle paths and exercise trails expressed in the Citizen 
Attitude Survey, the Borough should coordinate its recreation planning with 
proposals by the Montour Trail Council for a hikinglbiking trail through the Peters 
Creek Valley. 

The feasibility of future pedestrian connections between the developed residential 
areas and Borough recreational facilities and the proposed Montour Trail should be 
evaluated. 

Recreational programming should expand teen activities since they were given the 
highest percentage of responses in the Citizen Attitude Survey question about new 
programs. 

Expenditures for recreation have represented only 1%-3% of the total Borough 
Budget over the past ten (10) years. 

Borough expenditures for public safety and sanitation are the two (2) largest 
categories of expenditures in the Annual Budget, each ranging from about 1/5 to 1/4 
of total expenditures over the past ten (10) years. 
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* Debt service has remained a significant factor in the Borough's Annual Budget for 
the past ten (10) years, representing about 22%-27% of total expenditures for most 
years, but having declined to 14% of total expenditures for the last two (2) Annual 
Budget Years. 

* Based on current assessed valuation, one (1) mill raises $68,439 in revenue. 

GOALS AND OBJECTIVES 
Based on the foregoing findings and conclusions, the following goals and objectives have 
been identified for improvements in community facilities and services in the Borough. 

Goal: To provide an adequate level of services to the current residents and the 
future Year 2010 population of the Borough 

Ohiectives: Maintain the current level of police protection which exceeds the 
recommended standard of one (1) police officer for each 1,000 residents. 
Monitor population growth to determine the need for adding one (1) new 
police officer for each 1,000 additional residents as the Borough population 
grows. 

Continue to support the four (4) volunteer fire companies. 

Continue to support the Jefferson Ambulance Service and the Floreffe 
Ambulance Service, promoting regional cooperation to effect economies of 
scale as medical costs rise. 

Continue to participate in joint contracting for garbage collection and 
recycling services to realize economies of scale. 

Reduce the waste stream by expanding the number and type of recyclable 
items, particularly newsprint and all forms of plastic. 

Continue to implement the Annual Road Program for routine maintenance, 
resurfacing and drainage improvements on Borough streets. 

Commit to phased financing of the recommended improvements in the 
Corrective Action Plan approved by the PA Department of Environmental 
Resources to improve the condition and capacity of Borough sanitary sewers. 

Initiate a corrective action program for the Clairton Watershed to avoid 
future problems in the condition and capacity of existing sewers in the 
watershed. 

Study the feasibility of relocating the Public Works Garage and salt storage 
facility and the potential for re-use and/or sale of the present facility. 
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Goal: 

0 biectives: 

Goal: 

0 b iectives: 

To provide recreational opportunities within a reasonable distance of the 
current and future residents of the Borough 

Investigate the feasibility of purchasing the GBU property to provide a 
Borough-owned recreational facility for the residents of Gill Hall. 

Investigate the feasibility of recreational development and/or expanded leisure 
activities at  the Municipal Complex to provide recreational opportunities 
within a reasonable distance of the residents of the growing sector of the 
Borough between Gill Hall and Old Clairton Roads. 

Reconsider the schedule for implementation of the Master Plan for Beedle 
Park in light of the need to address recreational needs in the growing core 
area of the Borough. 

To provide recreational programming which addresses the current and future 
needs of all age groups within the population. 

Direct the Recreation Authority to study the interests of teens and solicit 
volunteers (parents and students) to initiate a pilot program for teens. 

Consider hiring a part-time Summer Recreation Program Coordinator to 
expand the opportunities for all ages during the summer months. 

Cooperate with the, School District, the Community College of Allegheny 
County and the Borough Library to expand adult education activities in the 
Borough. 

Cooperate with church,es and senior citizens organizations to determine the 
interest of the seniors for recreation and leisure services. 

Study the feasibility of a Community Swimming Pool. 

Study the feasibility of a walking trail between Beams Run Road and the 
Peters Creek Valley which would utilize existing right of way and provide 
pedestrian access from the developed residential area of the Borough to the 
proposed Montour Trail, a regional facility, through the Peters Creek Valley. 

COMMUNITY FACILITIES AND SERVICES PLAN RECOMMENDATIONS 
In order to implement the foregoing goals and objectives, the following plan 
recommendations for improvements in community facilities and services are proposed. 

Budgetan commitments 
Police protection, fire protection, emergency medical services and garbage and recycling 
programs consume about half of the Borough’s Annual Budget expenditures. Because of 
the importance of these services to Borough residents, the current level of funding should 
be continued. 
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Strong commitments to an Annual Road program and mandated and self-initiated 
corrective action programs for sanitary sewers in the three (3) wastersheds will be necessary 
in future years to guarantee that the Borough infrastructure will keep pace with the 
demands for growth. 

Feasibilitv of Relocating Public Works Garage and Salt Storage Facility 
The Borough should undertake a feasibility study of the current Municipal Complex site 
and at least one (1) other site in a central location in the Borough for a relocated Public 
Works garage and salt storage facility. The feasibility study should address the potential 
conflicts with other possible uses of the Municipal Complex site (for example, recreation) 
and the potential for re-use and sale of the current Public Works garage site. While a 
central location is desirable, the potential impact on adjacent residential areas should be 
assessed. A location which is currently zoned "industrial" should be investigated, as well. 

Feasibilitv of Additional Recreational Facilities 
The Borough should undertake a study of the feasibility of providing additional recreational 
facilities, particularly in the Gill Hall Road and Old Clairton Road corridors of the 
Borough where most new residential growth is occurring. Among the alternatives to be 
evaluated are: 

1. 
2. 
3. 

4. 
5. 

Purchase of GBU property by the Borough for public recreation 
Development of outdoor recreation facilities on the Municipal Complex site 
Development of indoor leisure services programming at the Library and 
Community Rooms in the Municipal Complex 
Feasibility of outdoor swimming pool in a central location in the Borough 
Feasibility of a proposed recreation facility on the Municipal Complex site 

These alternatives should be evaluated in terms of cost, as well as the ability to meet the 
goals of this plan to of provide recreational facilities which are accessible to all residents 
of the Borough and provide new programs identified by the residents as needed. 

Borough Council should appoint a Citizen Advisory Committee to work with the Recreation 
Authority to identify program needs for recreation and to define the terms of the feasibility 
studies. 

Re-evduate Master Plan for Beedle Park 
Upon completion of the feasibility studies for additional recreational facilities in the 
underserved segments of the Borough, Borough Council should evaluate the costs associated 
with those recommended improvements in light of the Master Plan for development of 
Beedle Park. Priorities for the implementation of the Beedle Park Master Plan should be 
re-evaluated against the priority actions identified in the feasibility studies to meet the goals 
of this Plan to provide adequate recreation in locations accessible to the recent 
concentration of residential development. The schedule for implementation of the Beedle 
Park Master Plan should be modified, as warranted, to allow for the accelerated 
implementation of those recommendations to provide services to the underserved segments 
of the Borough's population. 
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Adult Education and Senior Citizen Promarm 
Respondents to the Citizen Attitude Survey indicated that additional programs for senior 
citizens and adult education are needed in the Borough. Borough Council should encourage 
the Recreation Authority to cooperate with interested citizens and adult organization in the 
Borough to identify programs of interest to adults and seniors and the existing resources 
that are available to undertake such programming. Some existing organizations that have 
resources that could be coordinated or expanded to provide additional programming in the 
Borough include: Allegheny County Department of Aging, Community College of 
Allegheny County, the School District, local AARP Chapters, local churches and the 
Borough Library. 

The citizens, in cooperation with the Recreation Authority, should identify existing 
programs available to Borough residents, use local information sources to advise residents 
of their availability and identify unmet needs in order to design pilot programs for adult 
education and senior citizens. After implementing the pilot programs, the citizens and 
Recreation Authority should evaluate the pilot programs and identify ways to improve or 
expand the programs, based on the response of Borough residents. Priority should be given 
to those programs which utilize existing resources and volunteer administration. 

Part-time Recreation Coordinator 
The Borough should consider employing a summer intern from a college recreation 
administration program to coordinate summer programming for children of all ages. The 
coordinator would be responsible for scheduling teachers, play leaders, Borough and School 
District facilities and volunteers to implement the Summer Program. Activities, other than 
competitive sports, should be considered. 

