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Completed in 2006, the Nazareth Area … 2030 Multimunici-
pal Comprehensive Plan presents a vision for the future of the eight 
municipalities in the Nazareth Area that places special importance on 
the preservation of natural features, farmland, open space and historic 
resources. It is a vision that seeks to replace the current scattered pat-
tern of new development with a more deliberate, thoughtful develop-
ment approach tied to community values and long-term objectives. The 
multimunicipal comprehensive plan provides a guide for the orderly 
growth, development, redevelopment and preservation of the NAZCOG 
region. Elements of the Comprehensive Plan include growth trends 
and forecasts, natural resources, farmland preservation, land use, eco-
nomic development, housing, transportation, community utilities, parks 
and recreation, and historic preservation. The Nazareth Area…2030 
plan is created under the specifi c authorization of the Pennsylvania 
Municipalities Planning Code (MPC) for communities to prepare, adopt 
and implement multimunicipal comprehensive plans. As such, Naza-
reth Area … 2030 is a major opportunity for the four boroughs of Bath, 
Chapman, Nazareth and Tatamy and the four townships of Bushkill, 
Lower Nazareth, Moore and Upper Nazareth to work cooperatively 
through the Nazareth Area Council of Governments (NAZCOG) to cre-
ate a better future than could be accomplished individually. 

The creation of the NAZCOG Multimunicipal Comprehensive 
Plan represents only the fi rst step toward promoting orderly and re-
sponsible growth throughout the region. To realize the vision outlined 
in the Comprehensive Plan, the municipalities need to implement the 
recommendations outlined in the plan by adopting and/or amending 
relevant ordinances, regulations and plans consistent with the Compre-
hensive Plan’s objectives. Eight Nazareth Area municipalities have ad-

opted the Nazareth Area … 2030 Multimunicipal Comprehensive Plan. 
The same eight municipalities have also entered into an intermunicipal 
cooperative implementation agreement focused on implementing the 
Nazareth Area … 2030 plan. Adopted by all eight municipalities by 
early 2007, this agreement signifi es a commitment from each commu-
nity to follow through with zoning and subdivision ordinance amend-
ments, among other actions, to turn the Comprehensive Plan into 
revised practices to achieve a better landscape for the future. These 
relevant ordinances and plans also include the sewage facilities plan, 
the offi cial map and other development regulations authorized by the 
MPC. Further, each municipality agrees to undertake a good faith effort 
to implement additional recommendations in the Plan including, but not 
necessarily limited to, improvements for transportation, park and open 
space,  sewer and water,  and historic resources. . 

To track implementation of the Comprehensive Plan, the im-
plementation agreement requires the preparation of a yearly report 
concerning the activities carried out during the previous year. The 
annual report should outline the activities carried out by the participat-
ing municipalities. Additionally, the report should include information on 
development trends in the participating municipalities to evaluate the 
extent to which these municipalities provide for all categories of land 
use within the region. The Lehigh Valley Planning Commission (LVPC) 
previously prepared annual reports for the years 2007, 2008 and 2009. 
This “annual report” covers the fi ve-year period of 2010 through 2014 
and provides three additional features not included in the previous 
reports: housing sales information, an update of community indicator 
data from the Nazareth Area…2030 plan and, based on an analysis 
of the data from all tasks, a set of recommendations to the NAZCOG 
municipalities moving forward.
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According to the Municipalities Planning Code (MPC), all cities, 
townships and boroughs must submit any proposed ordinance amend-
ments on zoning, subdivision and land development, or comprehensive 
plans to the county planning agency for review. Additionally, the munic-
ipalities can submit “other such ordinances and regulations governing 
the development of land” to the LVPC, per Section 209.1 of the MPC. 
The LVPC must then provide comments to the respective municipali-
ties within 30 days, prior to municipal adoption, indicating whether the 
ordinances or amendments are consistent with the County Compre-
hensive Plan (Comprehensive Plan The Lehigh Valley…2030). The 
chart shows the full history of legislation adopted from 2010 to 2014 by 
the eight participating NAZCOG municipalities: the boroughs of Bath, 
Chapman, Nazareth and Tatamy, as well as the townships of Bushkill, 
Lower Nazareth, Moore and Upper Nazareth.

To assemble the complete history of legislation for the purposes 
of this report card, the LVPC checked its own record of reviews and 
meeting minutes for each municipality from 2010 to 2014. The LVPC 
then sent notices to all eight of the NAZCOG municipalities of its own 
records, requesting each municipality to verify that these records were 
correct, as well as to send any plans or legislation from that time period 
that might not yet have reached the LVPC. Several of the municipalities 
sent additional material at this time, which the LVPC added to this chart 
and reviewed separately. 

While the vast majority of documents reviewed by the LVPC 
were zoning ordinances or subdivision and land development ordinanc-
es (SALDOs), the Commission has reviewed other material relevant 
to land use and land development as well. The “LVPC Review” and 
“Municipal Adoption” columns show when the LVPC issued its offi cial 
review letter as well as the date the LVPC has on record for municipal  
adoption of the amendment. The chart includes two amendments (one 
each from Bath and Bushkill) that reached the LVPC for review in 2014 

but were adopted by the municipality in 2015. LVPC review letters only 
address a document’s consistency with the County Comprehensive 
Plan; the column “Review Comment” provides a synopsis of those fi nd-
ings, which conform to the contents of the review letters sent out to the 
municipalities on the “LVPC Review” date. The majority of ordinances, 
amendments or plans received one of two comments: consistent with 
the County Comprehensive Plan or a matter of local concern, meaning 
that the County Comprehensive Plan does not address the subject 
amendment. However, in instances where the amendment is inconsis-
tent with the County Comprehensive Plan, this chart provides a brief 
explanation of the nature of that inconsistency.

The fi nal column, “NAZCOG Review Comment”, allows the LVPC 
to compare the piece of legislation with the comprehensive plan for 
the NAZCOG municipalities, Nazareth Area…2030. In most cases, the 
results of this assessment will parallel the comments from the compar-
ison to the County Comprehensive Plan. However, on some subjects, 
the Nazareth Area…2030 plan goes into greater detail, resulting in the 
possibility that a topic may be “of local concern” or “consistent” for the 
County Comprehensive Plan but inconsistent for the NAZCOG Com-
prehensive Plan.

Lastly, in two instances, the municipalities submitted a compre-
hensive rewrite of a zoning ordinance, a process which takes much 
longer to build as well as to review. Per the MPC, the LVPC receives 
45 days to review these lengthy documents, and the review letters are 
often much longer. This chart has again condensed the results of the 
LVPC review letters against the County Comprehensive Plan; however, 
since this is the fi rst time the LVPC has compared this legislation to 
the NAZCOG Comprehensive Plan, the responses for these are too 
lengthy to fi t into this chart. Thus, this report card has included on a 
separate page the NAZCOG Review Comments for the comprehensive 
rewrite of zoning ordinances in Bushkill and Moore.
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1. SALDO Amendments - Plan submission procedures, steep 
slopes

12/17/2009 3/1/2010 Consistent Consistent

2. Recodification of SALDO 4/1/2011 5/2/2011 Consistent Consistent
3. Recodification of Zoning Ordinance & Map 4/1/2011 5/2/2011 Consistent Consistent
4. Zoning Ordinance Amendment - Signs 2/24/2012 N/A Matter of Local Concern Matter of Local Concern
4.  Zoning Ordinance Amendment - Signs - Revised (originally 

reviewed 2/24/2012)
4/27/2012 N/A Matter of Local Concern Matter of Local Concern

4. Zoning Ordinance Amendment - Parking Overlay District 12/20/2012 3/4/2013 Matter of Local Concern Consistent
5. Parks and Shade Tree Commission Ordinance: Dissolving 

Commission
6/25/2015 4/1/2013 Matter of Local Concern Matter of Local Concern

6. Zoning Ordinance Amendment - Erection, maintenance, 
placement & replacement of signs - Revised (originally 
reviewed 2/24/12 & 4/27/12)

4/1/2013 5/6/2013 Matter of Local Concern Matter of Local Concern

7. Parks and Recreation Ordinance: Authority in Regards to 
Recreation Places

6/25/2015 6/3/2013 Matter of Local Concern Consistent, but could use 
nuisance clarification regarding 
prohibiting conduct in the park 
"so as to annoy any other 
person"

8. Zoning Ordinance Amendment - Changes criteria to exempt a 
certain open/closed sign, augments certain restrictions in 
Schedule of Sign Regs.

5/30/2014 7/7/2014 Matter of Local Concern Matter of Local Concern

9. Zoning Ordinance Amendment - Floodplain Management 5/30/2014 6/2/2014 Consistent Generally consistent, but CP 
supports no development in 
floodways, while amendment 
allows exceptions under rare 
circumstances, which CP still 
does not support

10. Zoning Ordinance Amendment - Changes criteria for certain 
restrictions in Schedule of Sign Regulations

8/29/2014 9/2/2014 Matter of Local Concern Matter of Local Concern

10. Zoning Ordinance Amendment - Commercial Communications 
Towers

11/21/2014 N/A Matter of Local Concern Matter of Local Concern

11. Zoning Ordinance Amendment - Development/installation of 
new commercial communications towers - Revised (originally 
reviewed 11/21/14)

12/17/2014 2/2/2015 Matter of Local Concern Matter of Local Concern

County Comprehensive 
Plan Review Comment

NAZCOG Review 
Comment

2010-2014 ORDINANCES/AMENDMENTS/PLANS

Ordinance/Amendment/Plan

Bath Borough

Municipality LVPC
Review

Municipal
Adoption
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1. SALDO Amendments - Connection to central water systems & 
recreation fees in lieu of land dedication

4/30/2010 6/3/2010 Inconsistent: County Comp Plan. 
Extension of water service into 
areas designated farmland 
preservation

Generally Inconsistent: while 
recreation fees in lieu of land 
dedication is consistent 
w/NAZCOG, the extension of 
water service in areas 
designated for farmland 
preservation is very inconsistent

2. Proposed Zoning Ordinance 12/15/2011 7/19/2012 Inconsistent in parts Inconsistent (see attachment)
2. Zoning Ordinance - Entire Ordinance Amendment - 2nd draft 

(originally reviewed 12/15/2011)
4/27/2012 7/19/2012 Inconsistent: County Comp 

Plan.Rec. limit dev. In Farmland 
Pres., reduce GC/I boundaries, 
Protection of Blue Mountain from 
dev.

Generally Inconsistent: While 
most portions generally 
consistent with NAZCOG, 
regulations pertaining to Blue 
Mountain, ag.pres., GC/I involve 
expansion w/o adequate sewer. 

3. Draft Zoning Ordinance 3rd version  - Wetlands & Riparian 
Buffers section

6/29/2012 7/19/2012 Consistent Consistent

4. Draft Zoning Map - Entire Ordinance Amendment reflective in 
mapping

6/29/2012 7/19/2012 Inconsistent: mapping consistent 
with ordinance submitted, but not 
consistent with County Comp Plan

Inconsistent: comments to 
proposed zoning relevant to 
map. Some districts show basic 
conistency with NAZCOG, but 
many other districts are fully 
inconsistent.

6. Zoning Ordinance Amendment - Plot/Grading 
Reqmts/Maximum Imp. Coverage

1/31/2013 N/A Matter of Local Concern Matter of Local Concern

5. Recreation Complex Master Site Plan 7/10/2015 3/7/2013 Consistent Consistent
6. Zoning Ordinance Amendment - Plot/grading plan 

reqmts/maximum impervious coverage for residential uses - 
R ( i i ll i d 1/31/13)

4/29/2013 6/6/2013 Matter of Local Concern Matter of Local Concern

7. Ballas Tract Master Site Plan 7/10/2015 2/6/2014 Consistent Consistent
8. Zoning Ordinance Amendment - Floodplains 6/27/2014 7/7/2014 Consistent Generally consistent, but CP 

supports no development in 
floodways, while amendment 
allows variances under certain 
circumstances, which CP still 
does not support

9. Zoning Ordinance Amendment - Accessory Uses, In-Law 
Suites

11/19/2014 2/5/2015 Matter of Local Concern Matter of Local Concern

Chapman
Borough

None

Bushkill
Township
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1. Zoning Ordinance Amendment - Solar Energy Systems 12/20/2010 3/30/2011 Matter of Local Concern Matter of Local Concern
2. Zoning Ordinance Amendment - Rezoning ag to low density 

residential: parcel L7-6-1 (81.324 ac.) on SR 191
9/27/2013 12/11/2013 Consistent Consistent

3. Zoning Ordinance/SALDO Amendments - Floodplain 
Management

5/30/2014 6/11/2014 Consistent Generally consistent, but CP 
supports no development in 
floodways, while amendment 
allows multiple exceptions

4. Zoning Ordinance Amendment - Rear yard setbacks/street 
trees in medium density residential district & location of 
fencing in all districts

10/31/2014 12/10/2014 Matter of Local Concern Matter of Local Concern

1. Draft Zoning Ordinance 10/29/2010 N/A Inconsistent in parts
1. Zoning Ordinance - Entire Ordinance Amendment - Revised 

(originally reviewed 10/29/10)
12/16/2010 3/10/2011 Generally inconsistent, with 

conflicts in many parts: mobile 
home inconsistency made more 
consistent through 12/16 revision.

Generally inconsistent, with 
conflicts in many parts. Ag pres. 
goals now consistent, but mostly 
similar inconsistencies as w/ 
County Comp Plan, with 
exceptions seen on separate 
attachment

2. SALDO Amendment - Lot Line adjustments, Lot consolidations 3/30/2012 6/5/2012 Matter of Local Concern Generally consistent, though
steep slopes considerations 
begin at >15% in CP rather than 
>25%

3. Zoning Ordinance Amendment- Solar Energy Facilities, 
Systems

4/25/2013 5/7/2013 Matter of Local Concern Matter of Local Concern

4. Zoning Ordinance Amendment - Forestry Permit 
Requirements

8/30/2013 12/3/2013 Matter of Local Concern Matter of Local Concern

5. Zoning Ordinance Amendment - Floodplains 5/30/2014 7/1/2014 Consistent Generally consistent, but CP 
supports no development in 
floodways, while amendment 
allows exceptions

6. Zoning Ordinance Amendment - Streamside Setback Areas 10/31/2014 11/3/2014 Generally consistent, but monitor 
changing legislation for alternative 
"best practices"  to 150' buffer w/ 
HQ streams

Consistent

1. Zoning Ordinance Amendment - Parking Reqmts/Self Storage 
Uses in GC District

7/30/2010 9/7/2010 No Conflict (Consistent) Consistent

2. Zoning Ordinance Amendment - Solar Energy Systems 4/1/2011 6/6/2011 No Conflict (Consistent) Consistent
3. Zoning Ordinance Amendment - Personal Care Homes & 

Assisted Living Residences
5/31/2013 6/10/2013 Matter of Local Concern Matter of Local Concern

Nazareth
Borough

Moore Township

Lower Nazareth 
Township
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1. Ordinance Amendment - Solid Fuel Burning Appliances 6/19/2015 7/5/2010 Consistent Consistent
2. Zoning Ordinance Amendment - Business Overlay District 

(BD) Regulations 
3/27/2015 7/1/2013 Consistent, though unconventional 

use of "overlay" may confuse, & 
lack of min. threshold for traffic 
impact reports

Generally inconsistent: southern 
portion of BD is classified 
Suburban Residential in CP's 
Future Land Use Plan

3. Zoning Ordinance Amendment - Main Street Commercial 
District Regulations

4/25/2014 6/2/2014 Matter of Local Concern Consistent: aligns w/ Retail 
Commercial in CP's Future Land 
Use Plan

4. Zoning Ordinance Amendment - Floodplain Management 3/27/2015 3/10/2014 Consistent, but no dev. in 
floodways is ever recommended, 
also riparian buffers of 75' are 
better than 50'

Generally consistent, but CP 
supports no development in 
floodways, while amendment 
allows exceptions

5. Official Map - Revisions and Updates 2/27/2015 6/1/2015 Consistent, though floodplains do 
not show latest flood mapping data

Generally consistent with older 
FIRM data from 2006 CP, need 
to provide further northward trail 
linkage to Stockertown

6. Parks Recreation and Open Space Plan 3/30/2015 7/6/2015* Generally Consistent, but 6.25 
acreage standard not essential, 
also Exceptional Value streams 
should have 125' riparian buffer 
instead of 50' or 75'

Generally Consistent, but 6.25 
acreage standard not essential, 
use "mini-park" instead of "tot 
lot"

1. Draft Land Use Assumptions Report 5/28/2010 6/2/2010 No Conflict (Consistent) Consistent
2. Transportation Capital Improvements Plan 7/2/2015 11/17/2010 Consistent, though operational, 

multimodal solutions prefered over 
capacity improvements

Generally consistent, though 
only PA Rt 248/Rt 946 
intersection was slated for 
improvements in Transp Plan 
(Table 38)

3. Impact Fee Ordinance 6/19/2015 1/19/2011 Consistent Consistent
4. Zoning Map Amendment - West Beil Avenue Parcels: R-2 to R-

3
6/28/2013 6/19/2013 Conflict w/County Comp Plan: not 

suitable for expanding urban 
development

Inconsistent: rezoned parcels 
will expand urban development 
outside of planned sewer service 
areas

5. Zoning Ordinance Amendment - Restrictions on location of 
charitable donation collection bins

11/1/2013 11/6/2013 Matter of Local Concern Matter of Local Concern

6. Zoning Ordinance Amendment - Floodplain Management 5/30/2014 6/4/2014 Consistent Consistent: explicitly prohibits 
development in a floodway, 
unless DEP grants a permit

Upper Nazareth 
Township

Tatamy Borough
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Bushkill Township Complete Zoning Ordinance – Consistency 
Comparison with NAZCOG Comprehensive Plan

• Farmland preservation in NAZCOG plan is designated rural 
residential in the municipal map.

• NAZCOG recommended environmental protection areas 
accounted for in portions of municipal zoning as rural conser-
vation.

• NAZCOG recommends to preserve Blue Mountain without 
development, while the municipality encourages farming, main-
taining low residential densities and allowance for a variety of 
uses such as libraries, schools, etc.

• The General Commercial/Industrial(GC/I) area extends beyond 
borders of NAZCOG delineation of Retail/Commercial; in addi-
tion, NAZCOG states urban development should be served by 
public sewers and should locate in areas consistent with the 
Comprehensive Plan. Urban development should be discour-
aged in areas where it can only be served by on lot sewage 
disposal.

• Zoning allows development to take place in the fl ood fringe 
areas if certain measures are taken. Both the NAZCOG and 
LVPC policies promote the prohibition of buildings within the 
100-year fl oodplain, including the fl ood fringe area.

Moore Township Complete Zoning Ordinance – Consistency  
Comparison with NAZCOG Comprehensive Plan

• The zoning ordinance makes marginal provisions to “mobile 
home dwelling”, including them as a defi nition under “dwelling” 
but a discrete type from “single-family dwelling”. NAZCOG 
Comprehensive Plan recognizes that Moore already carries 
the majority of the region’s mobile homes among the total 
regional housing stock.

• Good farmland preservation provisions through the Rural Agri-
cultural District (RA).

• This ordinance still shows some zoning for Rural Residential 
in areas that the NAZCOG Comprehensive Plan marks as 
Agricultural Security Areas or Proposed Farmland Preservation 
Areas (Map 17), particularly concentrated near Klecknersville 
area, where S.R. 946 and 987 intersect. Also, the ordinance 
shows a few small parcels in Agricultural Easements that are 
still zoned RR.

• NAZCOG Comprehensive Plan generally advises against 
privately-owned central sewage systems (p.119), yet zoning 
allows for private on-lot sewage in non-residential areas, even 
though “municipalities should promote proper on-lot sewage 
disposal system operation and maintenance” (p. 121).

• No reference in the zoning ordinance to access management, 
though the NAZCOG Comprehensive Plan encourages it to 
enhance traffi c fl ow and safety (p. 108).

• While both the County Comprehensive Plan and the NAZCOG 
Comprehensive Plan prohibit construction in the fl oodway, the 
NAZCOG Comprehensive Plan also encourages an all-encom-
passing prohibition of new construction in fl oodplains, with the 
exception of “highways and certain other structures owned or 
maintained by the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, the county, 
municipalities or public utilities” defi ned in Chapter 106 of Title 
25 of the Pennsylvania Code (p. 31). Section 200-35B(3) of the 
Moore Zoning Ordinance makes more generous exceptions for 
construction in the fl oodplain than the NAZCOG Comprehen-
sive Plan.

• The Moore Zoning Ordinance has an unusually low threshold 
for steep slopes at (8%). The NAZCOG Comprehensive Plan 
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is in keeping with the County Comprehensive Plan, with 15% 
as the minimum for steep slopes.

• The NAZCOG Comprehensive Plan lacks a strict defi nition for 
continuous tree coverage that would constitute a woodland, 
so Moore’s defi nition, though generous in what constitutes a 
woodland, is not in violation.

• Moore’s zoning is not fully refl ective of the multimunicipal 
comprehensive plan in terms of cooperative zoning because 
it has been structured as a traditional stand-alone ordinance 
where every municipality must provide for every conceivable 
use. Additionally, it does not account for conservation design 
in its Blue Mountain Conservation (BMC) and Limited Conser-
vation (LC) Districts, per the recommendation of the NAZCOG 
Comprehensive Plan.

Amendments from Previous Report Cards
In addition to the legislation reviewed during the fi ve-year period 

(2010-2014) seen in the chart above, the LVPC also assessed the 
legislation the NAZCOG municipalities adopted in the years from 2007 
to 2009. Three previous annual reports prepared by the LVPC for 2007 
through 2009 documented progress during those years. To present a 
complete picture of the ordinance amendments adopted by the par-
ticipating municipalities towards implementation of the plan, below is 
the text from the prior annual reports showing progress with updated 
ordinances.

2007

During 2007, only one ordinance/ordinance amendment was 
proposed which directly related to the multimunicipal comprehensive 

plan. Upper Nazareth proposed and adopted a new zoning ordinance. 
The new zoning ordinance, which was adopted in July of 2007, was 
found by the LVPC to be generally consistent with the Nazareth Area 
… 2030 plan.

2008

Six amendments to zoning or subdivision and land development 
ordinances were proposed within the participating municipalities during 
2008. Bath proposed amendments to the steep slope provisions of 
both its zoning and subdivision and land development ordinances. 
Moore proposed and adopted zoning and subdivision and land de-
velopment ordinance amendments related to on-lot sewage disposal 
system requirements. Last, Nazareth proposed two zoning ordinance 
amendments—one addressing off street parking requirements within 
the General Commercial District and the other addressing the devel-
opment of abandoned and dilapidated lots in the High Density Resi-
dential and Industrial Districts. Nazareth adopted the off-street parking 
amendment during 2008. All of the proposed amendments were found 
to be consistent with the multimunicipal plan except for the proposed 
Nazareth amendment related to the development of abandoned and 
dilapidated lots. This amendment was found to be inconsistent with the 
housing policies of the multimunicipal plan because it permits develop-
ment at densities higher than recommended within the plan. 

2009

In July, 2009, Bath adopted zoning changes to implement steep 
slope provisions. 
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47.7%

2.3%2.3%9.1%

38.6%

Results of Reviews Against County 
Comprehensive Plan

Consistent Generally Consistent Generally Inconsistent

Inconsistent Matter of Local Concern

38.6%

18.2%

9.1%

4.5%

29.5%

Results of Reviews Against NAZCOG 
Comprehensive Plan

Consistent Generally Consistent Generally Inconsistent

Inconsistent Matter of Local Concern

70.5%

11.4%

9.1%
9.1%

Types of Municipal Actions

Zoning Amendments SALDO Amendments Other Legislation Various Plans

Analysis

The majority of material presented to the LVPC from the NAZ-
COG municipalities for the purposes of this progress report were 
zoning ordinances/amendments, comprising over 70% of the total. 
The remaining municipal actions consisted of a relatively even split 
between amendments to subdivision and land development ordinances 
(SALDOs), various non-legislative plans or other ordinance amend-
ments not part of zoning/SALDO, but cogent to matters of land use and 
development in general. Per the Municipalities Planning Code (MPC), 
the LVPC reviewed these documents for consistency with the County 
Comprehensive Plan, and the column titled “County Comprehensive 
Plan Review Comment” summarizes the results of those letters. Fifty 
percent of the ordinances/plans were either “consistent” or “gener-
ally consistent”, while 11.4% were either “generally inconsistent” or 
“inconsistent”. The remainder (38.6%) were matters of local concern, 
meaning that the ordinances/plans dealt primarily with subjects that the 
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County Comprehensive Plan does not address.

Additionally, the LVPC reviewed each of these ordinances/
amendments/plans for their consistency with the NAZCOG Compre-
hensive Plan, indicated in the column “NAZCOG Review Comment” 
from the above chart. In most cases, the subsequent fi ndings echoed 
those of the County Comprehensive Plan in terms of overall consis-
tency. However, since the NAZCOG plan has different and often more 
precise stipulations for land use than the County Comprehensive Plan, 
the comparisons did not always elicit identical results. Only 29.5% 
of reviews were matters of local concern, while a total of 56.8% of 
reviews were either “consistent” or “generally consistent”—higher than 
the Couny Comprehensive Plan. However, a slightly greater percent-
age of the ordinances/amendments/plans (13.6%) were “generally 
inconsistent” or “inconsistent” with the NAZCOG Comprehensive Plan.

Among the other key observations are the following:

• There were two complete zoning ordinance rewrites during 
the 2010-2014 period; also one recodifi cation of a zoning 

ordinance and subdivision and land development ordinance 
(SALDO).

• Some legislation that is consistent with LVPC Comprehensive 
Plan is inconsistent with NAZCOG Comprehensive Plan, due 
to greater specifi city of the latter document.

• Primary consistencies:

• Changes to zoning/SALDO administration.

• Setbacks along streams/riparian buffers.

• Primary inconsistencies:

• NAZCOG Comprehensive Plan supports no development 
in fl oodways.

• Municipal zoning is often more restrictive than NAZCOG 
on residential density and permitted housing types.
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INFRASTRUCTURE
IMPROVEMENTS
AND ACTIONS
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Progress Addressing Infrastructure Needs and 
Other Plan Recommendations

As shown in the table, the Nazareth Area…2030 plan outlined 
68 needed and recommended infrastructure improvements projected 
through the year 2030. Over this time frame, the plan recommended 
50 transportation projects to address existing needs and any additional 
perceived needs. The table also included a total of four actions related 
to sewer/water allocation and capacity and supply needs, as well as 14 
new park acquisitions and improvements to meet municipal recreation 
needs. 

The table lists each of the specifi c recommended infrastructure 
improvements/actions by municipality along with a description of any 
progress made during the 2010-2014 time period or the prior time pe-
riod of 2007-2009 since the Nazareth Area…2030 plan was adopted. 
The updated progress reports were provided by each municipality.

During the 2007-2009 time period, six transportation projects 
were completed. During the 2010-2014 period, 11 projects were com-
pleted, including two bridge replacements and two park projects. In 
addition, progress has been made on 36 of the recommendations since 
adoption of the plan. 
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Project/Location Actions Taken 2010-2014 (2009 or prior actions)

Rt. 987/Barrall Rd. - Install 3-way stop signs Completed

Rt. 512/Barrall Rd. - Signalize (Completed)

Rt. 512/Rt. 248 - Signal upgrade Completed

Rt. 512/Main St. - Widen turning radii on north side No reported progress

Improvements to facilities at Carl L. Rehrig Park Completed (Installed flagpole. Installed backstop & benches at baseball field)

Improvements to facilities at Cliff Cowling Field (Constructed new drainage system & reconstructed infield at baseball field)

Improvements to facilities at Keystone Park Rebuilt pavilion, installed gazebo (Initiated farmer's market)

Improvements to facilities at Volunteer Firefighters Park Installed water fountain (Completed improvements to Little League field)

Expansion of Monocacy Creek Park Installed flagpole, replaced Christmas tree (Installed town clock)

Jacobsburg Rd./Bushkill Center Rd. - Signalize No reported progress

Henrys Woods Bridge - Replace (Completed)

Keller Road Bridge - Replace Completed 2013
Complete Bushkill Township Recreation Center Constructing field 12, developing trail with DCNR funding per the Bushkill Township Recreation 

Complex Master Site Plan (Work done on one ballfield)

Rt. 987 - Reduce speed limit (Installed "School Bus Stop Ahead" sign)

Further development of Chapman Borough Park (Playground equipment installed in the park)

Georgetown Rd./Newburg Rd. - Signalize, add turning lanes In Township's Transportation Capital Improvements Plan

Hanoverville Rd./Twp. Line Rd. - Signalize, add turning lanes In Township's Transportation Capital Improvements Plan

Hanoverville Rd./Keystone Rd. - Signalize, add turning lanes In Township's Transportation Capital Improvements Plan

Georgetown Rd./Steuben Rd. - Add turning lanes In Township's Transportation Capital Improvements Plan

Hanoverville Rd./Georgetown Rd. - Signalize, add turning lanes In Township's Transportation Capital Improvements Plan

Georgetown Rd. Railroad Grade Crossing - Upgrade crossing (Completed)

Hanoverville Rd./Longwood Dr. - Add turning lanes In Township's Transportation Capital Improvements Plan

Rt. 191/Hanoverville Rd./Hecktown Rd. - Realign, add turning lanes In Township's Transportation Capital Improvements Plan

Hecktown Rd./Butztown Rd. - Signalize, add turning lanes In Township's Transportation Capital Improvements Plan

Rt. 191/Steuben Rd. - Signalize, add turning lanes In Township's Transportation Capital Improvements Plan

Rt. 191/Butztown Rd. - Realign, add turning lanes In Township's Transportation Capital Improvements Plan

Rt. 191/Newburg Rd. - Retime signal, add turning lanes In Township's Transportation Capital Improvements Plan

Rt. 191/Rt. 946 - Add turning lanes, signalize, realign In Township's Transportation Capital Improvements Plan

Rt. 191 - Mitigation study/improvements No reported progress

Chapman Borough

Lower Nazareth Township

Bushkill Township

2010-2014 Progress on Recommended Infrastructure Improvements/Actions

Bath Borough
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Rt. 191/Gradwohl Switch Rd. - Signalize, add turning lanes In Township's Transportation Capital Improvements Plan

Rt. 191/Lonat Dr. - Signalize, add turning lanes In Township's Transportation Capital Improvements Plan

Rt. 191/Hollo Rd. - Signalize, add turning lanes In Township's Transportation Capital Improvements Plan

Rt. 191/Christian Springs Rd. - Signalize, add turning lanes In Township's Transportation Capital Improvements Plan

Newburg Rd./Gradwohl Switch Rd. - Signalize In Township's Transportation Capital Improvements Plan

Newburg Rd./Country Club Rd. - Signalize, add turning lanes (4-way stop installed)

Newburg Rd./Northwood Ave. - Signalize In Township's Transportation Capital Improvements Plan

Hecktown Rd./Country Club Rd. - Retime signal, add turning lanes In Township's Transportation Capital Improvements Plan

Rt. 33 S.B. Ramps to/from Hecktown Rd. - Signalize, add turning lanes In Township's Transportation Capital Improvements Plan

Hollo Rd. Relocation - Relocate from Rt. 248 to Twp. Line (Completed)

Rt. 248/Hollo Rd. - Signalize, add turning lanes In Township's Transportation Capital Improvements Plan

Hanoverville Rd./Hecktown Rd. Corridor - Mitigation study/improvements No reported progress

Jandy Boulevard - Connector Road (Completed)

Evaluate allocation needs at Nazareth and Easton sewage treatment plants (Update of Act 537 Plan ongoing. Obtained additional allocation at Bethlehem plant.)