An area of high priority identified by the respondents to the Citizen Attitude Survey was 
teen programming. The Recreation Authority should cooperate with the School District to 
identify existing programs and potential parent and student representatives who could 
advise the Authority and participate in designing a pilot program for teens. The most 
successful program will rely on ideas initiated by the teens themselves. Priority should be 
given to those programs which utilize or  expand on existing resources and volunteers to 
implement them. At the conclusion of the pilot program, the Recreation Authority, in 
cooperation with the parents and students, should evaluate the success of the teen 
programming to identify ways to expand or replace the pilot program, as warranted. 

Feasibilitv of Pedestrian Trails 
The Borough should undertake a feasibility study of additional pedestrian trails that would 
intersect the proposed Montour Trail in the Peters Creek Valley. Additional trails which 
provide access between the Montour Trail and existing Borough facilities and developed 
residential areas should be considered. The existing Borough right of way between Beams 
Run Road and the Peters Creek Valley should be studied first to determine whether 
physical feasibility of such a 
availability of right of way, 
emergency and public safety 
studied. 

pedestrian connection. In addition to construction costs, 
physical feasibility of construction and accessibility for 

vehicles should be considered for the various alternatives 
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BOROUGH OF JEFFERSON 
MASOR RESIDENTIAL PLANS APPROVED SINCE 1980 

PLAN NAME 

NO. PERCENT 
OF OF ALL TOTAL 

UNITS UNITS ACREAGE 

MAP 
KEY 

ZONE NO. 
Angel Estates 6 0.5% 11.6 R-2 1 

Annhurst Apts. * 97 8.5% 22.73 R-3 2 

Becker Plan 10 0.8% 10.72 R- 1 3 

Chapel Ridge * 26 2.3% 3.0 R-3 4 

Chapel View Farms 29 2.5% 18.1 R-3 5 

Christopher Acres 6 0.5% 4.09 R-2 6 

Deer Park #6, 7, 8 & 9 40 3.5% 6.9 R-4 7 

Jefferson Hills 29 2.5% 14.3 R-4 8 

Jefferson Place 4/5 I 32 I 2.8% I 17.6 I R-1 I 9 

Jefferson Ridge * I 157 I 13.9% I 46.86 I R-3 I 10 

Jefferson Woodlands 194 17.1% 15.0 R-2 11 
I I I I I 

Kings Manor I 25 I 2.2% I 18.96 

Lincoln Woods #1 I 31 I 2.7% I 18.49 

R-1 I 12 

R-2/R-3 I 13 

The Oaks #1-3 44 3.9% 39.78 R-2 14 

Oakwood 35 3.1% 26.93 R- 1 15 

Rainbow Acres * 25 2.2% 8.0 R-2 16 

Redcliffe 11 0.9% 6.0 R- 1 17 

Towne Hall Est. #1 

Waterman Farms 1-6 I 101 I 8.9% I 105.1 

Haines Farm *+ I 10 I 0.8% I 93.79 

I 
I 

R- 1 22 

TOTAL: 1,128 100.0% 641.85 acres 

SOURCE: Borough of Jefferson Building Inspector’s Files 
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The asterisked plans listed on the Table on the previous page include two family or 
multifamily dwellings. All other plans listed are single family subdivisions. The total 
number of multifamily dwellings approved since 1980 are 249 units distributed among three 
developments: Annhurst, 97 apartment units; Chapel Ridge, 26 townhouses; Jefferson 
Ridge, 48 garden apartments and 78 townhouses. Rainbow Acres included 22 duplexes. 
Two family and multifamily units comprise 271 units or 29% of all units approved since 
1980. 

The acreage devoted to single family developments only comprises a total of 561.26 acres. 
The Haines Farm Plan created 10 farmettes on a 93.79 acre site. Since this is not a 
conventional suburban subdivision, this acreage has been excluded from the acreage 
devoted to conventional "suburban" single family developments; however, the acreage will 
be included in the change in distribution of land use between agricultural and residential. 
Excluding the Haines Farm Plan, the total acreage developed for "suburban-style'' single 
family plans since 1980 is 467.47 acres and the total number of single family "suburban- 
style" lots recorded is 813 lots. 

Eleven (11) of the twenty-four (24) plans or forty-six percent (46%) of the plans were 
recorded in the R-1 Zoning District. Six (6) of the twenty-four (24) plans or 25% were 
recorded in the R-2 Zoning District. Four (4) plans were recorded in the R-3 District, two 
(2) plans were recorded in the R-4 District and one (1) plan was recorded on property 
located in both the R-2 and R-3 Districts. 

Most of the plans represent less than 5% of all dwelling units created. Two (2) single 
family plans, Toth-Grove Plan with 94 lots and Waterman Farms Plan with 101 lots each 
represent about 8% of all dwelling units created. Annhurst Apartments, a 97 unit 
multifamily development, also represents about 8% of all dwelling units created. Only two 
(2) plans represent 10% or more of all the dwelling units created. The Jefferson Ridge 
PRD, which included 139 multifamily units and 18 single family lots, represents 14% of all 
dwelling units created and Jefferson Woodlands, a single family development of 194 lots at 
total build-out, represents 17% of all dwelling units created since 1980. 

Residential Land Use 
As described above and in the Section on the Economic Base, residential development 
represents the foundation of the Borough's recent development, while existing commercial 
and industrial areas within the Borough remain an important part of the tax base. 

The Borough's Zoning Ordinance provides five (5 )  different residential classifications. The 
Ordinance provides for all housing types: single family, two family, multifamily and mobile 
home dwellings. Planned residential developments also are authorized in the R-1, R-2 and 
R-3 Districts. 

Currently, two family dwellings are a permitted use by right anywhere in the R-2 District, 
if a minimum lot area of 16,250 square feet is provided. A substantial amount of vacant 
land is in the R-2 category. Since the R-2 District has evolved as a single family district, 
the residents of the R-2 District expect that development on adjoining lots will be single 
family, as well. Because the R-2 District provides opportunities for affordable housing 
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because of smaller lot area and lot width, the R-2 District is not recommended to be 
reduced in area. Rather, a technique to regulate the location of two family dwellings within 
the R-2 District to protect the integrity of established single family areas is recommended. 

Today, according to the Census, there are 3,752 dwelling units in the Borough. There are 
360 single family attached (townhouse) dwellings representing 10% of all dwellings in the 
Borough and there are 472 garden apartments representing 13% of all dwelling units. If 
no more multifamily dwellings are constructed, these percentages will decline in the future 
as more single family dwellings are built. A reasonable minimum percentage of multifamily 
dwellings to maintain is 5%. 

Based on the last eight years, the average annual rate of residential construction was 65 
dwellings per year. Over the next 10 years, it is possible that 650 new dwelling units would 
be constructed. Over the next 20 years, 1,300 new dwelling units would be constructed. 

1990 total dwelling units: 3,752 
2000 total dwelling units: 4,402 

18.9% 
2010 total dwelling units: 5,052 

16.5% 

% multifamily if no more are built: 

% multifamily if no more are built: 

If the total number of dwelling units in the Borough is 10,000 units and no more 
multifamily dwellings are built, the existing 832 multifamily dwelling units would constitute 
8% of the total housing stock. 

A review of development trends and the Zoning District regulations results in the following 
recommendations for revisions to the Residential Zoning District classifications: 

* Delete high-rise apartments from the R-3 District. Define mid-rise apartments as 
4-7 stories and authorize them in the C-1, Highway Commercial District. 

* Redefine the R-2 District, primarily, as a single family district by authorizing two 
family 

a. 
b. 

d. 
C. 

e. 
f. 
g* 

dwellings by conditional use subject to the following criteria: 

Increase lot area to 25,000 square feet (12,500 per dwelling unit). 
Minimum site of five (5 )  acres. 
Frontage on and direct vehicular access to an arterial or collector street. 
Design compatible with adjoining single family dwellings and orientation of 
garages and entries to maximize the appearance of a large single family 
dwelling. 
On corner lots, entrances facing each street frontage. 
One (1) integral parking space per dwelling. 
Design to incorporate privacy patios or interior courtyards. 

* Reduce the amount of land zoned R-3 based on the determination of the current 
percentage of the housing market in multifamily dwellings. 

* Maintain the current balance of land zoned R-1 and R-2. 
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Commercial and Industrial Land Use 
The heavy industrial uses along Route 837, historically, have provided employment and tax 
base for the Borough. Expansions and improvements to those sites have added value to the 
Borough. Additional 1-2 zoning is not necessary to accommodate future development. 

Much of the land currently zoned 1-1 Light Industrial, remains vacant. As an incentive to 
"mixed use'' development and to encourage more areas for commercial development outside 
the Route 51 corridor, the Borough amended the Zoning Ordinance to authorize C-1, 
Highway Commercial uses in the 1-1 District. This broadens the choices in the vicinity of 
the proposed route for the Mon Valley Expressway through the Peters Creek Valley which 
is zoned 1-1 and around its proposed interchange with Route 51, part of which is zoned C-1 
and part of which is zoned 1-1. 

A new Business Park classification was created in the 1980's and a large tract on Route 51 
was rezoned for the Century III Business Park. The Business Park classification was 
designed to encourage, offices, research and development, wholesaling, warehousing and 
"light manufacturing" with some supporting uses such as retail sales of products 
manufactured, hotel or motel and helipad developed in a planned "campus" atmosphere. 

As a result of the growth of the South Hills Health System, satellite medical facilities have 
been developing in the Borough. This type of medical complex is more compatible with 
adjacent residential uses than is general commercial development; however, the only zoning 
classification available which authorizes offices is a commercial classification which allows 
other retail and service uses. The Borough should consider establishing an "Office Park" 
classification in the Zoning Ordinance and should consider rezoning several large tracts to 
the new classification which are near the Hospital and the Route 51 corridor. These sites 
can act as a transition between the commercial classification on Route 51 and the residential 
areas that lie above the Route 51 valley. 

The proposed uses in the Office Park District should include the following permitted uses: 
banks, business or professional offices, conference center, medical clinics, medical research, 
testing and diagnostic facilities, hospital and nursing home as part of a medical "campus". 
A hotel or motel could be authorized as a conditional use, subject to certain standards and 
criteria, particularly addressing location near a highway, lighting, traffic, noise and height. 
Accessory uses such as a travel agency, newsstand, pharmacy or business services 
(photocopying, printing, office supplies, etc.) should be included to provide the supporting 
services necessary on an office campus. 

Strong buffer area requirements and setbacks from residential uses should be included. 
The minimum lot area required for development should be one (1) acre to encourage a 
design which utilizes landscaping and "green space." A maximum percentage of paving 
or a minimum percentage of landscaped area should be required to enhance the "open" 
design. 

As discussed in the Community Facilities and Services section, the Montour Trail is 
proposed through the Peters Creek Valley which is currently zoned Light Industrial. The 
current zoning classification does not allow for public, private and commercial recreation 
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uses or recreation-oriented commercial uses. The list of authorized uses in the Light 
Industrial District contains some uses which may not be compatible with the recreational 
use of the valley for the Trail. Certain environmental features exist in the valley which are 
compatible with the proposed recreational use, particularly the floodplain. These features 
also warrant protection from more intensive commercial and industrial uses. For this 
reason, a new zoning classification designed to be a "Conservation District" is recommended 
for the Peters Creek Valley. The proposed Conservation District would promote compatible 
uses to complement the Trail and will encourage conservation of the environmental features 
and buffering between the recreational uses in the Valley and the potential future 
development of commercial and industrial uses in the Valley related to the construction of 
the Mon Fayette Expressway through the Valley and the proldmity of its interchange at  
Route 51. 

FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

Two family and multifamily units represent 29% of all dwelling units approved since 
1980. 

Since 1980,813 single family lots have been recorded on 468 acres at  average density 
of about two (2) units per acre. 

Almost one-half (46%) of the residential plans developed since 1980 were recorded 
in the R-1 District. 

One-fourth (25%) of the residential plans recorded since 1980 were in the R-2 
District. 

The remaining one-fourth (25%) of the plans recorded since 1980 were divided 
between the R-3 and R-4 Districts. 

Most of the plans were small and each represent less than 5% of the total lots 
created. 

One (1) plan, at  build-out of a total of 194 lots, will represent 17% of all dwelling 
units created since 1980. Another two (2) plans created about 200 lots and represent 
approximately 16% of all dwelling units created since 1980. 

Multifamily plans approved since 1980 represent 22% of all dwelling units created 
since 1980. 

The R-2 District has emerged as a single family district and the authorization for 
two family dwellings anywhere in the R-2 District is inconsistent with that 
established pattern of land use. 

The current balance of the amounts of land zoned in the R-1 and R-2 classifications 
should be maintained. 
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Today, townhouses and garden apartment represent 23% of all dwelling units in the 
Borough. 

If no more multifamily units were built in the Borough and the current rate of single 
family development continued to the Year 2000, multifamily dwellings would 
represent 19% of all the dwelling units in the Borough. 

In 1990, the total number of dwelling units was 3,752 units. If the total number of 
dwelling units in the future reached 10,000 units, the currentlv existing number of 
multifamily dwellings would represent 8% of the total dwelling units in the Borough. 

The Borough’s current balance between existing single family and multifamily 
developments is adequate to meet the current and future demands for all types of 
housing in the Borough. 

The recent trend to develop satellite medical facilities in the Borough, associated 
with the South Hills Health System, should be encouraged through the creation of 
a new Office Park District. 

The existing Business Park District is adequate to meet current and future needs for 
campus-style office and light industrial development. 

Recent amendments to the Light Industrial District to authorize commercial uses 
gives maximum flexibility in responding to the future market for development 
related to the Mon Fayette Expressway and will counterbalance the diminution of 
development opportunities in the Route 51 commercial corridor related to highway 
improvements on Route 51 discussed further in the Traffic and Circulation Section. 

A new Conservation District classification is desirable to protect the Montour Trail 
corridor and its environmental features and to provide for recreation-oriented 
development complementary to the Trail. 

GOALS AND OBJECllvEs 
Based on the foregoing findings and conclusions, the following goals and objectives for 
future land use in the Borough are identified. 

Goal: Preserve the single family residential character of the Borough. 

0b.iectives: Revise the regulations governing two family dwellings in the R-2 District to 
require larger lots sizes, improved design standards and to protect established 
neighborhoods from intrusion from dissimilar uses. 

Reduce the amount of land zoned for multifamily development in light of the 
high percentage of the current and future housing stock represented by 
multifamily dwellings. 
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Obiectives: Delete high-rise apartments from the R-3 District since they are incompatible 
with the single family residential areas located on hilltops throughout the 
Borough. 

Define mid-rise apartments as 4-7 story buildings and authorize them in the 
C-1 District which primarily follows the valleys below the established 
residential areas. 

Maintain the current balance between the amount of land zoned R-1 and R-2 
to provide opportunities for affordable, as well as larger, more expensive 
single family dwellings. 

Goal: Recognize the importance of the Jefferson Center Hospital to the Borough's 
economic base and encourage medical related development in the future. 

Ohiectives: Create a new 0-P, Office Park, District to encourage medical offices, 
research, clinics and similar facilities in a campus-like atmosphere with 
design requirements that provide protections for adjacent residential areas. 

. 

Identify existing developed and future development sites for the new 0 - P  
District and offer economic incentives for their development and expansion. 

Goal: Recognize the importance of the industrial sector in the Borough's economic 
base. 

Ohiectives: Continue the present pattern of I, Industrial, zoning in the Borough. 

Continue to encourage the development of the Century III Business Park and 
other industrial properties through economic incentives. 

Goal: Recognize the potential for development in the area of the proposed 
interchange at  Route 51 and the Mon Valley Expressway. 

Ohiectives: Maintain the existing I, classification, in the vicinity of the proposed 
interchange since the permitted uses in the I District include any commercial 
use authorized in the C-1, Highway Commercial, District. 

Maintain the authorization for both light industrial and commercial uses in 
the "I" District to provided maximum flexibility in responding to the market 
in this location. 

Goal: Promote future commercial development in the Borough to provide services 
for the growing population in the Borough. 

Ohiectives: Recognizing that topographic limitations, the lack of availability of public 
water and the proposed widening and transportation improvements related 
to the Mon Fayette Expressway programmed for Route 51 have limited the 
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Goal: 

0 b.i ecti ves : 

development of the existing C-1, Highway Commercial District along Route 
51, guide future development to larger, less limited areas zoned "I" which 
permit both light industrial and commercial uses. 