Hahn's Meadow Park - Access road and parking off Hanoverville Rd. Completed 2012

Rt. 248/Valley View Dr. - Realign intersection to 90 degrees, signalize Added signage - no left turn off Valley View Drive onto Rt. 248.

Rt. 248/W. Beersville Rd. to Allen Dr. - Reduce speed limit, signage Completed (Improved intersection sight distances. Placed turning restrictions onto Pool Rd.)

Rt. 248/Allen Dr. - Reduce speed limit, signage Completed (Improved intersection sight distances. Placed turning restrictions onto Pool Rd.)

Rt. 248/Dannersville Rd. - Reduce speed limit, signage Completed

Grouse Dr. - Road realignment No reported progress

Rt. 987/Rt. 946 - Install blinking red light No reported progress

Rt. 512/Yost Rd. - Improve speed enforcement, signage (Painted white lines on Yost Rd. to improve speed enforcement.)

Rt. 946/Cherry Hill Rd. - Realign intersection to 90 degrees No reported progress

Rt. 512/Rt.946 - Warning signs Reestablished/repainted stop lines.

Mauch Chunk St./Green St. - Install 4-way stop No reported progress

Walnut St./S. Whitfield St. - Install 4-way stop No reported progress

Walnut St./Broad St. - Signalize Completed 2011

Expansion of the Moore Twp. Recreation Center Added dugouts to two baseball fields. Added two picnic areas. Grants received to expand 
perimeter path and create walkway from one side of park to the other. Improved fencing around 
ballfields. Improved roads within the park. Added speed bumps. Installed proper signage for 
roads throughout the park. Added trash barrels with lids for safety. (Walking trail under 
construction. Tennis courts rebuilt, senior league baseball field renovated.)

Nazareth Borough

Moore Township

Development of the 90-acre tract at Newburg & Georgetown roads (Master plan for park developed. Site access issues resolved - portion of Gremar Rd. built and curb 
cuts installed.)
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Main St./Eighth St. - Signalize Completed 2011. Also installed signal at 8th and Mill Race at same time.

Tatamy Bridge - Replace Completed 2013
Development of a trail along the former railroad R.O.W.

Planning still ongoing for the trail north of Main Street. Working with local municipalities as well 
as the County on crossing Bushkill Creek. (Planning ongoing for north end of trail.)

Rt. 248/Rt. 946 - Signalize (Completed)

Obtain additional allocation at the Nazareth sewage treatment plant (Update of Act 537 plan ongoing.)

Acquire at least 25 acres of land to the east of Nazareth Borough No reported progress

Nazareth Borough Municipal Authority - Obtain additional treatment plant capacity (Update of Act 537 plan ongoing.)

Penn American Water Company - Develop new water source(s) No reported progress

Other

Development of 33 acres acquired as part of Eagles Landing development A memorial flagpole and an additional path with lighting completed. Additional basketball courts 
and two pavilions completed. Future plan to install bonded rubber mulch at 4 parks in the 
Township, plant additional trees and add more parking at Tuskes Park. (Baseball, football and 
soccer fields completed. Paved walking path added. Grant received to plant native species of trees.)

Upper Nazareth Township

Park maintenance and upgrade Pool renovations completed - opened on May 17, 2015. (Soccer field opened. Installed trees for 
passive recreation. Pursued grants through PADEP for upgrade of municipal pool. Opened dog park, 
installed/opened skate park.)

Tatamy Borough

Analysis
• All municipalities except Lower Nazareth have reported prog-

ress on at least 50% of all projects.

• Lower Nazareth and Bath have each completed four projects 
to lead the municipalities.

• Lower Nazareth has three times the number of overall projects 
of any other municipality because it had completed a Traffi c 
Circulation Plan that comprehensively identifi ed needs.

• All three bridge projects are completed (two in Bushkill, one in 
Tatamy).

• 13 of 14 open space projects are completed or in progress.

• 28 of the 32 projects with no reported progress are transporta-
tion improvements.

• There has been no reported progress regarding the Act 537 
Plan update since 2009.
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SUBDIVISION AND
LAND DEVELOPMENT
ACTIVITY DATA
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General Survey of Subdivision and Land 
Development

Within the eight participating NAZCOG municipalities, 134 sub-
division/land development applications were proposed and 100 were 
approved during the fi ve-year period of 2010 to 2014. The term “pro-
posed” includes the sum total of sketch and preliminary plans, while 
“approved” refers to fi nal plans. If a plan is proposed and approved 
in the same year, it counts as both a proposed plan and an approved 
plan. However, because municipal approval of subdivision/land devel-
opment plans can be a lengthy process, many of one year’s approved/
fi nal plans were proposed in a previous year. Thus, the majority of one 
year’s proposed plans are most likely only going to register as ap-
proved during subsequent years, and there is no guarantee that any lot 
or subdivision may be developed. Many proposed plans never reach 
fi nal approval. Developers may elect not to build a subdivision, or the 
approved plans may become “inventory” to be built when the market is 
more favorable for their specifi c project. 

During this review period, some years demonstrated greater 
strength in the number of proposed/approved plans than others. 2012 
was the strongest year overall, with 30 proposed and 26 approved 
plans, though 2013 had a higher number of proposed plans (36), and 
2014 had the highest number of approved (29). 2010 and 2011 were 
both weak, with only 41 and 40 total plans, respectively.

Through this time period, certain municipalities saw a greater 
number of approved or proposed plans than others. Generally, subdivi-
sion/land development applications in the four townships outnumbered 
those in the four boroughs, with Lower Nazareth seeing the most (66 
total plans), followed by Bushkill (64), Moore (59) and then Upper Naz-
areth (19). Among the boroughs, Nazareth saw the most total plans 
(18), followed by Tatamy (seven), then Bath (one). Chapman had no 
approved or proposed plans during this period.

Another way to understand the impact of these subdivision/land 
development plans is to examine the number of lots or units featured 
through the plans, as well as the types of uses that these lots/units rep-
resent. From 2010 to 2014, the plans in the eight NAZCOG municipal-
ities featured 1,368 lots, 986 of which were proposed (72.1% of total) 
and 382 (27.9%) were approved. Across the fi ve-year period, 2013 
was by far the most active year in terms of the involvement of new lots, 
with 655 total; however, 604 of these lots—92.2% of the total—were 
proposed. By comparison, in 2011, the second most active year for 
the featuring of new lots, 186 of the 248 lots were proposed, or 75% 
of the total. 2014 was the third most active year, with 211 lots, only 32 
of which were proposed (15.2% of the total), while 2010 was the least 
active year, with plans involving only 93 total lots.
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Municipality Proposed Approved Total
Lots

Proposed
Lots

Approved Total Lots
Bath Borough 1 0 1 0 0 0
Bushkill Twp. 35 29 64 71 67 138
Chapman Borough 0 0 0 0 0 0
Lower Nazareth Twp. 40 26 66 671 155 826
Moore Twp. 33 26 59 46 42 88
Nazareth Borough 11 7 18 38 29 67
Tatamy Borough 4 3 7 9 9 18
Upper Nazareth Twp. 10 9 19 151 80 231
Total (2010-2014) 134 100 234 986 382 1,368

Proposed Lots AG AL APT COM COND IND MHP NONE OFF PRD PUB REC RET SFD TOWN TRAN TWIN Total

Bath Borough 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Bushkill Twp. 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 19 0 0 0 2 1 46 0 0 0 71
Chapman Borough 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Lower Nazareth Twp. 1 0 498 7 0 3 0 10 2 0 1 0 2 86 60 1 0 671
Moore Twp. 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 20 0 0 0 0 0 22 0 0 0 46
Nazareth Borough 0 2 4 1 0 0 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 19 0 4 38
Tatamy Borough 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 9
Upper Nazareth Twp. 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 3 0 143 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 151
Total (2010-2014) 1 2 506 11 0 7 0 68 2 143 1 2 3 156 79 1 4 986
Percentage of Total 0.1% 0.2% 51.3% 1.1% 0.0% 0.7% 0.0% 6.9% 0.2% 14.5% 0.1% 0.2% 0.3% 15.8% 8.0% 0.1% 0.4% 100%

AG Agriculture MHP Mobile Home Park RET Retail

AL Assisted Living NONE No construction SFD Single Family Dwelling

APT Apartment OFF Office TOWN Townhouse

COM Commercial PRD Planned Residential DevelopTRAN Transportation

COND Condominium PUB Public/Quasi Public TWIN Twin/Duplex

IND Industrial/Warehousing REC Recreation

LEGEND
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As was the case with plans, the townships were much more 
active than the boroughs in proposed and approved lots. Lower Naz-
areth was the most active by far, with 826 featured over the fi ve-year 
period, the majority of which came from 558 proposed lots in 2013. 
Upper Nazareth had the second highest number of total lots with 231, 
followed by Bushkill (138 total lots), then Moore (88), then the Naza-
reth (67).Tatamy’s plans involved 18 total lots (nine proposed and nine 
approved), while neither Chapman nor Bath featured any new lots. 
Therefore, Bath’s one proposed plan from 2012 did not result in the 
creation of any new lots.

Across the fi ve years, for proposed lots, the majority typically 
fell within three categories of housing types: apartments, single-family 
detached (SFD) dwellings, or planned residential developments. Apart-
ments comprised 506 of the 986 proposed lots, or 51.3% of the total, 
while single-family detached only comprised 156 lots (15.8% of total). 
This high count for apartment lots is almost exclusively due to activi-
ty in 2013, when Lower Nazareth alone received 498 proposed lots. 
The third largest construction type among proposed lots was Planned 
Residential Development (PRD), with Upper Nazareth generating 143 

in 2011, which comprises 100% of the proposed lots going to PRDs 
across all fi ve years and all eight NAZCOG municipalities.

For approved lots, single-family detached were the dominant 
type, comprising 70.7% of the total across the fi ve-year period; the next 
largest category was “NONE”, which implied that no construction was 
to take place. Single-family detached dwellings dominated approved 
lots across all years except 2010, when 12 approved lots went to apart-
ments and only seven for SFD. 2010 was also the weakest year of 
approvals, with only 26 lots across the eight municipalities and among 
all development types. In terms of approved lots, 2014 was strongest, 
with 179 total, up against a fairly modest number of proposed lots (only 
32). This dichotomy contrasts starkly with the preceding year: in 2013, 
the eight NAZCOG municipalities saw only 51 lots approved but 558 
proposed, again due largely to the 498 apartment units proposed in 
Lower Nazareth in 2013. In general, Lower Nazareth dominated among 
the municipalities in terms of approvals (155), while Upper Nazareth 
was second (80) and Bushkill was third (67). The boroughs of Bath and 
Chapman had no approved lots during the 2010-2014 period.

Approved Lots AG AL APT COM COND IND MHP NONE OFF PRD PUB REC RET SFD TOWN TRAN TWIN Total

Bath Borough 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Bushkill Twp. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 18 0 0 0 2 0 47 0 0 0 67
Chapman Borough 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Lower Nazareth Twp. 1 0 0 1 0 4 0 5 2 0 0 0 1 121 19 1 0 155
Moore Twp. 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 13 0 0 1 0 0 24 0 0 0 42
Nazareth Borough 0 2 16 0 0 0 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 29
Tatamy Borough 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 9
Upper Nazareth Twp. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 78 0 0 0 80
Total (2010-2014) 1 2 20 1 0 5 0 53 2 0 1 2 1 270 19 1 4 382
Percentage of Total 0.3% 0.5% 5.2% 0.3% 0.0% 1.3% 0.0% 13.9% 0.5% 0.0% 0.3% 0.5% 0.3% 70.7% 5.0% 0.3% 1.0% 100%
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Signifi cant Plans in NAZCOG from 2010-2014
Plans that receive fi nal approval represent a clear commitment 

on the part of the developer; however, evaluating proposed plans gives 
a sense of what could be in the pipeline to come. Over the fi ve-year 
period, NAZCOG municipalities saw two large proposed developments: 
Heritage Village Campus (Moravian Square) in Upper Nazareth (143 
Units), the PRD submitted through a preliminary plan in 2011; and 
Stone Post Meadows in Lower Nazareth (498 Units) submitted as a 
sketch plan for apartments.

Most approved residential plans were signifi cantly smaller, in 
terms of the number of lots/units generated. During 2010 to 2014, the 
largest number of approved residential developments with at least fi ve 
units occurred in Lower Nazareth. Three developments in the mu-

nicipality generated 139 units. One development in Upper Nazareth 
produced 76 units: Eagles Landing, across phases 3-A and 3-B. It is 
also interesting to note that two small scale apartment developments 
received municipal approval in this time frame: the four-unit Morning-
star Senior Living in Nazareth (2014) and the four-unit Michael Frick 
in Moore (2012). Multiple municipalities also approved single-family 
detached developments with four units. 

Across the NAZCOG municipalities, non-residential lots com-
prised only a small portion of approved or proposed activity in any 
given year. Non-residential lots can fall under the following categories: 
agriculture, commercial, industrial/warehousing, offi ce, public/qua-
si public, recreation, retail, transportation or none (no construction). 
Among non-residential categories, the “NONE” classifi cation comprised 
the largest share.

Municipality Subdivision Name Building Type
Number of 

Units Year
Nazareth Borough Faust Family Ptshp. #5 APT 12 2010
Lower Nazareth Twp. Trio Farms (2010 Phasing Plan) TOWN 19 2011
Lower Nazareth Twp. Trio Farms (2010 Phasing Plan) SFD 24 2011
Bushkill Twp. Broadview Estates (Section 3) SFD 17 2012
Bushkill Twp. Eagle Point (Lots 8, 26 & 27) SFD 8 2012
Upper Nazareth Twp. Eagles Landing (Phasing 3-A) SFD 37 2013
Bushkill Twp. Cloverfield Estates SFD 13 2014
Lower Nazareth Twp. Saratoga Farms SFD 56 2014
Lower Nazareth Twp. Sterling Crossing (formerly Estates at Deer Crossing) SFD 40 2014
Upper Nazareth Twp. Eagles Landing (Phasing 3-B) SFD 39 2014

Approved Residential Development 2010-2014
(Minimum of 5 units or more)



30

Municipality Subdivision Name Building Type Square Feet Year

Lower Nazareth Twp. Buffalo Wild Wings RET 5,700 2010
Moore Twp. Zion Wesleyan Church of Pt. Phillip P&QP 10,428 2010
Lower Nazareth Twp. Lower Nazareth Commons (Retail Sites B&C) RET 9,542 2011
Lower Nazareth Twp. DHD Ventures Retail Center (Jandy Blvd) RET 25,300 2011
Lower Nazareth Twp. Brock-Ozman, Andrea (Bldg.Conv.) OFF 1,700 2011
Lower Nazareth Twp. Griffin Land (Opus Lot#3) (Phase 2) IND 531,600 2011
Upper Nazareth Twp. Scipioni, Bruno (Restaurant/Apt.Exp.) COMM 1,000 2011
Lower Nazareth Twp. Snyder’s Lance, Inc. (Bldg.Exp.) COMM 6,000 2012
Moore Twp. Hicks, James COMM 3,712 2012
Nazareth Borough National Penn Bank (Office Exp.) OFF 1,500 2012
Bushkill Twp. Jacobsburg Env. Ctr. (Visitor Education Bldg.) P&QP 9,300 2012
Lower Nazareth Twp. Northampton Crossings (New Panera Bread) RET 6,888 2012
Lower Nazareth Twp. Phillips & Phillips (Bldg. Addition) IND 70,400 2013
Tatamy Borough Becknell Services, LLC IND 100,300 2013
Lower Nazareth Twp. Qayyum, Adnan (Dental Office) OFF 3,000 2013
Lower Nazareth Twp. Brown-Daub Fiat Dealership (Showroom) COMM 12,807 2014
Lower Nazareth Twp. First Park 33 IND 584,760 2014
Lower Nazareth Twp. Keystone Food (Warehouse Addition) IND 29,600 2014
Lower Nazareth Twp. Lehigh Valley East 2 (Logisticenter East) IND 483,988 2014
Moore Twp. Emmanuel’s Evangelical Lutheran Church (Bldg. Exp.) P&QP 5,211 2014
Upper Nazareth Twp. Northampton County EOC (Garage Addition) P&QP 13,123 2014

Approved Non-Residential Development 2010-2014
(1,000 square feet or greater)
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Because non-residential plans typically involve relatively few 
new lots, it is better to measure their scale through overall square 
footage of the proposed or approved plan. Similar to its high volume of 
approved residential activity, Lower Nazareth had a signifi cant amount 
of approved non-residential development. Approved developments 
categorized as industrial (IND) represent the largest amount of square 
footage. There is also diversity in the types of developments with retail 
(RET), offi ce (OFF), and commercial (COMM) represented in the list of 
approved developments. Tatamy approved a sizable industrial develop-
ment during this same time period, Moore experienced two church-re-
lated development projects (P&QP), while Moore, Bushkill, Nazareth 
and Upper Nazareth each approved some additional non-residential 
developments. However, Lower Nazareth clearly dominated the NAZ-
COG municipalities in terms of non-residential development.

Building Permits from 2010-2014
The LVPC collects building permit data through two different 

methods. The fi rst, through the Economics and Statistical Adminis-
tration of the U.S. Census Bureau, has traditionally arrived in the late 
spring with data for the previous year and counts only select residential 
units. The table reveals that 2014 saw fewer building permits than the 
two preceding years, both for the NAZCOG municipalities as well as 
Northampton County as a whole. Across this same period, Upper Naz-
areth has shown the highest number of approved housing permits, with 
the exception of 2010, when Bushkill had a greater number of permits. 
Lower Nazareth, Bushkill and Upper Nazareth collectively comprised 
83.1% of the total housing permits across the NAZCOG municipalities 
from 2010 to 2014.

Municipality 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014
Bath Borough 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0
Bushkill Twp. 63 20 17 34 15 13 23 17
Chapman Borough 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Lower Nazareth Twp. 16 3 9 6 6 30 45 18
Moore Twp. 24 26 24 12 14 15 11 15
Nazareth Borough 0 0 0 0 1 2 8 0
Tatamy Borough 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Upper Nazareth Twp. 58 35 25 22 23 41 60 30
NAZCOG Total 161 84 78 74 59 101 147 80
Northampton County Total 1,018 573 353 445 396 429 445 364
NAZCOG Percentage of 
Northampton County 15.8% 14.7% 22.1% 16.6% 14.9% 23.5% 33.0% 22.0%

New Municipal Housing Permits

Note: The data excludes hotels, motels and group residential structures such as nursing homes and college 
           dormitories. Also excluded are "HUD-code" manufactured (mobile) home units.
Source:  U.S. Department of Commerce, Economics and Statistical Administration, U.S. Bureau of the Census
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Regarding the other metric, from the Governor’s Center for Local 
Government Services within the state’s Department of Community and 
Economic Development (DCED), makes its data available at an earlier 
point in the year and involves direct reporting of the municipalities’ per-
mit data to a centralized, state repository. It also distinguishes residen-
tial from commercial permits. Unfortunately, this collection process has 
only recently become available (since 2013), and many municipalities 
have not reported for 2014 at the time of collection.

This data source accounts for all municipalities in the state that 
have elected to enforce the Uniform Construction Code (UCC) locally, 
making them “opt-in” municipalities. Other municipalities—the “opt-
outs”—have relinquished UCC enforcement authority to either the 
Department of Labor and Industry or certifi ed third-party agencies. The 
vast majority of municipalities in the state are opt-ins, and their data is 
easily available. However, for the opt-out municipalities, only residential 

permit data goes to the DCED for recording; commercial data is un-
available. Note that fi ve of the eight NAZCOG municipalities are opt-in. 

Similar to subdivision activity, permits for new construction were 
generally in the townships. However, three of the four boroughs—Bath, 
Nazareth and Tatamy—have some of the oldest housing stock in the 
NAZCOG region, and residential building permits for new construc-
tion (which includes single-family detached and townhouse units not 
exceeding three stories in height) were, not surprisingly, fairly low. 
However, the permits in these three boroughs for “other residential” 
(which includes additions, accessory structures, demolitions, electrical, 
mechanical, plumbing, etc) were much higher, indicating that a large 
volume of modifi cations and renovations were taking place among 
what is typically older housing. 

2013
New Res

2013
Other
Res

 2013 
New

Comm
2013 Other

Comm
2013
Total

2014
New Res

2014
Other
Res

2014
New

Comm

2014
Other

Comm
2014
Total

0 10 1 4 15 N/A N/A N/A N/A 0
11 39 0 0 50 2 5 0 0 7

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
41 33 4 70 148 44 29 4 56 133
6 25 0 0 31 2 7 0 0 9
3 27 1 13 44 N/A N/A N/A N/A 0
0 9 1 3 13 0 11 0 0 11
57 121 0 39 217 45 127 0 3 175

Source:  PA Department of Community and Economic Development, Governor's Center for Local Government Services
N/A - Data not available

Upper Nazareth Twp.

Municipality
Bath Borough
Bushkill Twp.*
Chapman Borough*
Lower Nazareth Twp.
Moore Twp.*
Nazareth Borough
Tatamy Borough

* Opt-Out Municipality



33

Analysis
• Approved lots are skewed more heavily toward single-family 

detached units than proposed lots.

• Housing construction fell sharply after 2008 and only inched 
upward by 2011; it still is not close to 2007 levels.

• Though Lower Nazareth has seen the most plans and pro-
posed/approved lots, Upper Nazareth had the highest number 
of housing permits.

• Lower Nazareth approved the most non-residential devel-
opment, both in terms of number of lots and total square 
footage (three warehouses of approximately 500,000 square 
feet). Only Tatamy also approved a single development over 
100,000 square feet (also a warehouse).

0.3%

0.5%

5.2%

0.3%

1.3%
13.9%

0.5%
0.3%
0.5%
0.3%

70.7%

5.0% 0.3%

1.0%

Approved Lots by Type: 2010-2014AG

AL

APT

COM

IND

NONE

OFF

PUB

REC

RET

SFD

TOWN

TRAN

TWIN
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HOUSING SALES DATA
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 The NAZCOG municipalities—consisting of the townships of 
Moore, Upper Nazareth, Lower Nazareth and Bushkill, as well as the 
boroughs of Nazareth, Bath, Tatamy and Chapman—represented less 
than 20% of Northampton County housing sales during any given year 
from 2010-2014, and, in total over the fi ve years, these municipalities 
comprised 13.9% of Northampton County’s home sales. Upper Naza-

reth had the highest number of sales, at 370, followed by Bushkill (352) 
and then Moore (233). Within the NAZCOG municipalities, the over-
whelming majority of home sales were single-family detached, amount-
ing to 1,291 out of the total 1,527 sales, or 84.5%. The next highest 
housing sales type was single-family attached, which comprised 200 
out of the total sales (13.1%).

Municipality
All Housing

2010

Median
Sales
Price

All
Housing

2011

Median
Sales
Price

All Housing
2012

Median
Sales
Price

All
Housing

2013

Median
Sales
Price

All
Housing

2014

Median
Sales
Price

Total - 
All

Years
Bath Borough 27 $151,500 16 $135,450 20 $177,500 23 $130,000 25 $139,900 111
Bushkill Twp. 75 $305,000 53 $271,000 59 $275,000 91 $266,500 74 $309,950 352
Chapman Borough 1 $177,000 1 $141,900 0 $0 2 $219,000 0 $0 4
Lower Nazareth Twp. 45 $279,000 24 $442,500 43 $288,500 45 $270,000 55 $327,500 212
Moore Twp. 35 $207,554 56 $255,000 25 $245,000 69 $219,000 48 $199,000 233
Nazareth Borough 41 $138,000 36 $130,500 24 $149,000 55 $167,500 49 $157,500 205
Tatamy Borough 9 $180,000 5 $149,900 7 $149,900 6 $185,500 13 $235,000 40
Upper Nazareth Twp. 40 $295,000 42 $307,250 66 $275,000 115 $254,410 107 $236,735 370
NAZCOG Total 273 $245,000 233 $235,000 244 $248,450 406 $233,645 371 $235,000 1,527
Northampton County Total 1,799 $200,000 1,232 $200,000 2,045 $187,500 3,048 $185,000 2,884 $184,500 11,008
NAZCOG Percentage of 
Northampton County 15.2% 18.9% 11.9% 13.3% 12.9% 13.9%
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With regards to individual years, overall sales were weakest in 
number for both NAZCOG municipalities and Northampton County as a 
whole in 2011, with 233 sales in the NAZCOG region and 1,232 across 
the county. However, evidence would suggest that the NAZCOG region 
held its median value better than the county as a whole: the median 
home sales price of the NAZCOG municipalities represented up to 
132.5% of the county’s in 2012, even while representing the lowest 
percentage of housing sales in the county—only 11.9% of the total. 
Across the fi ve years in their entirety, sales in the NAZCOG municipal-
ities comprised 13.9% of the Northampton County total. In every year, 
median sales prices in the NAZCOG region have been higher than the 
county as a whole.

The median sales price for single-family detached housing is 
consistently higher than single-family attached or condos, in all years 
and in most municipalities. Viewing the single-family detached data 
in terms of individual municipalities, Lower Nazareth had the highest 
median sales price for four consecutive years (2011-2014) with the 
highest recorded median of $442,500 in 2011, which was 200.5% of 
the county’s median sales price for single-family homes that year. In 
general, the four townships had noticeably higher median sales prices 
than the four boroughs.

Municipality

SF-
Detached

2010

Median
Sales
Price

SF-
Detached

2011

Median
Sales
Price

SF-
Detached

2012

Median
Sales
Price

SF-
Detached

2013

Median
Sales
Price

SF-
Detached

2014

Median
Sales
Price

Total - 
All

Years
Bath Borough 16 $170,000 9 $194,000 12 $204,750 13 $173,000 14 $170,000 64
Bushkill Twp. 74 $311,550 53 $271,000 59 $275,000 90 $266,750 74 $309,950 350
Chapman Borough 1 $177,000 0 $0 0 $0 2 $219,000 0 $0 3
Lower Nazareth Twp. 44 $274,475 24 $442,500 36 $339,140 39 $287,500 53 $332,000 196
Moore Twp. 33 $209,900 56 $255,000 25 $245,000 69 $219,000 45 $205,000 228
Nazareth Borough 21 $177,000 22 $164,950 16 $162,500 36 $185,850 32 $165,000 127
Tatamy Borough 8 $209,000 5 $149,900 7 $149,900 6 $185,500 13 $235,000 39
Upper Nazareth Twp. 37 $300,000 37 $313,900 48 $300,500 85 $290,000 77 $300,000 284
Total 234 $263,950 206 $262,500 203 $275,000 340 $248,000 308 $265,000 1,291
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Among single-family attached units, over three-quarters of all 
sales took place in just two municipalities: Upper Nazareth and Naz-
areth. Two townships (Bushkill and Moore) had no attached home 
sales during this entire fi ve-year period. Upper Nazareth’s  median 
prices for single-family attached were well above the county’s medi-
an, though the few attached units sold in Lower Nazareth averaged 

a greater value than those in Upper Nazareth. Condo sales in the 
NAZCOG municipalities are rare, and only Bath ever reported sales of 
condo units during the fi ve-year period. Sales of other types of housing 
(which includes multifamily housing of 2-4 units or mobile homes on 
resident-owned land) were almost as rare; only Bath, Bushkill, Lower 
Nazareth, Moore and Nazareth reported such sales.

Municipality

SF-
Attached

2010

Median
Sales
Price

SF-
Attached

2011

Median
Sales
Price

SF-
Attached

2012

Median
Sales
Price

SF-
Attached

2013

Median
Sales
Price

SF-
Attached

2014

Median
Sales
Price

Total - 
All

Years
Bath Borough 5 $114,924 3 $115,000 2 $187,450 7 $105,000 9 $88,322 26
Chapman Borough 0 $0 1 $141,900 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0 1
Lower Nazareth Twp. 0 $0 0 $0 6 $256,625 6 $256,155 2 $222,010 14
Nazareth Borough 18 $124,625 13 $108,000 8 $126,250 18 $128,500 15 $120,000 72
Tatamy Borough 1 $82,000 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0 1
Upper Nazareth Twp. 3 $220,000 5 $216,000 18 $201,525 30 $208,855 30 $219,493 86
Total 27 $125,000 22 $116,750 34 $195,320 61 $188,000 56 $196,000 200

Municipality
Condo
2010

Median
Sales
Price

Condo
2011

Median
Sales
Price

Condo
2012

Median
Sales
Price

Condo
2013

Median
Sales
Price

Condo
2014

Median
Sales
Price

Total - 
All

Years
Bath Borough 5 $148,900 3 $129,900 4 $117,500 3 $117,900 2 $121,450 17
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The general trajectory of home sales across the NAZCOG 
municipalities and Northampton County refl ects a weakening to a 
trough year of 2011, followed by a strengthening, though 2013 was 
overall a stronger year than 2014. In terms of sales prices, the last two 
years (2013 and 2014) were generally lower than the preceding years, 
suggesting that the recovery in value is a lagging indicator for home 
markets, at least compared to overall units sold.