Maximize the potential created by the Expressway interchange and the 
Montour Trail to promote commercial development opportunities in the 
Borough. 

Cooperate with the Chamber of Commerce and realtors to promote the 
Borough for commercial development. 

Promote commercial and business development through economic incentives. 

Promote compatible development and preserve a positive environment for the 
Montour Trail. 

Revise zoning classification in Peters Creek Valley to encourage recreation 
and recreation-oriented uses. 

Revise zoning classification in Peters Creek Valley to protect environmental 
features, particularly the floodplain. 

Revise zoning classification in Peters Creek Valley to provide adequate 
buffers between the Trail corridor and potentially incompatible commercial 
and industrial uses which also are authorized in the Valley. 

RECOMMENDED AMENDMENTS TO THE BOROUGH'S ZONING DISTRICT MAP 
Based on the foregoing goals and objectives, twelve (12) parcels are recommended for 
rezoning. These parcels are shown on the Parcels Recommended for Rezoning Map at the 
end of this Section and are numbered according to the numbers in the descriptions below. 

Parcel 1: Lewis Run Road, adjacent Annhurst Apartments on North 

Current Use: Vacant 

Proposed Change: C-1 to R-2 

Justification: The parcel adjoins the Borough's boundary with West Mifflin. The 
entire area along the municipal boundary at  this location is zoned R-2 
in West Mifflin. The current pattern of land use and zoning in the 
Borough of Jefferson is entirely residential (R-2 and R-3) on all sides 
of the property. 

61 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

Parcel 2: 

Current Use: 

Proposed Change: 

Justification: 

Parcel 3: 

Current Use: 

Proposed Change: 

Justification: 

Parcel 4: 

Current Use: 

Proposed Change: 

Justification: 

Parcel 5: 

Current Use: 

Proposed Change: 

Lewis Run Road, adjacent Annhurst Apartment on South 

Vo-Tech School operated by the School District 

C-1 to R-2 

The current use is permitted in a residential classification. The site 
is bounded on the East by the Annhurst Apartments zoned R-3. 
Undeveloped R-2 property exists to the South of the site in Jefferson. 
The zoning classification across Lewis Run Road in Pleasant Hills is 
C-2 and the existing land use is a medical clinic and Southpointe 
Towers (multifamily residential). 

Properties along Coal Valley Road East of Route 51 

Medical offices in a converted elementary school, Jefferson Center 
Hospital and medical offices, proposed GRP medical office building, 
a few single family dwellings and some vacant property. 

R-2 to 0 - P  

This is one of the sites identified for rezoning to the new Office Park 
classification. The established pattern of land use (hospital and 
related medical uses), the proximity to Route 51 and the protections 
for adjoining residential properties included in the proposed 0 - P  
District make this site suitable for future expansion of a medical 
Office Park development. 

Former Echo Drive-in Theater 

Vacant 

C-l  and R-2 to 0-P 

Because the site has frontage on Route 51, is relatively close to the 
Hospital and is relatively buffered from existing residential 
development, the development of an integrated office park with 
protections for surrounding residentially zoned properties is 
appropriate. Topography, previous strip mining and visibility from 
Route 51 make the site inappropriate for residential development. 

Mobile Home Park at end of Reedsdale Drive 

Mobile Home Park 

R-2 to R-3 
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Parcel 5 (Continued) 
Justification: 

Parcel 6: 

Current Use: 

Proposed Change: 

Justification: 

Parcel 7:  

Current Use: 

Proposed Change: 

Justification: 

Parcel 8: 

Current Use: 

Proposed Change: 

Under the current zoning classification, the mobile home park is a 
nonconforming use. The R-2 zone represents "spot zoning," since it 
is a small area completely surrounded by R-3. The existing land use 
cannot be rezoned to R-5 to make it a conforming use, since that, too, 
will constitute a "spot." Rezoning to R-3, the surrounding 
classification, will continue the nonconforming use status of the mobile 
home park and will allow higher density residential uses on the vacant , 
property and/or on the site of the mobile home park, if it is ever 
removed, which is more compatible with the adjoining existing land 
use (Payne Hill Apartments). 

Property along Worthington Avenue opposite Oneida 

Ball bearing manufacturer 

c-1 to 1-1 

The proposed change is the natural extension of the adjacent 1-1 
classification to the North of this property and will make the existing 
use conforming. The 1-1 classification now allows any C-1 use, so 
future re-use of this site could either be commercial or light industrial. 

Property at intersection of Route 51 and Peters Creek Road 

Eat 'n Park Restaurant 

c-1 to 1-1 

This is the location of the Large interchange on the proposed Mon 
Fayette Expressway. Acquisition of highway right of way will result 
in the removal of the current use. Since surrounding zoning is 1-1 and 
all C-1 uses are permitted in the 1-1 classification, the change will 
have no significant effect on any re-use of remaining property after 
highway construction and will allow consolidation of any remnant 
parcels after right of way acquisition with the adjoining 1-1 parcels. 

Site of the Practice "T" 

Golf practice facility 

R-3 to R-1 and R-3 to 0 - P  
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Parcel 8 (Continued) 
Justification: This property adjoins the R-1 classification on the North, West and 

South. The property adjoins the C-1 classification in the Route 51 
corridor on the East. Reduction of the R-3 classification throughout 
the Borough has been recommended, based on the Borough's current 
and future demand for all types of housing. If the current use were 
discontinued, the most appropriate re-use of the upper portion of this 
site would be for R-1 development. The current use (golf practice 
facility) will continue with the protections afforded to legal 
nonconforming uses. 

The lower portion of the site which adjoins the C-1 classification in the 
Route 51 corridor is recommended for the proposed 0 - P  District 
classification. This new classification provides a "transition" between 
residential and commercial areas. The lower portion of the site is 
buffered from the existing and proposed residential areas by 
topography. 

Access to the lower portion of the site is available from Route 51. The 
lower portion of the site is not appropriate for expansion of the C-1 
classification, however, for the following reasons: access is limited to 
one or two practical locations, the site is not highly visible from Route 
51 which reduces its desirability for commercial use and the site is 
visible from the residentially zoned areas along Old Clairton Road 
which makes it more desirable for the 0-P, Office Park, classification 
which limits the intensity of the nonresidential uses permitted and 
requires adequate buffering from residential properties. 

Parcel 9: Chapel View Plan and adjacent vacant land 

Current Use: Single family subdivision and property for future development 

Proposed Change: R-3 to R-1 

Justification: This plan of subdivision has been developed at  the R-1 standards for 
minimum lot area and lot width. Since the pattern of land use has 
been established in the area, the immediately adjoining undeveloped 
property should be included in the proposed rezoning to reflect "as- 
built" conditions in the established subdivisions. The undeveloped R-1 
land will serve as a buffer between the existing R-1 plans and the 
existing and approved R-3 developments (Chapel Ridge and Villas at 
Jefferson Pointe). 

The existing and approved R-3 developments of Chapel Ridge and 
Villas at Jefferson Pointe will remain R-3, as well as the existing R-3 
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property which fronts on Gill Hall Road to the North of Chapel 
Ridge. Access to these properties is directly from Gill Hall Road. 
These properties are buffered from the areas proposed to be rezoned 
to R-1 by differences in elevation, as well. 

Parcel 10: Property to West of Jefferson Motor Hotel 

Current Use: Vacant 

Proposed Change: 1-1 to C-1 

Justification: This property adjoins the C-1 classification on the Jefferson Motor 
Hotel property. It also adjoins R-5 and C-2 classifications to the 
North. Rezoning this property from 1-1 to C-1 eliminates any 
question of "spot zoning" for the Jefferson Motor Hotel property and 
is more compatible with the surrounding zoning classifications, 
particularly R-1 to the South and West. This parcel is separated from 
the Peters Creek valley 1-1 classification by Gill Hall Road and 
differences in elevation. Gill Hall Road is proposed to be the Easterly 
boundary of the new C-1 classification. The current 1-1 boundaries 
on the North, South and West would become the new C-1 boundaries. 

Parcel 11: Peters Creek Valley 

Current Use: Vacant 

Proposed Change: 1-1 to C-D 

Justification: The environmental features in tale Peters Creek Valley, particularly 
the floodplain, warrant protection. The proposed Montour Trail will 
follow the Creek. The current 1-1 classification does not provide for 
recreation or recreation-oriented commercial use. The proposed 
Conservation District will create a positive environment for the Trail 
and provide buffers between the recreational use of the Valley and 
more intensive and potentially incompatible commercial and industrial 
uses allowed in the 1-1 classification in the Valley. 