Analysis
• The number of home sales weakened in 2010 from previous 

years to a trough year in 2011, recovering by 2013.

• Since the 2011 trough in sales, the housing market has not yet 
demonstrated full recovery, particularly in sales prices.

• Many municipalities posted no home sales in condos, multi-
family (2-4 units) or mobile homes.

• Median values for NAZCOG municipalities generally surpass 
those of Northampton County as a whole, with Lower Nazareth 
showing highest values for most years (except 2010, when 
Bushkill had the highest values).

Municipality

All Other 
Types of 
Housing

2010

Median
Sales
Price

All Other 
Types of 
Housing

2011

Median
Sales
Price

All Other 
Types of 
Housing

2012

Median
Sales
Price

All Other 
Types of 
Housing

2013

Median
Sales
Price

All Other 
Types of 
Housing

2014

Median
Sales
Price

Total - 
All

Years
Bath Borough 1 $129,500 1 $125,000 2 $132,300 0 $0 0 $0 4
Bushkill Twp. 1 $235,000 0 $0 0 $0 1 $8,000 0 $0 2
Lower Nazareth Twp. 1 $297,000 0 $0 1 $140,000 0 $0 0 $0 2
Moore Twp. 2 $165,500 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0 3 $156,000 5
Nazareth Borough 2 $184,950 1 $113,000 0 $0 1 $256,800 2 $164,125 6
Total 7 $189,900 2 $119,000 3 $140,000 2 $132,400 5 $158,000 19
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Population 
With the exception of Chapman, all NAZCOG municipalities 

had a greater population at the 2010 Census than they did in 1900. 
Upper Nazareth had the largest percent gains in population from 2000 
to 2010, with over 40% growth. Tatamy’s population increased nearly 
30% during the same period. Bushkill’s population grew 17%; howev-
er, the municipality had the second largest absolute gains in residents 
after Upper Nazareth. Both Chapman and Nazareth lost population 
during this period.

Over a broader time horizon, the townships have typically 
demonstrated much greater population growth than the boroughs, with 
each of the four growing over 100% since 1960. Two of the boroughs, 
Bath and Tatamy, had grown over 55% since that time, while Chapman 
and Nazareth had lost moderate amounts of population. The LVPC’s 
projections to 2040 are that all of the NAZCOG municipalities will 
continue to grow, with the exception of Chapman. Nazareth and Bath’s 
growth will be modest, Lower Nazareth will nearly double, and Upper 
Nazareth (currently the growth leader) will slow somewhat in the years 
ahead.

Bath Borough 2,967 2,855 2,776 2,680 2,693 2,678 2,358 1,953 1,829 1,736 1,824 731
Bushkill Twp. 11,955 11,119 10,065 8,321 8,178 6,982 5,512 4,469 3,387 2,676 2,162 1,586
Chapman Borough 177 165 154 200 199 234 254 255 191 237 285 319
Lower Nazareth Twp. 10,995 9,353 7,343 5,801 5,674 5,259 4,483 3,535 2,091 1,729 1,639 1,034
Moore Twp. 15,120 13,545 11,471 9,209 9,198 8,673 8,418 7,519 3,791 3,373 2,725 2,293
Nazareth Borough 6,689 6,293 5,984 5,706 5,746 6,023 5,713 5,443 5,815 6,209 5,830 2,304
Tatamy Borough 1,941 1,646 1,406 1,142 1,203 930 873 910 891 762 681 260
Upper Nazareth Twp. 8,485 7,598 6,843 6,453 6,231 4,426 3,413 3,407 3,605 2,944 2,011 731
Northampton County 403,979 365,766 329,516 299,791 297,735 267,066 247,105 225,418 214,545 201,142 185,243 99,687

Municipality

Source:  U.S. Census Bureau, Decennial Census 1900, 1950, 1960, 1970, 1980 ,1990 ,2000, 2010; Population Estimates

1900
Census

2040
Projection

2030
Projection

2020
Projection

2013
Estimate

2010
Census

2000
Census

1990
Census

1980
Census

1970
Census

1960
Census

1950
Census

Number % Number % Number % Number %
Bath Borough 274 10.2% 2 0.1% 15 0.6% 957 55.1%
Bushkill Twp. 3,777 46.2% 1,339 19.2% 1196 17.1% 5,502 205.6%
Chapman Borough -22 -11.1% -34 -14.5% -35 -15.0% -38 -16.0%
Lower Nazareth Twp. 5,321 93.8% 542 10.3% 415 7.9% 3,945 228.2%
Moore Twp. 5,922 64.4% 536 6.2% 525 6.1% 5,825 172.7%
Nazareth Borough 943 16.4% -317 -5.3% -277 -4.6% -463 -7.5%
Tatamy Borough 738 61.3% 212 22.8% 273 29.4% 441 57.9%
Upper Nazareth Twp. 2,254 36.2% 2,027 45.8% 1805 40.8% 3,287 111.7%
Northampton County 106,244 35.7% 32,725 12.3% 30,669 11.5% 96,593 48.0%

Municipality

Proj. Change       2010-
2040

Change
2000-2013

Change
2000-2010

Change
1960-2010
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Households 
Upper Nazareth had the largest absolute and percentage 

increase in the number of households, with a growth of 46.5% from 
2000 to 2010—not a great surprise, since household change usually 
parallels population change. The next three municipalities, in terms of 
percentage household growth, were ranked the same for population 
growth: Tatamy, followed by Bushkill, then Lower Nazareth. Bushkill 
had the second largest increase in the absolute number of households, 
followed by Moore and Lower Nazareth.

Though the general trend across the country has been for me-
dian household size (persons per household) to decrease over time, 
this fi gure increased in two NAZCOG municipalities from 2000 to 2010, 
Upper Nazareth and Tatamy, the two fastest growing municipalities. 
All other municipalities experienced a decrease in the persons per 
household, with Chapman dropping the greatest. Meanwhile, Nazareth 
experienced a decrease in population but an increase in the number 
of households, indicating that its persons per household—already the 
lowest in the NAZCOG region in 2000—decreased even further by 
2010.

Number % Number % Number %
Bath 2.55 2.51 2.52 1,040 1,048 1,061 -13 -1.23% -21 -1.98% -8 -0.76%
Bushkill 2.9 2.89 2.99 2,836 2,825 2,333 492 21.09% 503 21.56% 11 0.39%
Chapman 3.24 2.37 2.63 72 84 89 -5 -5.62% -17 -19.10% -12 -14.29%
Lower Nazareth 2.9 2.8 2.94 1,969 2,024 1,788 236 13.20% 181 10.12% -55 -2.72%
Moore 2.65 2.54 2.62 3,465 3,618 3,303 315 9.54% 162 4.90% -153 -4.23%
Nazareth 2.26 2.08 2.22 2,475 2,729 2,560 169 6.60% -85 -3.32% -254 -9.31%
Tatamy 2.77 2.78 2.63 348 432 352 80 22.73% -4 -1.14% -84 -19.44%
Upper Nazareth 2.9 2.87 2.73 1,944 1,944 1,327 617 46.50% 617 46.50% 0 0.00%
Northampton County 2.56 2.53 2.53 112,189 113,565 101,541 12,024 11.84% 10,648 10.49% -1,376 -1.21%

Number of Households
Change 2000-2010 Change 2000-2013 Change 2010-2013

Source:  U.S. Census Bureau, Decennial Census 2000, 2010, 2009-2013 (5-Year) American Community Survey

Persons
Per HH 
2013

Persons
Per HH 
2010

Persons
Per HH 
2000

Number
of HHs in 

2013

Number
of HHs in 

2010

Number
of HHs in 

2000Municipality
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Household Composition
The general trend across the country is that non-family house-

holds are growing at a much greater rate than family households, and 
this is true in Northampton County as well, where, from 2000 to 2010, 
family households grew 10% and non-family households grew 16%. 
Additionally, the percentage of non-family households in the county 
rose, from 30% in 2000 to 31.1% in 2010. While this increase may not 
appear signifi cant, it is refl ective of a trend that reveals fewer house-
holds consist of a conventional married couple (with or without chil-
dren).

Over this same period, Upper Nazareth had the largest percent 
increase (48.2%) in married-couple families and householders living 
alone (43.0%), though this is no surprise, since it also had the fastest 

growth in households among the NAZCOG municipalities. Tatamy 
was the only municipality to experience a decrease in householders 
living alone. These two municipalities were the only ones among the 
eight where family households increased as a percentage from 2000 
to 2010. In all the other NAZCOG municipalities, the percentage went 
down. Even in municipalities where family households are still domi-
nant, such as Bushkill and Lower Nazareth, the percentage of family 
households went from 86.2% to 84.8% and 85.8% to 83.4%, respec-
tively. Meanwhile, Nazareth had the largest percentage of non-family 
households, comprising 46.4% of the total households in 2010, or 
nearly half. Also among non-family households, Bushkill had a signif-
icant percentage increase in the number of householders not living 
alone, while Bath was the only municipality to experience a percentage 
decrease in householders not living alone.
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Family households: 671 64.0% 693 65.3% -3.2% 2,396 84.8% 2,011 86.2% 19.1% 55 65.5% 69 77.5% -20.3%
Married-couple family 471 44.9% 538 50.7% -12.5% 2,114 74.8% 1,783 76.4% 18.6% 43 51.2% 53 59.6% -18.9%

Other family: 200 19.1% 155 14.6% 29.0% 282 10.0% 228 9.8% 23.7% 12 14.3% 16 18.0% -25.0%

Male householder, no wife present 62 5.9% 32 3.0% 93.8% 110 3.9% 86 3.7% 27.9% 3 3.6% 10 11.2% -70.0%

Female householder, no husband present 138 13.2% 123 11.6% 12.2% 172 6.1% 142 6.1% 21.1% 9 10.7% 6 6.7% 50.0%

Nonfamily households: 377 36.0% 368 34.7% 2.4% 429 15.2% 322 13.8% 33.2% 29 34.5% 20 22.5% 45.0%
Householder Living Alone 317 30.2% 307 28.9% 3.3% 334 11.8% 258 11.1% 29.5% 22 26.2% 19 21.3% 15.8%

Householder Not Living Alone 60 5.7% 61 5.7% -1.6% 95 3.4% 64 2.7% 48.4% 7 8.3% 1 1.1% 600.0%

TOTAL 1,048 100.0% 1,061 100.0% -1.2% 2,825 100.0% 2,333 100.0% 21.1% 84 100.0% 89 100.0% -5.6%

Bath Borough Bushkill Twp. Chapman Borough
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Family households: 1,688 83.4% 1,534 85.8% 10.0% 2,749 76.0% 2,560 77.5% 7.4% 1,463 53.6% 1,515 59.2% -3.4%
Married-couple family 1,483 73.3% 1,391 77.8% 6.6% 2,370 65.5% 2,248 68.1% 5.4% 1,040 38.1% 1,207 47.1% -13.8%

Other family: 205 10.1% 143 8.0% 43.4% 379 10.5% 312 9.4% 21.5% 423 15.5% 308 12.0% 37.3%

Male householder, no wife present 66 3.3% 45 2.5% 46.7% 144 4.0% 110 3.3% 30.9% 112 4.1% 81 3.2% 38.3%

Female householder, no husband present 139 6.9% 98 5.5% 41.8% 235 6.5% 202 6.1% 16.3% 311 11.4% 227 8.9% 37.0%

Nonfamily households: 336 16.6% 254 14.2% 32.3% 869 24.0% 743 22.5% 17.0% 1,266 46.4% 1,045 40.8% 21.1%
Householder Living Alone 273 13.5% 205 11.5% 33.2% 698 19.3% 605 18.3% 15.4% 1,111 40.7% 908 35.5% 22.4%

Householder Not Living Alone 63 3.1% 49 2.7% 28.6% 171 4.7% 138 4.2% 23.9% 155 5.7% 137 5.4% 13.1%

TOTAL 2,024 100.0% 1,788 100.0% 13.2% 3,618 100.0% 3,303 100.0% 9.5% 2,729 100.0% 2,560 100.0% 6.6%

Lower Nazareth Twp. Moore Twp. Nazareth Borough
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Family households: 356 82.4% 267 75.9% 33.3% 1,562 80.3% 1,045 78.7% 49.5% 78,219 68.9% 71,074 70.0% 10.1%
Married-couple family 285 66.0% 224 63.6% 27.2% 1,338 68.8% 903 68.0% 48.2% 60,533 53.3% 57,295 56.4% 5.7%
Other family: 71 16.4% 43 12.2% 65.1% 224 11.5% 142 10.7% 57.7% 17,686 15.6% 13779 13.6% 28.4%

Male householder, no wife present 27 6.3% 14 4.0% 92.9% 60 3.1% 31 2.3% 93.5% 5,096 4.5% 3791 3.7% 34.4%

Female householder, no husband present 44 10.2% 29 8.2% 51.7% 164 8.4% 111 8.4% 47.7% 12,590 11.1% 9,988 9.8% 26.1%
Nonfamily households: 76 17.6% 85 24.1% -10.6% 382 19.7% 282 21.3% 35.5% 35,346 31.1% 30,467 30.0% 16.0%

Householder Living Alone 62 14.4% 74 21.0% -16.2% 319 16.4% 223 16.8% 43.0% 28,444 25.0% 25,116 24.7% 13.3%
Householder Not Living Alone 14 3.2% 11 3.1% 27.3% 63 3.2% 59 4.4% 6.8% 6,902 6.1% 5351 5.3% 29.0%

TOTAL 432 100.0% 352 100.0% 22.7% 1,944 100.0% 1,327 100.0% 46.5% 113,565 100.0%
,

1 100.0% 11.8%
Source:  U.S. Census Bureau, Decennial Census 2000, 2010

Tatamy Borough Upper Nazareth Twp. Northampton County
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Housing Tenure and Occupancy
In 2010, homeownership rates for households across the NAZ-

COG municipalities were typically greater than that of the county as a 
whole (72.8%), with townships consistently higher than boroughs. Only 
Bath, Nazareth and Chapman had ownership rates below the county, 
and only Bath and Nazareth’s rates were signifi cantly below. Bushkill, 
Moore and Lower Nazareth’s homeownership rates remained above 
90% from 2000 to 2010. Most municipalities experienced only modest 
changes in homeownership rates from 2000 to 2010, though Naza-
reth’s homeownership dropped enough that a majority of households 
in 2010 were renters. Besides Nazareth, only Chapman experienced 
a notable loss in homeownership, though this change translated to a 
mere increase of two renter-occupied units. Upper Nazareth’s own-
ership rate increased by nearly three percentage points from 2000 to 
2010, with an over 50% growth in the number of units. 