Parcel 12: Former Colonial Drive-In, Route 51 at  Elliot Road 

Current Use: Vacant 

Proposed Change: R-1 to 0 - P  
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Parcel 12 (Continued) 
Justification: This parcel is on a plateau above Route 51 and is accessed from Elliot 

Road. Expansion of the C-1 classification from the Route 51 corridor 
is not recommended because there is not direct access to Route 51, nor 
is the parcel visible from Route 51. The parcel represents a 
"transition" between the commercial classification on Route 51 and the 
residential classification along Elliot Road and Old Clairton Road. 
Thus, the most appropriate classification is the new 0 - P  District. 

The closest dwelling on the same side of Elliot Road is at least 300 feet 
from the entrance to the site. This dwelling sits 25 feet above the 
elevation of the "development plateau'' on the site. There is only one 
other dwelling on the same side of Elliot Road and it is about 500 feet 
from the entrance to the site and is about 50 feet above the 
"development plateau." There is a barn across Elliot Road from the 
entrance to the site which is at  the same elevation as the development 
plateau. The balance of the R-1 property between the development 
site and Old Clairton Road is 100 or more feet above the development 
plateau and is sparsely developed. Immediate access to Route 51 from 
Elliot Road and the protections offered by the buffering requirements 
of the 0-P  District, the topography and existing vegetation make this 
an appropriate site for the proposed rezoning. 

PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO TRE TEXT OF THE ZONING ORDINANCE 
Four (4) proposed amendments to the text of the Zoning Ordinance are proposed to 
implement the goals of this Plan: 

1. Authorize two family dwellings as conditional uses in the R-2 District subject 
to express standards and criteria. 

2. Delete high-rise apartments from the R-3 District; define mid-rise apartments 
(4-7 stories) and authorize them in the C-1 District. 

3. Create a new 0-P, Office Park District. 

4. Create a new C-D, Conservation District. 

The proposed criteria for revising the regulations governing two family dwellings in the R-2 
District are listed on page 56. 

Outlines of the proposed Office Park and Conservation Districts appear on the three (3) 
pages which follow. 
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PROPOSED 0-P,  OFFICE PARK, DISTRICT 

Purpose: To encourage the development of medical offices, medical clinics and diagnostic 
centers ancillary to the Jefferson Hospital and other business and professional offices and 
supporting services in a campus style setting with protections for adjoining residentially 
zoned properties. 

Uses By Right: 
In the 0 - P  District, land, building or premises shall be used by right only for one or more 
of the following: 

Principal Uses: 
Assisted Living and Independent Living Facilities 
Banks, Financial Institutions 
Business or Professional Offices 
Conference and Training Center 
Hospital 
Medical Clinics 
Medical Research, Testing and Diagnostic Facilities 

Accessory Uses: 
Employee Cafeteria or Dining Room 
Day Care Center 
Nursing Home, as part of a Medical Center Development or Assisted Living or 
Independent Living Facility 

Conditional Uses: 
The following conditional uses shall be permitted by Borough Council upon 
recommendation of the Planning Commission in accordance with the express standards and 
criteria listed below: 

Principal Uses: 
Hotel or Motel (within 500 feet of an interchange on a limited access highway) 

Accessorv Uses: 
Supporting Commercial Uses, subject to: 

(1) Supporting Commercial Uses shall be limited to one (1) or more of the 
following uses: 

Business Services 
Travel Agency 
Pharmacy, in a building housing medical offices, a clinic or a 
diagnostic or testing facility 
Sale of medical supplies and equipment in a building housing medical 
offices, a clinic or diagnostic or testing facility 
Newsstand or tobacco shop 
Card and gift shop or stationery store 
Delicatessen or sandwich shop providing either sit-down or take-out 
service primarily for convenience of employees of the Office Park. 
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(2) Supporting Commercial Uses shall be limited to the ground or first floor of 
any office building and shall not be permitted in any other freestanding 
principal or accessory building. 

(3) The gross floor area devoted to Supporting Commercial Uses shall not exceed 
fifteen percent (15%) of the gross floor area devoted to office use and/or 
medical clinic and/or research, testing or diagnostic facilities. 

(4) The maximum gross floor area devoted to any single Supporting Commercial 
establishment shall be five thousand (5,000) square feet. 

(5) Off-street parking for the Supporting Commercial Uses shall be provided at 
the ratio of one (1) parking space for each five hundred (500) square feet of 
gross floor area. 

Uses Bv Special Exception 
None 

Area and Bulk Regulations 
Minimum Lot Area: 
Minimum Lot Width: 
Lot Coverage: 
Building Setback: 
Side Yard: 

Adjoining residential: 
All Others: 

Adjoining residential: 
All Others: 

Rear Yard: 

Height of Building: 
Vehicular Access: 

Open Space: 

1 acre 
100 feet 
35% 
50 feet 

75 feet 
25 feet 

75 feet 
40 feet 
45 feet 

Vehicular access from the site to a street which is not classified 
arterial or collector shall not be permitted. 
35% of the site shall be maintained in open space which may 
be natural vegetation, required buffer areas or landscaped 
areas. 

Buffer Area Requirements 
Along all property lines adjoining residential zoning classification, a buffer area shall be 
provided which is thirty (30) feet in depth as measured from the property line which is 
comprised of two (2) rows of plantings (high level and low level) in a mix of 70% evergreen 
and 30% deciduous. 
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CD, SPECIAL CONSERVATION, DISTRICT 

PURPOSE: To protect and preserve the special environmental features in the Peters Creek 
watershed, particularly flood plains and wetlands; to promote the development of land uses 
which are complementary to the natural features of the area and the proposed Montour 
Trail traversing the watershed; and to buffer this environmentally sensitive area from more 
intensive adjacent zoning classifications. 

PERMI'ITED USES: 
A. Principal Uses 

1. Public Park or Playground 
2. 
3. 
4. Nature Preserve 

Public or Private Open Space 
Nature Trail or Hiking/Biking Trail 

B. Accessory Uses 
1. 
2. 
3. 

Public or Private Offstreet Parking Areas 
Signs, where authorized by this Ordinance 
Other Accessory Uses, customarily incidental to the authorized principal 
permitted and conditional uses 

CONDITIONAL USES 
A. Principal Uses 

1. Private Recreation 
2. Commercial Recreation 
3. Recreation-related Commercial Uses (Concession stand, ice cream store, deli, 

bicycle rental, bicycle repair, pro shops and the like) 

B. Accessory Uses 
None 

MINIMUM LOT AREA: None 
MINIMUM LOT WIDTH: None 
MINIMUM FRONT YARD: 25 feet 
MINIMUM SIDE YARD: 10 feet 
MINIMUM REAR YARD: 20 feet 

BUFFER AREA: 
Where existing vegetation or differences in elevation exist along a property line which 
adjoins property in a different zoning classification, a conservation easement shall be 
maintained in perpetuity to preserve a minimum buffer area of 15 feet in depth along the 
property line. The conservation easement shall prohibit any construction and shall prohibit 
the removal of natural vegetation or alteration of existing slopes within the required buffer 
area. 

In the event that existing vegetation or differences in elevation do not exist, a buffer area 
at least 15 feet in depth, as defined by this Ordinance, shall be established along property 
lines separating properties in different zoning classifications and shall be continually 
maintained. 
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LERTA as an Incentive for Nonresidential Development 
The LERTA (Local Economic Revitalization Tax Act) Program allows municipalities to 
adopt a Ordinance which creates a special district in which temporary exemptions are 
granted from real estate taxes for a period of time following new construction or 
reconstruction on business, industrial and commercial properties. Allegheny County has 
adopted legislation to exempt properties from County taxes in municipalities which have 
an adopted LERTA Program. The cooperation of the School District is an important factor 
to make the program attractive, since school district millages are higher than Borough 
millage rates. 

The LERTA Program is an important tool to accomplish the Borough’s goal of promoting 
economic development. There are a number of factor in the areas currently zoned for 
commercial, industrial and business uses and those areas which are proposed for those 
classifications which make the LERTA exemption an attractive incentive: 

1. The Route 51 corridor and the Peters Creek corridor Will be impacted by 
highway construction for the Mon-Fayette Expressway and related 
improvements to Route 51. 

2. The Route 51 corridor is already impacted by the continuous barrier between 
the Northbound and Southbound lanes and the limited number of points to 
cross the highway and turn around. 

3. The lack of water and sewers in the Route 51 corridor and the Peters Creek 
valley make the cost of development expensive. 

4. The lack of a public street built to Borough specifications in the Peters Creek 
industrial valley adds to the cost of development. 

5. The B-P, Business Park, site is not fully developed and the current LERTA 
exemptions for the site are due to expire. 

Based on the foregoing factors, a number of areas which are currently zoned, or proposed 
to be zoned, B-P, Business Park, 0-P, Office Park, C-1, Highway Commercial, C-2 
Neighborhood Commercial and 1-1, Light Industrial, have been identified for inclusion in 
the LERTA Program. These properties are identified on the Map of Proposed LERTA 
Properties at  the end of this section. 

Compatibilitv of Proposed Zoning Scheme with Adiacent Communities 
The shared boundary between South Park Township and the Borough of Jefferson follows 
Snowden and Cochrans Mill Roads. The zoning classification of this valley in South Park 
Township currently is 1-1, Light Industrial. The Township’s Comprehensive Plan being 
considered for adoption proposes no change in the classification of this property. The 1-1, 
Light Industrial, classification in the Borough of Jefferson is entirely compatible. 
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The shared boundary with the Borough of Pleasant Hills where Old Clairton Road enters 
the Borough is zoned R-1 in Pleasant Hills. The current R-3 classification reflects the 
existing land use at  Heritage Hills and the proposed land use in the vicinity of the Jefferson 
Swim Club. Both R-3 developments are buffered by topography from the R-1 properties 
in Pleasant Hills. 

The shared boundary with Pleasant Hills along Lewis Run Road is zoned R-1 and C-2. 
Two (2) parcels in Jefferson are being recommended for rezoning to R-2 to be more 
compatible with land use in Jefferson and Pleasant Hills. The R-3 classification (developed 
as Annhurst Apartments) is opposite the C-2 District in Pleasant Hills which is developed 
for housing and a medical center. The land use and zoning in this area in both 
communities is compatible. 

The shared boundary with West Mifflin is zoned residential in West Mifflin. The principal 
classification in Jefferson along this common boundary is residential and a C-1 parcel on 
Lewis Run Road is being rezoned to R-2 which will be more compatible with the adjacent 
zoning in West Mifflin. 

The shared boundary with the City of Clairton is a combination of residential and 
industrial, as is the pattern of zoning in this area of the Borough of Jefferson. This mixed 
pattern reflects existing land use in this area. 

The shared boundary with Union Township is zoned residential in the Borough of Jefferson. 
This is entirely compatible with the rural residential classification of adjacent property in 
Union Township. 
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TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION 

Reportable Accidents on Streets and at Intersections 
The following data was obtained from the Borough of Jefferson Police Department Records 
for the years 1989-1994. Reportable accidents document incidents where there is injury or 
property damage in excess of $500. Table T-1, below, summarizes data for streets which 
had six (6) or more reportable accidents during the six year period. This list does not 
include accidents at  intersections. These appear in Table T-3 on page 3. 

Lews Run Road 
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There were twenty-two (22) other streets in the Borough which had five (5) or fewer 
reportable accidents during the six (6) year period. 

Route 51 represents 45% of the 625 reportable accidents on all streets in the Borough 
between 1989 and 1994. The next twelve (12) streets listed in Table T-1 which have more 
than ten (10) reportable accidents in the six (6) year period represent an additional 46% of 
the total reportable accidents on all streets in the Borough for the period. Ninety-one 
percent (91%) of all reportable accidents on streets in the Borough for the six (6) year 
period occurred on thirteen (13) streets. All of these streets, except Waterman Road, are 
State or County roads. 

Between 1989 and 1994, there were a total of 1,080 reportable accidents. Forty percent 
(40%) of these accidents were a t  intersections; sixty percent (60%) of the reportable 
accidents were on Borough streets in locations other than at intersections. The total 
number of accidents (613) on the nineteen (19) streets which each had six (6) or more 
reportable accidents in the six year period shown on Table T-1 account for 98% of the 652 
reportable accidents on streets in the Borough shown on Table T-2, below. The number of 
accidents at  the twenty (20) intersections shown on Table T-3 which had six (6) or more 
accidents in the six (6) year period account for 75% of the 428 reportable accidents at 
intersections shown on Table T-2, below. 

BOROUGH OF 

11 SOURCE Borough of Jefferson Police Department II 
There were a total of ninety (90) intersections in the Borough where reportable accidents 
occurred in the six (6) year period 1989-1994. Twenty (20) of the ninety (90) intersections 
each had six (6) or more reportable accidents during the six (6) year period. These twenty 
(20) intersections are listed in Table T-3, on the next page and are shown on the Traffic 
and Circulation Map at  the end of this Section. These twenty (20) intersections account for 
75% of all reportable accidents at  intersections in the Borough for the six (6) year period. 
The seventy (70) intersections which did not have six (6) or more accidents between 1989 

and 1994 and, therefore, are not listed on Table T-3, account for only 25% of all the 
accidents at intersections in the Borough for the six (6) year period. Accidents at  
intersections on Route 51 account for 59% of all accidents at intersections in the Borough 
between 1989 and 1994. 
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In addition to the twenty (20) intersections listed in Table T-3, above, there were seventy 
(70) other intersections in the Borough which had at least one (l) ,  but no more than five 
(5) accidents during the six (6) year period, 1989-1994. 
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Resmnsibilitv for Maintenance and Improvements 
There are three (3) jurisdictions which are responsible for maintenance and improvements 
of streets in the Borough: PennDOT, Allegheny County and the Borough of Jefferson. 

State Owned and Maintained Streets 
PA Route 51 
PA Route 837 
PA Route 885 
Alice Mine Road 
Cochrans Mill Road (Gill Hall to Montour Railroad) 
Gill Hall Road (County Line to Cochrans Mill) 
Lewis Run Road 
Miller Road 
Payne Hill Road 
Ridge Road 
Snowden Road 
Walton Road (Scotia Hollow to Knight Road) 
Walton Road (Knight to SR 837) 

SR 0051 
SR 0837 
SR 0885 
SR 2036 

SR 3017 
SR 2032 
SR 2030 
SR 2030 
SR 2028 
SR 3015 
SR 3007 
SR 3021 

County Owned and Maintained Streets 
Chamberlin Road 
Cochrans Mill Road (Montour Railroad to South Park line) 
Coal Valley Road (Gill Hall Road to Clairton City line) 
Gill Hall Road (Cochrans Mill Road to Pleasant Hills line) 
Old Clairton Road 
Scotia Hollow Road 
Worthington Avenue 

Borough Owned and Maintained Streets 
All other public streets in the Borough not listed above 

These streets are designated on the Traffic and Circulation Map at  the end of this Section. 

All of the high accident locations shown on Table T-1, except Waterman, Scheinbach, and 
Village Green and Calamity Hollow, are on streets maintained by the State or County. All 
of the hazardous intersections shown on Table T-3 are on State maintained roads, except 
for Cochrans Mill Road which is a County Road. The accident locations on Borough 
streets should be evaluated by the Borough as to the cause of the accidents. If structural 
conditions of the roads or lack of traffic control devices (Stop signs or other warning signs) 
contributed to these accidents, the locations should be considered by the Borough for 
improvements. The Borough should continue to monitor conditions at  the accident locations 
on State and County roads and coordinate with PennDOT and Allegheny County 
Department of Public Works to accomplish safety improvements, as warranted. 
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Montour Trail Council 
The Montour Trail Council is a non-profit organization which has acquired the abandoned 
Montour Railroad right of way through Northeastern Washington County and Western and 
Southern Allegheny County. The Council is proposing the construction of a walking and 
biking trail on the abandoned right of way. The trail is proposed to traverse the Southern 
sector of the Borough. The location of the trail is shown on the Traffic and Circulation 
Map at the end of this Section. 

In addition to providing recreational opportunities for Borough residents, the trail offers 
the potential for pedestrian and bicycle circulation within the Southern sector of the 
Borough. 