Occupancy levels across the municipalities vary greatly. In 2010, 
Bath had the highest vacancy rate (7.9%), while Lower Nazareth had 
the lowest (2.6%). However, all municipalities also experienced an 
increase in vacant units over this same time period, both in terms of 
the unit count and the overall percentage vacant. Moore was the only 
exception, going from 4.6% vacant in 2000 to 3.6% vacant in 2010. 
Other municipalities, such as Chapman, Nazareth and Tatamy, expe-
rienced more than a doubling of their vacancy rates across this time 
period. Only Bath and Nazareth had vacancy rates signifi cantly higher 
than the Northampton County rate in 2010.



47

Housing Tenure

Municipality
Owner

Occupied
  Renter 

Occupied
% Owner 

Occupied
  Owner 

Occupied
  Renter 

Occupied
% Owner 

Occupied
Bath Borough 594 454 56.7% 602 459 56.7%
Bushkill Twp. 2,633 192 93.2% 2,172 161 93.1%
Chapman Borough 57 27 67.9% 64 25 71.9%
Lower Nazareth Twp. 1,845 179 91.2% 1,613 175 90.2%
Moore Twp. 3,299 319 91.2% 3,007 296 91.0%
Nazareth Borough 1,311 1,418 48.0% 1,414 1,146 55.2%
Tatamy Borough 358 74 82.9% 289 63 82.1%
Upper Nazareth Twp. 1,713 231 88.1% 1,132 195 85.3%
Northampton County 82,719 30,846 72.8% 74,464 27,077 73.3%

2010 2000

Source:  U.S. Census Bureau, Decennial Census 2000, 2010

Housing Vacancy

Municipality   Occupied   Vacant % Vacant   Occupied   Vacant % Vacant
Bath Borough 1,048 90 7.9% 1,061 65 5.8%
Bushkill Twp. 2,825 102 3.5% 2,333 73 3.0%
Chapman Borough 84 5 5.6% 89 2 2.2%
Lower Nazareth Twp. 2,024 55 2.6% 1,788 33 1.8%
Moore Twp. 3,618 134 3.6% 3,303 161 4.6%
Nazareth Twp. 2,729 219 7.4% 2,560 98 3.7%
Tatamy Borough 432 14 3.1% 352 4 1.1%
Upper Nazareth Twp. 1,944 81 4.0% 1,327 37 2.7%
Northampton County 113,565 6,798 5.6% 101,541 5,169 4.8%

2010 2000

Source:  U.S. Census Bureau, Decennial Census 2000, 2010
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Age Distribution
Since individuals move through age cohorts over the gathering of 

decennial census data, comparisons of absolute population by cohort 
across a ten-year period typically reveal little. However, a comparison 
of the distribution of age cohorts over time can show unusual trends 
or outliers. For example, in both 2000 and 2010, Bath retained the 
highest percentage of children ages 0 to 9 and adults aged 25 to 44, 
while Nazareth had the largest share of its population at ages 65 and 
older. In keeping with an aging population nationally, the median age 
for all municipalities increased from 2000 to 2010, with the exceptions 
of Tatamy, whose median age decreased slightly from 39.7 in 2000 to 
39.5 in 2010, and Upper Nazareth from 43.7 to 42.2.

Viewing 2010 age data in isolation reveals which NAZCOG 
municipalities deviate the most from the county as a whole. Bath, with 
its large share of 0 to 9 and 25 to 44 cohorts, had a somewhat smaller 
median age (37.6 years) than the county’s 40.9, while Moore’s median 
age was signifi cantly greater (46.5 years). Chapman had a particularly 
low percentage of its population aged 18 to 24 (4.5%), while Lower 
Nazareth had a particularly high percentage aged 45 to 64 (37.0%). 
Ages 45 to 64 (the Baby Boomer years) were the largest percentage 
for every municipality except Bath, for which this group made up the 
second largest portion of the population. 

Number % Number % Number % Number % Number % Number %
Bath Borough 427 15.9% 289 10.7% 187 6.9% 740 27.5% 661 24.5% 389 14.4% 2,693 37.6
Bushkill Twp. 848 10.4% 1,134 13.9% 597 7.3% 1,688 20.6% 2,957 36.2% 954 11.7% 8,178 43.8
Chapman Borough 25 12.6% 20 10.1% 9 4.5% 50 25.1% 67 33.7% 28 14.1% 199 43.8
Lower Nazareth Twp. 620 10.9% 728 12.8% 385 6.8% 1,158 20.4% 2,101 37.0% 682 12.0% 5,674 44.4
Moore Twp. 907 9.9% 883 9.6% 564 6.1% 1,984 21.6% 3,303 35.9% 1,557 16.9% 9,198 46.5
Nazareth Borough 586 10.2% 513 8.9% 404 7.0% 1,457 25.4% 1,541 26.8% 1,245 21.7% 5,746 43.9
Tatamy Borough 173 14.4% 148 12.3% 80 6.7% 310 25.8% 323 26.8% 169 14.0% 1,203 39.5
Upper Nazareth Twp. 827 13.3% 740 11.9% 361 5.8% 1,500 24.1% 1,567 25.1% 1,236 19.8% 6,231 42.2
Northampton County 34,206 11.5% 30,971 10.4% 29,377 9.9% 71,434 24.0% 85,141 28.6% 46,606 15.7% 297,735 40.9
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Decennial Census 2010

Median
Age

(Years)

Age Distribution 2010

Municipality

Ages 0-9 Ages 10-17 Ages 18-24 Ages 25-44 Ages 45-64 Ages 65 +

Total
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Income and Poverty Status 2006-2010
Up to this point, the variables studied (population, age, house-

holds, housing occupancy) all used data from both the 2000 and 2010 
decennial Census, in which the survey reached 100% of the popu-
lation, so they involve consistent methods of collection from decade 
to decade. At the same time as the 2000 decennial Census, the U.S. 
Census Bureau collected more detailed socioeconomic data through 
administering a survey to a random sampling of the population. How-
ever, between 2000 and 2010, the U.S. Census Bureau reengineered 
the decennial Census program and began gathering this socioeconom-
ic data only under the American Community Survey (ACS) program, 
which collects a statistically signifi cant random sample to generate 
results across different periods of time. The only way to capture data 
changes for virtually all the other variables studied (income, poverty, 
education, labor and commuting) is to compare the 2000 data with the 
ACS data collected over a fi ve-year period, from 2006 to 2010. 

When comparing reported median household income from the 
2000 Census to the data collected through the 2006-2010 ACS, all 

NAZCOG municipalities experienced an increase. When looking at in-
fl ation-adjusted median household income, income decreased in three 
municipalities: Bath, Bushkill, and Lower Nazareth, as well as a slight 
decrease for Northampton County as a whole. However, most NAZ-
COG municipalities had higher medians than the county: from the 2000 
Census, Chapman, Bath and Nazareth were lower than the county, 
but by 2006-2010, only Bath’s household income was lower. According 
to both surveys, Lower Nazareth retained the highest median house-
hold income among NAZCOG municipalities. From the 2000 Census, 
Bushkill had the second highest while Upper Nazareth was third; by 
the 2006-2010 data, those two rankings had reversed (Upper Nazareth 
second and Bushkill third).

The three municipalities with the highest household income—
Lower Nazareth, Upper Nazareth and Bushkill—also had the highest 
median family income. Median family incomes tend to be higher than 
household incomes because families (two or more related people) of-
ten include more than one wage earner, while households often consist 

Median HHI Median HHI Median HHI % Change
2006-2010 2000 2000 2000 to 2010

Inflation Adjusted Reported (Infl. Adj. for 2000)
Bath Borough $45,915 $53,421 $40,825 -14.05%
Bushkill Twp. $77,766 $83,702 $63,966 -7.09%
Chapman Borough $69,531 $50,706 $38,750 37.13%
Lower Nazareth Twp. $86,379 $91,925 $70,250 -6.03%
Moore Twp. $66,312 $63,295 $48,371 4.77%
Nazareth Borough $59,554 $51,161 $39,098 16.40%
Tatamy Borough $67,031 $64,043 $48,942 4.67%
Upper Nazareth Twp. $83,833 $72,351 $55,291 15.87%
Northampton County $58,762 $59,191 $45,234 -0.72%

Municipality

Source:  U.S. Census Bureau, Decennial Census 2000, 2006-2010 (5-Year) American Community Survey
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of just a single individual living alone. Meanwhile, per capita income 
is always much lower because it accounts for the income distributed 
across all individuals, including children or other non-participants in the 
labor force.

Most NAZCOG municipalities continued to have a poverty rate 
below that of Northampton County as a whole; however, just as the 
county’s poverty rate had risen since the 2000 Census, so had the mu-
nicipalities’ poverty rate. With a rate of 6.4%, Bath was the only munic-
ipality with higher family poverty than Northampton County as a whole 
(5.7%) in 2000, while based on the data collected during 2006-2010, 
Bath’s family poverty was 10.7% and the county was 6.3%, again with 
every other municipality having a lower family poverty rate than the 
county. Bath had the highest poverty rates across all three measured 
categories: all persons, all families and female-headed households. 
Chapman had the lowest percentage of all three poverty level catego-
ries.

Generally, family poverty rates were lower than individual poverty 
rates, both in Northampton County and across the nation as well, since 
families—unlike individuals--can include multiple members who are 
earning incomes. Additionaly, the townships typically had lower indi-
vidual poverty rates than the boroughs, while the reverse is true for 
families.

Female-headed households often have higher poverty rates 
than families, because the structure of this household implies only one 
wage-earner and a varying number of dependents. The municipalities 
with the highest percentage of female-headed households below pov-
erty were Bath (34.8%) and Upper Nazareth (21.2%). Upper Nazareth 
had both the second highest household and family median income; 
however, among the NAZCOG municipalities, the township had both 
the second highest family poverty rate and female-headed households 
below poverty. 

Bath Borough $45,915 $54,714 $22,414 14.3 10.7 34.8
Bushkill Twp. $77,766 $87,049 $30,831 4.4 2.9 10.1
Chapman Borough $69,531 $81,875 $24,950 1.3 0.0 0.0
Lower Nazareth Twp. $86,379 $96,132 $37,930 1.4 1.6 5.4
Moore Twp. $66,312 $75,026 $28,013 4.7 2.7 2.5
Nazareth Borough $59,554 $72,011 $29,294 5.1 1.4 6.6
Tatamy Borough $67,031 $74,375 $28,899 6.2 1.0 0.0
Upper Nazareth Twp. $83,833 $88,594 $30,886 4.2 3.3 21.2
Northampton County $58,762 $70,457 $28,362 8.8 6.3 23.4
Pennsylvania $50,398 $63,364 $27,049 12.4 8.5 27.7
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2006-2010 (5-Year) American Community Survey

Income and Poverty Status 2006-2010

Municipality

Median
Household
Income $

Median   Family
Income $

Per Capita 
Income $ 

Percent Below Poverty Level

All Persons All Families

Female
Householder

Families
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Educational Attainment
A comparison of 2000 Census data with the 2006-2010 ACS 

suggests that the NAZCOG municipalities made strides in educational 
attainment, particularly in terms of college degrees. In 2000, over 30% 
of the Lower Nazareth population age 25 years and over had a bach-
elor’s degree or higher, but this was the only municipality with a higher 
percentage of bachelor’s degrees (or more) than the Northampton 
County rate 21.2%. By the time of the 2006-2010 ACS, Lower Naza-
reth’s college education rate increased to 37.7% for the population 25 
and over, while three other municipalities also surpassed the rate of 
the county (26.3%): Chapman (28.3%), Bushkill (28.1%) and Nazareth 
(26.8%). Only Bath and Moore had college attainment rates below 
20%.

Three municipalities (Bushkill, Lower Nazareth and Tatamy) had 
less than 10% of the over-25 population lacking a high school diplo-
ma. Since the 2000 Census, all municipalities managed to reduce the 
percentage of the population that had failed to complete high school. 
In 2000, Bath, Chapman, Moore, Nazareth and Upper Nazareth all 
had non-attainment rates above 20%; by the 2006-2010 ACS, only 
Chapman had more than 20% of its population lacking a high school 
diploma.

Bath Borough 164 247 643 346 120 158 105 1,783 14.75% 23.05%

Bushkill Twp. 269 481 1,720 787 441 700 210 4,608 19.75% 16.28%

Chapman Borough 13 25 68 22 1 18 1 148 12.84% 25.68%

Lower Nazareth Twp. 118 239 1,063 693 322 675 385 3,495 30.33% 10.21%

Moore Twp. 336 917 2,598 982 485 579 311 6,208 14.34% 20.18%

Nazareth Borough 493 530 1,604 710 284 586 198 4,405 17.80% 23.22%

Tatamy Borough 50 71 267 97 57 99 18 659 17.75% 18.36%

Upper Nazareth Twp. 425 492 1,076 506 224 380 171 3,274 16.83% 28.01%

Northampton County 11,481 23,249 65,750 29,286 12,154 24,398 13,700 180,018 21.16% 19.29%

Educational Attainment: Population 25 Years and Over - 2000

Municipality
Less than 
9th grade

9th to 12th 
grade, no 
diploma

High school 
graduate
(includes

equivalency)

Some
college,

no degree
Associate

degree
Bachelor's

degree

Graduate or 
professional

degree Total

Percent of 
Pop. w/ 

Bachelor's or 
Higher

%  with Less 
than High 

School
Diploma

Source:  U.S Census Bureau, Decennial Census, 2000
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Bath Borough 98 212 722 313 161 207 73 1,786 15.68% 17.36%

Bushkill Twp. 168 268 2,040 985 367 1,012 480 5,320 28.05% 8.20%

Chapman Borough 8 25 60 16 5 39 6 159 28.30% 20.75%

Lower Nazareth Twp. 62 170 1,236 641 302 939 522 3,872 37.73% 5.99%

Moore Twp. 334 657 3,058 1,187 619 633 343 6,831 14.29% 14.51%

Nazareth Borough 156 481 1,733 574 312 820 373 4,449 26.82% 14.32%

Tatamy Borough 16 34 374 138 79 97 81 819 21.73% 6.11%

Upper Nazareth Twp. 353 403 1,571 578 390 725 249 4,269 22.82% 17.71%

Northampton County 8,068 18,034 71,399 33,946 16,149 33,543 19065 200,204 26.28% 13.04%
Source:  U.S. Census Bureau, 2006-2010 (5-Year)American Community Survey

Educational Attainment: Population 25 Years and Over - 2006-2010

Municipality
Less than 
9th grade

9th to 12th 
grade, no 
diploma

High school 
graduate
(includes

equivalency)

Some
college,

no degree
Associate

degree
Bachelor's

degree

Graduate or 
professional

degree Total

Percent of 
Pop.

w/Bachelor's
or Higher

%  with Less 
than High 

School
Diploma
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Labor Force and Industries
The 2006-2010 ACS data provides considerably more catego-

ries of industry for evaluating the labor force than the data used in 
the NAZCOG Comprehensive Plan. The spread of key occupations in 
Northampton County does not vary greatly from the same data for the 
state of Pennsylvania as a whole. Pulling up the older 2000 data and 
comparing it with the 2006-2010 ACS data does reveal some interest-
ing shifts, though: the share of the county’s employment in manufactur-
ing has decreased from 20.7% of the employed population in 2000 to 
16.5% by the 2006-2010 ACS. Most other industries remained relative-
ly stable in their percentage share of the county’s employment; howev-
er, the professional, scientifi c and management industry plus the edu-
cational, health and social services industry both comprised a greater 
share by 2006-2010 than in 2000. Meanwhile, some of the NAZCOG 
municipalities deviated considerably from the county in their industry 
composition. Lower Nazareth, Bushkill and Tatamy all had much higher 
representation in management, business, science and arts occupa-
tions than the county’s 33.9% share, while Bath’s 21.7% share in these 
occupations was much lower. Bath also showed considerably higher 
representation in service occupations than the county.