Regional TransDo rtation Improvements 
There are two (2) major improvements proposed by the Pennsylvania Turnpike Commission 
to the regional transportation network which may impact the Borough: the Southern 
Beltway and the Mon Fayette Expressway. 

Mon Fayette ExDmssway 
The Mon Fayette Expressway is proposed to be limited access toll road. The Mon Fayette 
Expressway will traverse 65 miles and will be constructed in four (4) phases: 

Phase 1: Interstate 68 in West Virginia (East of Morgantown) to 
Uniontown 

Phase 2: Uniontown to Brownsville 
Phase 3: Interstate 70 to Route 51 near Large 
Phase 4: Route 51 to Pittsburgh 

The purpose of the proposed Expressway is to provide more efficient transportation in the 
economically depressed Mon Valley corridor as an incentive for development of new 
employment centers. 

Phase 3 from Interstate 70 to Route 51 near Large in the Borough of Jefferson has the most 
importance for the Borough. This Phase is in the corridor design phase which includes 
identification of properties to be acquired in the selected corridor and design of the 
roadway within the selected corridor. 

The Large interchange will represent the terminus of Phase 3 construction. Unless and 
until Phase 4 is funded for construction, all traffic from the Expressway will e d t  at  Large 
and will use Route 51 to complete their travel. The Large Interchange area will include 
a "Park 'N Ride'' facility constructed to encourage ridership on public transit into the more 
developed South Hills communities and the City of Pittsburgh. 

The Large Interchange should have long term positive impacts on the future development 
of the Century III Business Park located one (1) mile South on Route 51 and the 
industrially zoned Peters Creek Valley. 
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ImDact of the Mon Favette E x p r m a v  on Route 51 
In addition to the Mon-Fayette interchange construction at Route 51, a number of other 
improvements to the North of the proposed interchange are programmed for Route 51. 
Route 51 will be widened to five (5 )  lanes from the proposed interchange to Coal Valley 
Road. Several small commercial buildings a motel and gas station and several dwellings 
will be removed to accomplish this improvement. 

In addition, the grading for the improvements will involve alteration of some properties 
(such as the former drive-in property at  Wray Large Road) for a depth of about 200 feet 
from the edge of the 100 foot highway right of way. This will significantly impact the 
Borough's existing pattern of commercial zoning along Route 51, rendering many of the 
commercially zoned properties virtually unusable. 

In addition to the widening, the intersection of Old Clairton Road and Route 51 will be 
realigned. A cross-over ramp will be constructed at  Payne Hill Road, resulting in the 
vacation of Sycamore street, the removal of several more commercial businesses and the 
realignment of Payne Hill Road on the Easterly side of Route 51 to tie into the proposed 
exit/entrance ramp for the Expressway and the proposed Park 'n Ride Lot. 

The intersection of Lewis Run Road with Route 51 at the Southern end will be eliminated 
and Lewis Run Road will terminate in a CUI de sac. The intersection of Lewis Run Road 
with Route 51 at the Northerly end will be relocated slightly to the South. The intersections 
of Coal Valley and Elliot Roads with Route 51 will be realigned to create "T" intersections, 
rather than the angled entrances to Route 51 which currently exist. These modifications 
will further impact existing businesses and the potential for future development of 
properties along this segment of Route 51. 

Southern Beltwav 
The Southern Beltway is proposed to be a limited access toll road. The Southern Beltway 
will traverse 28 miles and will be constructed in three (3) phases: 

Phase 1: 
Phase 2: 
Phase 3: 

PA Route 60 at  the Airport to U.S. Route 22 
U.S. Route 22 to Interstate 79 (Cecil Township) 
Interstate 79 to Mon Fayette Expressway 

The Southern Expressway is in the earlier stages of development. Studies are now being 
conducted in an 8 mile wide corridor to study possible alignments with the goal of avoiding 
developed areas and sensi tive environmental resources. 

Only four (4) interchanges are being considered on the 28 mile Southern Beltway where the 
Beltway intersects the following roads: 

Interchange 1: Route 22 
Interchange 2: Noblestown Road 
Interchange 3: Interstate 79 
Interchange 4: Mon Fayette Expressway 
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The proposed interchange with the Mon Fayette Expressway is proposed for study "between 
Finleyville and Monongahela." This includes the Southern section of Union Township 
(within a two (2) mile distance of the Gastonville Interchange on the Mon Fayette 
Expressway) and all of Carroll Township along the Mon Fayette Expressway alignment. 

The purpose of the Southern Beltway is to provide a more efficient route for the East-West 
movement of people and goods between the Pittsburgh International Airport and the Mon 
Valley. 

A Map showing the proposed study corridor for the Southern Beltway appears on the 
following page. 

Lack of an East-west CoMection 
The lack of an East-West connector road between Gill Hall Road and Old Clairton Road 
in the central growth core of the Borough inhibits convenient circulation within the 
Borough. As development occurs, the options for providing such a connection will be 
reduced. The Borough should take the initiative to study available options and investigate 
the use of the official map to declare a future right of way for such a connecting road. The 
official map technique, authorized by Article IV of the Pennsylvnaia Municipalities 
Planning Code, gives notice to landowners and private developers about the desired route 
for a future road. Future subdivisions can be designed to incorporate the declared 
intention. Any landowner who wishes to develop in the declared right of way must give the 
Borough the first opportunity to acquire the land for public purposes. The declaration of 
the right of way by the Borough through the official map does not obligate the Borough to 
purchase the right of way or construct the road, unless future circumstances warrant it. 

In order to identify options, a traffic consultant should be retained to study the feasibility 
of various connections, including the existing Pearson Road right of way. If several 
alternative locations are selected, based on traffic considerations, these alternatives should 
be evaluated by the Borough Engineer to determine cost and feasibility of construction. 

FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 

* Route 51 represents 45% of all reportable accidents on streets in the Borough for the 
six (6) year period 1989-1994. 

* Forty percent (40%) of all accidents in the Borough between 1989 and 1994 were at 
intersections. 

* Twenty (20) intersections account for 75% of all accidents at  intersections from 1989- 
1994. 

* Accidents at  intersections along Route 51 account for 25% of all the accidents at  
intersections from 1989-1994. 

* All of the high accident locations at intersections are on State or County owned and 
maintained roads. 

78 



All of the high accident locations on streets, except four (4) locations, are on streets 
owned and maintained by the State or County. 

The proposed Montour Trail offers both recreational opportunities to Borough 
residents, as well as opportunities for pedestrian and bicycle transportation within 
the Southern sector of the Borough. 

The proposed Large Interchange of the Mon Fayette Expressway at  Route 51 and 
Peters Creek Road may stimulate development at  the Century III Business Park and 
in the industrially zoned Peters Creek Valley in the long run. 

The proposed Mon Fayette Expressway and the related improvements planned for 
Route 51 will have significant impacts on existing businesses and the potential for 
future commercial development in the Route 51 corridor. 

Except for its proposed connection with the Mon Fayette Expressway in Washington 
County, the proposed Southern Beltway should not have any significant direct 
impacts on the Borough of Jefferson. 

The lack of an East-West connection between Gill Hall and Old Clairton Roads 
inhibits the free flow of traffic in the growth area of the Borough. 

GOALS AND OBJECTIVES 
Based on the foregoing findings and conclusions, the following goals and objectives have 
been identified for traffic and circulation in the Borough. 

- Goal: To provide safe and efficient circulation of traffic on the streets and highways 
within the Borough. 

Obiectives: Cooperate with PennDOT and Allegheny County to accomplish necessary 
improvements on streets and intersections which are under their jurisdiction. 

Analyze high accident locations on Borough streets to determine whether 
structural conditions or lack of traffic control devices contributed to the 
accidents and whether any improvements are necessary. 

Utilize a traffic consultant to prepare a study identifying needed 
improvements and cooperate with PennDOT and Allegheny County to 
acoomplish those improvements. 

Investigate possible alternatives for an East-West connector road between Gill 
Hall and Old Clairton Roads and investigate the use of the official map to 
declare a future right of way. 

Continue to require traffic studies for major subdivisions and land 
developments to assess the impact of future development on traffic generation 
and identify the need for improvements related to new development. 
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Goal: To maximize the benefit from the proposed Large Interchange at Route 51 
in the Borough. 

Maintain flexibility in the permitted uses in the 1-1 District to respond to 
market demands for future development in the interchange area. 