Among key industries, the biggest outlier was Chapman, with 
a 14.9% share of its labor force in wholesale trade, which was much 
higher than the 3.3% share for the county as a whole. Additionally, 
Chapman’s labor force represented the retail trade industry at unusu-
ally low levels (5.9% compared to the county’s 11.3%). Chapman’s 
low population and even smaller labor force make the borough more 
susceptible to skewed representation in certain industries, which can 
change considerably from one reporting period to another. For exam-
ple, Chapman’s labor share in wholesale trade according to the 2000 
Census was only 1.8%. Other 2006-2010 outliers include the following: 
Bushkill, where the 22.8% share of population in manufacturing was 
considerably greater than the county’s 16.5% share; Moore, where the 
share of the labor force in construction was much greater (11.2% to 
the county’s 5.7%) and the share in educational services, health care 
and social assistance was much lower (18.1% to the county’s 24.8%); 
and Bath, with an unusually high percentage of its labor force in public 
administration (6.3% to the county’s 2.9%).
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Estimate % Estimate % Estimate % Estimate % Estimate %

Civilian employed population 16 years and over 5,940,972 100.0% 141,297 100.0% 1,214 100.0% 4,154 100.0% 101 100.0%
Management, business, science, and arts occupations 2,092,428 35.2% 47,898 33.9% 264 21.7% 1,654 39.8% 31 30.7%
Service occupations 985,928 16.6% 22,121 15.7% 309 25.5% 646 15.6% 10 9.9%
Sales and office occupations 1,507,431 25.4% 36,917 26.1% 310 25.5% 1,016 24.5% 26 25.7%
Natural resources, construction, and maintenance 
occupations 528,285 8.9% 12,854 9.1% 110 9.1% 335 8.1% 14 13.9%
Production, transportation, and material moving 
occupations 826,900 13.9% 21,507 15.2% 221 18.2% 503 12.1% 20 19.8%

Civilian employed population 16 years and over 5,940,972 100.0% 141,297 100.0% 1,214 100.0% 4,154 100.0% 101 100.0%
Agriculture, forestry, fishing and hunting, and mining 74,319 1.3% 500 0.4% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 3 3.0%
Construction 368,430 6.2% 8,085 5.7% 72 5.9% 292 7.0% 6 5.9%
Manufacturing 771,180 13.0% 23,310 16.5% 179 14.7% 948 22.8% 18 17.8%
Wholesale trade 184,408 3.1% 4,605 3.3% 34 2.8% 121 2.9% 15 14.9%
Retail trade 693,991 11.7% 15,935 11.3% 147 12.1% 352 8.5% 6 5.9%
Transportation and warehousing, and utilities 315,085 5.3% 7,957 5.6% 52 4.3% 257 6.2% 2 2.0%
Information 121,488 2.0% 3,494 2.5% 12 1.0% 36 0.9% 3 3.0%
Finance and insurance, and real estate and rental and 
leasing 391,578 6.6% 9,328 6.6% 48 4.0% 251 6.0% 0 0.0%
Professional, scientific, and management, and 
administrative and waste management services 565,753 9.5% 12,882 9.1% 104 8.6% 296 7.1% 26 25.7%
Educational services, and health care and social 
assistance 1,470,918 24.8% 35,110 24.8% 321 26.4% 1,177 28.3% 22 21.8%
Arts, entertainment, and recreation, and 
accommodation and food services 461,454 7.8% 9,768 6.9% 99 8.2% 217 5.2% 0 0.0%
Other services, except public administration 277,856 4.7% 6,210 4.4% 70 5.8% 119 2.9% 0 0.0%
Public administration 244,512 4.1% 4,113 2.9% 76 6.3% 88 2.1% 0 0.0%

2006-2010 Employment
OCCUPATION

INDUSTRY

Bath Borough Bushkill Twp.
Chapman
BoroughPennsylvania

Northampton
County
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Estimate % Estimate % Estimate % Estimate % Estimate %

Civilian employed population 16 years and over 3,082 100.0% 4,623 100.0% 2,999 100.0% 545 100.0% 2,654 100.0%
Management, business, science, and arts occupations 1,289 41.8% 1,333 28.8% 851 28.4% 219 40.2% 928 35.0%
Service occupations 399 12.9% 557 12.0% 490 16.3% 50 9.2% 325 12.2%
Sales and office occupations 808 26.2% 1,352 29.2% 925 30.8% 169 31.0% 711 26.8%
Natural resources, construction, and maintenance 
occupations 293 9.5% 589 12.7% 318 10.6% 49 9.0% 191 7.2%
Production, transportation, and material moving 
occupations 293 9.5% 792 17.1% 415 13.8% 58 10.6% 499 18.8%

Civilian employed population 16 years and over 3,082 100.0% 4,623 100.0% 2,999 100.0% 545 100.0% 2,654 100.0%
Agriculture, forestry, fishing and hunting, and mining 21 0.7% 34 0.7% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Construction 114 3.7% 516 11.2% 252 8.4% 40 7.3% 103 3.9%
Manufacturing 542 17.6% 724 15.7% 336 11.2% 77 14.1% 529 19.9%
Wholesale trade 141 4.6% 141 3.0% 151 5.0% 20 3.7% 103 3.9%
Retail trade 290 9.4% 477 10.3% 679 22.6% 84 15.4% 296 11.2%
Transportation and warehousing, and utilities 221 7.2% 400 8.7% 98 3.3% 28 5.1% 237 8.9%
Information 64 2.1% 106 2.3% 42 1.4% 10 1.8% 67 2.5%
Finance and insurance, and real estate and rental and 
leasing 224 7.3% 326 7.1% 168 5.6% 24 4.4% 256 9.6%
Professional, scientific, and management, and 
administrative and waste management services 335 10.9% 458 9.9% 121 4.0% 43 7.9% 160 6.0%
Educational services, and health care and social 
assistance 774 25.1% 837 18.1% 751 25.0% 147 27.0% 555 20.9%
Arts, entertainment, and recreation, and 
accommodation and food services 116 3.8% 280 6.1% 123 4.1% 28 5.1% 261 9.8%
Other services, except public administration 137 4.4% 185 4.0% 132 4.4% 38 7.0% 23 0.9%
Public administration 103 3.3% 139 3.0% 146 4.9% 6 1.1% 64 2.4%

OCCUPATION

INDUSTRY

2006-2010 Employment

Source:  U.S. Census Bureau, 2006-2010 (5-Year) American Community Survey

Moore Twp. Nazareth Borough Tatamy Borough
Upper Nazareth 

Twp.
Lower Nazareth 

Twp.
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Number % Number % Number % Number % Number %
Employed civilian population 16 years and over 5,653,500 100.0 127,810 100.0 1,354 100.0 3,782 100.0 110 100.0

Management, professional, and related occupations 1,841,175 32.6 40,191 31.4 300 22.2 1,248 33.0 17 15.5

Service occupations 838,137 14.8 17,939 14.0 190 14.0 489 12.9 16 14.5

Sales and office occupations 1,525,131 27.0 34,571 27.0 469 34.6 848 22.4 31 28.2
Farming, fishing, and forestry occupations 26,722 0.5 297 0.2 0 0.0 13 0.3 0 0.0

Construction, extraction, and maintenance occupations 500,898 8.9 11,723 9.2 153 11.3 458 12.1 25 22.7

Production, transportation, and material moving 
occupations 921,437 16.3 23,089 18.1 242 17.9 726 19.2 21 19.1

Agriculture, forestry, fishing and hunting, and mining 73,459 1.3 774 0.6 0 0.0 22 0.6 0 0

Construction 339,363 6.0 7,811 6.1 114 8.4 271 7.2 15 13.6

Manufacturing 906,398 16.0 26,489 20.7 222 16.4 960 25.4 31 28.2

Wholesale trade 201,084 3.6 4,334 3.4 52 3.8 132 3.5 2 1.8

Retail trade 684,179 12.1 14,630 11.4 155 11.4 414 10.9 7 6.4

Transportation and warehousing, and utilities 304,335 5.4 6,899 5.4 106 7.8 235 6.2 4 3.6

Information 148,841 2.6 3,996 3.1 44 3.2 107 2.8 7 6.4

Finance, insurance, real estate, and rental and leasing 372,148 6.6 7,221 5.6 124 9.2 215 5.7 0 0

Professional, scientific, management, administrative, 
and waste management services 478,937 8.5 9,935 7.8 97 7.2 300 7.9 13 11.8

Educational, health and social services 1,237,090 21.9 28,649 22.4 276 20.4 657 17.4 12 10.9

Arts, entertainment, recreation, accommodation and 
food services 397,871 7.0 7,666 6.0 75 5.5 209 5.5 6 5.5

Other services (except public administration) 274,028 4.8 5,586 4.4 45 3.3 198 5.2 11 10

Public administration 235,767 4.2 3,820 3.0 44 3.2 62 1.6 2 1.8

OCCUPATION

INDUSTRY

2000 Employment
Pennsylvania

Northampton
County Bath Borough Bushkill Twp.

Chapman
Borough
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Number % Number % Number % Number % Number %
Employed civilian population 16 years and over 2,738 100.0 4,581 100.0 2,969 100.0 489 100.0 1,900 100.0

Management, professional, and related occupations 1,187 43.4 1,259 27.5 798 26.9 110 22.5 535 28.2

Service occupations 289 10.6 515 11.2 466 15.7 53 10.8 265 13.9

Sales and office occupations 677 24.7 1,074 23.4 871 29.3 163 33.3 560 29.5

Farming, fishing, and forestry occupations 0 0.0 13 0.3 8 0.3 2 0.4 0 0.0

Construction, extraction, and maintenance occupations 203 7.4 638 13.9 235 7.9 52 10.6 146 7.7
Production, transportation, and material moving 
occupations 382 14.0 1,082 23.6 591 19.9 109 22.3 394 20.7

Agriculture, forestry, fishing and hunting, and mining 6 0.2 44 1.0 38 1.3 2 0.4 6 0.3

Construction 153 5.6 495 10.8 136 4.6 17 3.5 51 2.7

Manufacturing 585 21.4 1,009 22.0 752 25.3 144 29.4 507 26.7

Wholesale trade 118 4.3 157 3.4 82 2.8 28 5.7 81 4.3

Retail trade 258 9.4 409 8.9 410 13.8 69 14.1 182 9.6

Transportation and warehousing, and utilities 184 6.7 369 8.1 43 1.4 36 7.4 103 5.4

Information 85 3.1 94 2.1 74 2.5 15 3.1 89 4.7

Finance, insurance, real estate, and rental and leasing 222 8.1 238 5.2 170 5.7 20 4.1 93 4.9

Professional, scientific, management, administrative, 
and waste management services 203 7.4 333 7.3 139 4.7 33 6.7 127 6.7

Educational, health and social services 689 25.2 889 19.4 665 22.4 92 18.8 390 20.5

Arts, entertainment, recreation, accommodation and 
food services 84 3.1 266 5.8 215 7.2 16 3.3 119 6.3

Other services (except public administration) 109 4.0 179 3.9 163 5.5 11 2.2 62 3.3

Public administration 42 1.5 99 2.2 82 2.8 6 1.2 90 4.7

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Decennial Census 2000

OCCUPATION

INDUSTRY

Nazareth Borough Tatamy Borough
Upper Nazareth 
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Lower Nazareth 
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58

Work Destination
The U.S. Census Bureau collected data differently on this topic 

in 2010 than in the 2000 Census; however, the information from the 
2006-2010 ACS still offers a compelling understanding of which mu-
nicipalities have the capacity to provide jobs for their own residents, as 
well as those where a disproportionate percentage of the population 
must travel far from home for work. In most NAZCOG municipalities, 
approximately 90% of the labor force or greater worked in Pennsyl-
vania; however, Upper Nazareth had 21% and Tatamy had 14% of 

their labor force leaving the state for work. Additionally, between 55% 
and 66% of the labor force in most NAZCOG municipalities worked in 
Northampton County, with Chapman the exception at 51.5%. Chapman 
had 42.4% of the labor force leave Northampton County for jobs else-
where in Pennsylvania, compared to a low of 20.3% for Tatamy. Upper 
Nazareth had the highest percentage of employees working in another 
state at 21.0%.

Number % Number % Number % Number
Bath Borough 727 61.0% 368 30.9% 97 8.1% 1,192

Bushkill Twp. 2,494 61.9% 1,126 27.9% 412 10.2% 4,032

Chapman Borough 51 51.5% 42 42.4% 6 6.1% 99

Lower Nazareth Twp. 1,915 62.6% 823 26.9% 322 10.5% 3,060

Moore Twp. 2,585 58.3% 1,608 36.3% 239 5.4% 4,432

Nazareth Twp. 1,785 61.4% 908 31.2% 216 7.4% 2,909

Tatamy Borough 344 65.8% 106 20.3% 73 14.0% 523

Upper Nazareth Twp. 1,441 55.0% 628 24.0% 550 21.0% 2,619

Northampton County 71,159 51.8% 42,509 30.9% 23,720 17.3% 137,388
Source:  U.S. Census Bureau, 2006-2010 (5-Year) American Community Survey 

Work Destination 2006-2010
Worked in Pennsylvania

 Worked outside state of 
residence Total

Worked in county of 
residence

Worked outside county of 
residence

Municipality
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Place of Residence 
The data from the 2006-2010 ACS provides a basic comparison 

for the stability or transiency of a municipality’s population. The ACS 
data looks at the place of residence for the population based on the 
year prior to the date the survey was taken. All NAZCOG municipali-
ties had a greater percentage of their population residing in the same 
residence as one year prior to the survey date, compared to the 85.8% 
for the county as a whole. Chapman had the highest level of its popu-

lation (97.9%) that hadn’t moved. Bath had the highest percentage of 
its population that lived elsewhere (12%), and Lower Nazareth had the 
second highest (9.7%). Of the population who lived elsewhere, Tatamy 
had the highest percentage who moved there from within Northampton 
County (82.5%), while Lower Nazareth had the highest percentage 
share who lived out-of-state (36.8%). None of the NAZCOG municipali-
ties had residents who lived abroad in the year prior to the survey date.