Direct growth associated with the interchange to the Century JII Business 
Park and the industrially zoned Peters Creek Valley. 

Goal: To minimize the negative impacts on the Route 51 commercial corridor from 
the proposed widening and realignment of intersecting streets related to the 
Mon Fayette Expressway Large Interchange construction. 

Provide additional opportunities for commercial growth in the 1-1 District in 
the Peters Creek Valley and promote medical-related office park development 
within the Route 51 corridor on larger sites that area reasonably buffered 
from residential areas. 

Goal: To maximize opportunities for vehicular and pedestrian circulation 
throughout the Borough 

Ohiectives: Cooperate with the Port Authority of Allegheny County to implement the 
proposed Park 'n Ride parking lot at  the Large Interchange. 

Cooperate with the Montour Trail Council to establish the proposed 
hiking/biking trail in the Peters Creek Valley. 

Investigate alternative connections to the Montour Trail via walking trails 
from residential areas and Borough facilities. 

TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION PLAN RECOMMENDATIONS 
In order to implement the foregoing goals and objectives for traffic and circulation in the 
Borough, the following recommendations are proposed. 

Cooperation with PennDOT and Alleghenv County 
Borough Council, with the assistance of the Borough Engirneer, the Borough Manager and 
the Public Works Department, should cooperate with PennDOT and Allegheny County to 
identify and accomplish needed safety improvements on State and County roads. Borough 
Council should cooperate with the Port Authority of Allegheny County to provide Park 'n 
Ride facilities and to ensure that the design of the facility provides adequate parking for 
both Borough residents and commuters from neighboring communities. 

Borough Council and the Recreation Authority should cooperate with the Montour Trail 
Council to encourage the implementation of the Trail through the Borough and to identify 
potential pedestrian connections from residential areas and Borough facilities. 
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Land Use Impacts of Transmrtation Improvements 
The Land Use Plan addresses the amendments to the Borough Zoning Map which are 
recommended to address some of the impacts of the proposed location of the Large 
interchange at Route 51 and the related improvements to Route 51 to accommodate the 
traffic from the Mon Fayette Expressway. These recommendations include: 

1. Maintenance of the B-P, Business Park, District to accommodate growth 
related to the Large interchange. 

2. Maintenance of the flexibility in the authorized uses in the 1-1 District, 
including a wide range of commercial uses, to maximize the ability to respond 
to the market for future development in the Peters Creek Valley related to 
the interchange and to balance the loss of commercial potential because of the 
proposed improvements to Route 51. 

3. Creation of a new Office Park District to accommodate future medical 
office/clinic development related to the Jefferson Center Hospital. 

4. Creation of a Conservation District to minimize the impacts of the Mon 
Valley Expressway traversing the Peters Creek Valley and to buffer potential 
conflicts between some of the more intensive 1-1 uses and the proposed 
recreational use of the Montour Trail. 

Traffic Consulting Services 
Because PennDOT and Allegheny County have been fairly unresponsive in addressing needs 
for maintenance and improvements on roads within their jurisdiction in the Borough, a 
traffic study, prepared by a qualified traffic engineer in accordance with PennDOT 
standards, should be undertaken which identifies needs for signage, safety improvements 
and improvements necessary to improve the level of service of State and County roads in 
the Borough. The traffic consultant should present the study to PennDOT and the County 
and should monitor PennDOT’s 12 Year Program and the County’s Capital Improvements 
Program to encourage the implementation of the identified projects in accordance with the 
Borough’s identified priorities. 

The traffic consultant should prepare a study of the feasibility of the East-West connector 
road between Gill Hall and Old Clairton Roads and should cooperate with the Borough 
Engineer to determine the cost and feasibility of construction of various alternatives, 
including the Pearson Road right of way. If the Borough chooses the official map as a 
means to reserve the right of way for the identified connector road, the traffic consultant 
will cooperate with the Borough Engineer and Borough Solicitor to implement the official 
map. 
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ACTION PLAN 

The purpose of this Action Plan is to summarize the recommendations from the 
Comprehensive Plan Update and to identify priorities for implementing the projects and 
identify the agency or agencies responsible for implementing the project. 

PRIORITY PROJECT RESPONSIBLE AGENCY 

1 Adopt amendments to Borough 
Zoning Ordinance and Map 

Council 
Planning Commission 

2 Adopt LERTA Ordinance and MaD 

3 Communicate recreation policies CounciVManager 
to Recreation Authority and 
direct implementation of Plan 
recommendations for new programs 

Recreation Authority 

4 Cooperate with School District and Library 
to provide expanded leisure activities in 
Community Rooms or provide recreation 
opportunities at  Municipal Building site 
to serve growing population in the Old 
Clairton Road corridor 

CounciVManager 
Recreation Authority 
Planning Commission 

5 Encourage parents and teens to 
work with Recreation Authority 
to implement pilot program for teens 

6 Expand Public Safety Outreach to the 
residents, particularly youth 

7 Cooperate with the School District, 
County Community College and Library 
to expand Adult Education activities 

8 Cooperate with churches and senior 
citizens organizations to determine 
senior citizens’ interests for new 
Borough sponsored recreation and 
leisure services 

9 Install storm drainage facilities on 
existing public streets to correct 
deficiencies 
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CounciVManager 
Recreation Authority 

CounciVManager 
Police Department 

CounciVManager 
Recreation Authority 

CounciVManager 
Recreation Authority 

Council/Manager 
Borough Engheer 
Public Works 



PRIORITY PROJECT RESPONSIBLE AGENCY 

10 Retain traffic consultant to study needs Borough Council 
for safety and circulation improvements 
on Borough arterial and collector streets 
and cooperate with PennDOT and Allegheny 
County to program and implement necessary 
improvements 

Borough Manager 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

Retain traffic consultant to study potential CounciVManager 
alignments for an East- West connector road Borough Solicitor 
between Gill Hall and Old Clairton Roads and Borough Engineer 
investigate the use of the official map to 
reserve the right of way 

Study feasibility of relocating Public 
Works Department and future re-use of 
existing site Borough Engineer 

CounciVManager 
Public Works 

Consultant 

Modify the phasing of the Master Plan 
for Beedle Park in light of need to 
provide recreation in growing central 
sector of the Borough 

CounciVManager 
Recreation Authority 

Negotiate purchase of GBU property by 
Borough for public recreation purposes 

CounciVManager 

Cooperate with PennDOT and County to 
evaluate the need for safety improve- 
ments in high accident locations on 
State and County roads in the Borough 

CounciVManager 
Public Works 
Borough Engineer 

Evaluate high accident locations on 
Borough streets to determine need for 
structural improvements or traffic 
control devices 

CounciVManager 
Borough Engineer 
Public Works 

Investigate use of local Cable channel 
to provide information about Borough 
services and activities to residents 

CounciVManager 
Media student intern 
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PRIORITY PROJECT RESPONSIBLE AGENCY 

I 
I 

18 Provide recreation program information CounciVManager 
. to residents at  least seasonally Recreation Authority 

19 Continue commitment to Annual Road CounciVManager 
Program Borough Engineer 

Public Works 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

Continue level of budget commitment to 
public safety services (police, fire 
and emergency medical) 

CounciVManager 

Continue joint contracting for garbage 
and recycling and expand variety of 
recyclable materials accepted 

CounciVManager 

Increase the percentage of total Annual 
Budget expenditures for Recreation from 
3% to 10% over the next 10 years 

CounciVManager 

Study the feasibility of extending public 
water and public sewers to all properties 
in light of financing limitations 

CounciVManager 
Borough Engineer 
Sewer Manager 
Sewer Authority 

Study feasibility of Borough walking trail 
from Beams Run Road to Peters Creek to 
connect with proposed Montour Trail 

CounciVManager 
Planning Commission 
Recreation Authority 

Evaluate feasibility of indoor recreation 
facility against other recreation facilities 

CounciVManager 
Recreation Authority 
Consultant 

Hire a part-time Recreation Program Coordi- CounciVManager 
nator as new program needs warrant Recreation Authority 

Undertake voluntary corrective action plan 
for the Clairton Watershed 

CounciVManager 
Borough Engineer 
Public Works 

Study feasibility of constructing and 
operating a Community Swimming Pool 

CounciVManager 
Consultant 
Recreation Authority 
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