Estimate Percent Estimate Percent Estimate Percent Estimate Percent Estimate Percent
Population 1 year and over 9,081 100.00% 5,741 100.00% 1,057 100.00% 5,936 100.00% 291,449 100.00%
Same house 8,574 94.4% 5,210 90.8% 994 94.0% 5,415 91.2% 249,987 85.8%
Different house in the U.S. 507 5.6% 531 9.2% 63 6.0% 521 8.8% 40,422 13.9%
Same county 217 42.8% 420 79.1% 52 82.5% 414 79.5% 21,214 52.5%
Different county 290 57.2% 111 20.9% 11 17.5% 107 20.5% 19,208 47.5%
Same state 220 43.4% 98 18.5% 11 17.5% 21 4.0% 9,926 24.6%
Different state 70 13.8% 13 2.4% 0 0.0% 86 16.5% 9,282 23.0%
Abroad 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1,040 0.4%

Residence One Year Prior to 
Survey

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2006-2010 (5-Year) American Community Survey

Nazareth Borough Tatamy Borough Upper Nazareth Twp. Northampton CountyMoore Twp.

Estimate Percent Estimate Percent Estimate Percent Estimate Percent
Population 1 year and over 2,659 100.00% 8,003 100.00% 238 100.00% 5,632 100.00%
Same house 2,339 88.0% 7,572 94.6% 233 97.9% 5,083 90.3%
Different house in the U.S. 320 12.0% 431 5.4% 5 2.1% 549 9.7%
Same county 180 56.3% 230 53.4% 0 0.0% 311 56.6%
Different county 140 43.8% 201 46.6% 5 100.0% 238 43.4%
Same state 133 41.6% 201 46.6% 5 100.0% 36 6.6%
Different state 7 2.2% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 202 36.8%
Abroad 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

Residence One Year Prior to 
Survey

Bath Borough Bushkill Twp. Chapman Borough Lower Nazareth Twp.
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Existing Land Use
The assessment offi ces of the two counties provide this par-

cel-level data to the LVPC annually, and the LVPC processes it inter-
nally. Embedded in the data are the land use categories seen in the 
accompanying chart. The latest year by which the LVPC was able to 
assemble the data was for 2012. Among the greatest concerns is the 
loss of open space to development. Compared to the 2002 distribution 
of land use categories, many boroughs had a greater percentage of 
land devoted to parks and recreation in 2012; however, Bath, Nazareth 
and Lower Nazareth had a smaller percentage of their land devoted to 
parks in 2012 than in 2002. Meanwhile, all the NAZCOG townships had 
also experienced a decline in the percentage of land classifi ed as ag-
riculture and undeveloped since 2002, while the four boroughs experi-
enced an overall increase in this land use category. The percentage of 
land devoted to housing increased from 24.2% to 29% over these ten 
years, with Bath having the highest representation of residential lands 
at 43.9%--a number that is still down from the 48.4% in 2000.

While the distribution of land use categories across the NAZCOG 
municipalities often echoes that of Northampton County as a whole, 
the NAZCOG area tended to have a greater percentage of its land as 
parks and recreation or agriculture and undeveloped than the county. 
Meanwhile, a few municipalities had particularly high concentrations of 
an otherwise lightly represented land use, such as industrial in Naza-
reth (26.0%) and Upper Nazareth (17.2%); transportation, communi-
cation and utilities in Nazareth, Bath and Tatamy; Bath’s heavy repre-
sentation of residential and public/quasi public (8.9%). The two small, 
heavily urbanized boroughs of Bath and Nazareth also had by far the 
lowest percentage of land classifi ed as agricultural and undeveloped, 
with 18.2% and 11.4%, respectively.
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 Total 
Municipality Acres % Acres % Acres % Acres % % Acres % Acres % Acres % Acres
Bath Borough 253         43.9% 20         3.4% 25         4.4% 11         2.0% 75         12.9% 51          8.9% 35          6.1% 105         18.2% 576

Bushkill Twp. 5,522      33.5% 103       0.6% 94         0.6% -        0.0% 719       4.4% 69          0.4% 2,718     16.5% 7,251      44.0% 16,477

Chapman Borough 80           35.0% -        0.0% 18         7.8% -        0.0% 13         5.6% 1            0.6% 23          10.1% 94           40.9% 229

Lower Nazareth Twp. 1,925      22.2% 390       4.5% 437       5.0% 276       3.2% 619       7.1% 148        1.7% 270        3.1% 4,617      53.2% 8,681

Moore Twp. 6,996      29.0% 117       0.5% 96         0.4% -        0.0% 812       3.4% 147        0.6% 2,791     11.6% 13,152    54.5% 24,111

Nazareth Borough 331         30.6% 38         3.5% 282       26.0% 0           0.0% 175       16.2% 73          6.7% 60          5.6% 123         11.4% 1,084

Tatamy Borough 123         33.9% 2           0.5% 10         2.7% -        0.0% 44         12.1% 11          3.2% 13          3.6% 160         44.1% 363

Upper Nazareth Twp. 1,100      23.0% 56         1.2% 825       17.2% -        0.0% 339       7.1% 101        2.1% 105        2.2% 2,258      47.2% 4,783

NAZCOG Total 16,331    29.0% 726       1.3% 1,787    3.2% 287       0.5% 2,796    5.0% 603        1.1% 6,017     10.7% 27,759    49.3% 56,305
Northampton County 
Total 67,713    28.0% 4,486    1.9% 7,536    3.1% 1,051    0.4% 18,602  7.7% 6,280     2.6% 20,821   8.6% 114,950  47.6% 241,438

Lehigh Valley Total 127,262  27.4% 10,324  2.2% 14,368  3.1% 2,649    0.6% 38,347  8.3% 12,447   2.7% 41,191   8.9% 217,823  46.9% 464,411
Note 1: Rural residential lots > 10 acres, assigned 5 acres residential and the remainder to agriculture/undeveloped.

Note 2: River features included in agriculture/undeveloped.

Note 3: The estimated existing land use data incorporates updated land use interpretations by County Assessment offices and the LVPC.  As such, comparisons to prior year estimated existing 
land use data will show a combination of actual land use changes and modified interpretations.

Source:  Lehigh and Northampton counties GIS Tax Assessment databases and LVPC GIS databases.

Estimated Existing Land Use — 2012

 Residential  Commercial  Industrial 
 Wholesale & 
Ware-housing

 Trans., Comm. 
& Utilities 

 Public & 
Quasi-Public

 Parks &
Recreation

 Agriculture & 
Undeveloped
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Existing Land Use (2005)



63

Existing Land Use (2012)
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Transportation Indicators    

Bridges

Bridge status and condition are noted in the tables below with 
the entirety of Northampton County provided as a reference. The aver-
age age of a bridge in the Lehigh Valley is approximately 50 years old, 
and maintenance is an ongoing priority at the local, state and national 
levels.

Bridge condition may be classifi ed as:

• Functionally Obsolete – A bridge that does not meet current 
design standards and becomes an impediment to the system 
network.

• Structurally Defi cient – A bridge that typically requires signifi -
cant maintenance and repair to remain in service and eventual 
rehabilitation or replacement to address defi ciencies.

Posting and Closures (Weight Restrictions) - As an interim mea-
sure to prolong the life of a bridge structure and provide safe passage, 
structurally defi cient bridges are often posted with weight limits to 
restrict the  gross weight of vehicles using the bridges to less than the 
maximum allowable weight.

Repair - Suffi ciency rating determinations are used to prioritize 
bridge repair projects and range from 0 (poor) to 100 (excellent). The 

# % # % # %
Northampton County 310 288 92.90% 1 0.30% 21 6.80%

NAZCOG Region *64 53 82.80% 0 0.00% 11 17.20%

# % # % # %
Northampton County 138 97 70.20% 3 2.20% 38 27.50%

NAZCOG Region **26 15 57.70% 0 0.00% 11 42.30%

# % # % # %
Northampton County 448 385 85.90% 4 0.90% 59 13.20%

NAZCOG Region 90 68 75.60% 0 0.00% 22 24.40%
*State Bridge Ownership: All 64 owned by the State (PennDOT)
**Local Bridge Ownership: 23 County, 2 Township, 1 Borough

All Bridges Total
Fully Open Closed Open/Weight Restricted

State Bridges Total
Fully Open Closed Open/Weight Restricted

Local Bridges Total
Fully Open Closed Open/Weight Restricted
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Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) policy dictates that bridges 
with a suffi ciency rating between 50 and 80 are eligible for rehabilita-
tion. Bridges with a suffi ciency rating below 50 are eligible for replace-
ment. Any bridges on the National Highway System (NHS) that are in 
poor repair and in danger of being closed or posted receive a higher 
priority in the regional Transportation Improvement Program (TIP).

The NAZCOG region trails the county with respect to overall 
bridge condition. A particularly high percentage of local bridges are 
weight-restricted, suggesting that attention should be directed toward 
these infrastructure improvements. 

There are four bridge projects in the NAZCOG planning area that 
are currently funded and programmed in the 2015-2018 Transportation 
Improvement Program (see map).

# % # % # %
Northampton County 310 187 60.30% 53 17.10% 70 22.60%

NAZCOG Region 64 38 59.40% 15 23.40% 11 17.20%

# % # % # %
Northampton County 138 88 63.80% 29 21.00% 21 15.20%

NAZCOG Region 26 15 57.70% 5 19.20% 6 23.10%

# % # % # %
Northampton County 448 275 61.40% 82 18.30% 91 20.30%

NAZCOG Region 90 53 58.90% 20 22.20% 17 18.90%
Data from PennDOT bridge status report dated July 1, 2015.

All Bridges

Total

Total

State Bridges Total
Good Condition Structurally Deficient

Good Condition Structurally Deficient
Local Bridges

Functionally ObsoleteGood Condition Structurally Deficient

Functionally Obsolete

Functionally Obsolete

Map Number Description Year Built Construction Status Ownership

52 SR 248 Over Hokendauqua 
Creek 1929 Concrete Encased Steel

I-Beam Structure
Structurally Deficient and 

Posted State

65 SR 248 Over Hokendauqua 
Creek Tributary 1929 Concrete (In Place),          T-

Beams
Structurally Deficient and 

Posted State

64 SR 248 Over Monocacy Creek 
East Branch 1927 Concrete Encased Steel

I-Beam Structure
Structurally Deficient and 

Posted State

61 Georgetown Road/Monocacy 
Creek 1924 Concrete Encased Steel

I-Beam Structure Posted with 20 Ton Limit County
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2015 - 2018 Transportation Improvement Program Projects
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Road Projects

There are two road projects in the NAZCOG planning area that are 
currently funded and programmed in the 2015-2018 Transportation 
Improvement Program (see map).

Project: 86853 Project Title: Route 248 Realignment
Planning Partner: Lehigh Valley Transportation Mode: Highway & Bridge

District: 5 Primary County: Northampton
Route: 248 Section: 05S

Local Project: No Project Status: Active
Major Project: No TYP First Appearance: 10/1/2010

Project Length: 0.68 (Miles) Let Type:
Project Manager: Primary Improvement Type: Relocation/Realignment

Geographic Limits:
Project Narrative:

Main St between Bridge and Chestnut Sts Bath Borough Northampton County
SR 248 Borough of Bath Northampton County. This project would designate Northampton Street 
to its intersection with Main Street as Route 248 to reduce the number of turning movements in the 
Borough. 

Route 248 Realignment

SR 946 Resurface
Project: 101548 Project Title: SR 946 Resurface

Planning Partner: Lehigh Valley Transportation Mode: Highway & Bridge
District: 5 Primary County: Northampton

Route: 946 Section: 02M
Local Project: No Project Status: Active
Major Project: No TYP First Appearance: 2/11/2014

Project Length: 5.69 (Miles) Let Type:
Project Manager: Primary Improvement Type: Resurface

Geographic Limits:
Project Narrative:

Northampton County
Resurfacing PA 946 from PA 512 to PA 191 in Moore and Bushkill Townships, and Lower and 
Upper Nazareth Townships 
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Functional Class

Functional classifi cation is the process by which streets and 
highways are grouped into classes, or systems, according to the 
character of service they are intended to provide. Most travel involves 
movement through a network of roads, and determining how this travel 
can be channelized within the network in an effi cient manner is criti-

cal to good transportation planning. There have been minor revisions 
to the Highway Functional Classifi cations map from the Nazareth 
Area…2030 plan, primarily within the jurisdiction of Bushkill Township. 
Several roads have been reclassifi ed from Rural Minor Collectors to 
Urban Collectors, primarily due to Urban Boundary Adjustments result-
ing from population density increases.
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Functional Class
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Traffi c Counts

Average trips are generally reduced throughout the roadway net-
work with the exception of a small portion of Route 248 and Route 33, 
where vehicles per day are estimated at 56,000 in 2013 in contrast to 

the 44,500 previously noted in the Nazareth Area…2030 plan for 2005. 
A possible explanation for the overall reduction in vehicle trips is likely 
tied to economic factors and fewer retail trips. 
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NAZCOG Traffi c Patterns
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Congestion

According to the 2008 Lehigh Valley Congestion Management 
Process (CMP), one congested road segment is located within the 
planning area. The segment includes Route 191 between Route 22 
and Route 946 in Lower Nazareth (see map).

The CMP is developed through the Regional Travel Demand 
Model. It defi nes congestion in terms of level of service (LOS) and is 
used to identify congested locations, determine the causes of conges-

Corridor

2030
Weighted

VCPM
2030
LOS

LOS
Points

2030
Weighted 24 
hr Volume

Volume
Points

Weighted
Crash Ratio

Crash
Ratio
Points

Actual
Disance

Distance
Points

Total
Points

Cedar Crest Blvd. (Chestnut St. to Route 22) 0.95 E 7 27,482 4 1.82 4 6 5 20

Airport Rd. (Schoenersville Rd. to Hanoverville Rd.) 0.96 E 7 23,565 4 1.51 4 1.6 2 17

Route 309 (Shankweiler Rd. to Limekiln Rd.) 1.12 F 10 25,450 4 0.99 0 1.4 2 16

Route100 (Hilltop Rd. to Tilghman St.) 1.17 F 10 26,316 4 0.95 0 1.1 2 16

25th Street (William Penn Hwy. to Carriere Dr.) 0.88 D 4 24,058 4 2.45 4 2.8 3 15

Route191 (Rt. 22 to Rt. 946) 0.95 E 7 22 700 4 1.37 2 1.9 2 15

Mauch Chunk Rd. (Schadt Ave. to Rt. 22) 0.99 E 7 25,760 4 1.34 2 1.5 2 15

Route 222 (Rt. 863 to Rt. 222 Bypass) 1.01 F 7 26,762 4 0.5 0 2.7 3 14

William Penn Hwy. (Hope Rd. to Oakland Rd.) 0.86 D 4 25,372 4 1.59 4 1.4 2 14

Morgan Hill Rd. (Northampton St. to 1-78) 0.86 D 4 18.908 2 4.01 6 1.7 2 14

Route 378 (Broad St. to Oakhurst Dr.) 0.82 D 4 26.134 4 1.49 2 3.7 4 14

FreemansburgAve. (Willow Park Rd. to Wagner Dr.) 0.91 E 4 20.536 4 1.12 2 1.9 2 12

Route 512 (Rt. 248 to Jacksonville  Rd.) 0.84 D 4 27.606 4 1.38 2 1.3 2 12

Route 329 (Church St. to Laubach Ave.) 0.86 D 4 18.918 2 1.43 2 2.1 3 11

Route 100/Aiburtis Rd. (Orchard Rd. to Buckeye Rd.) 0.81 D 4 17,948 2 0.83 0 1.7 2 8

PM peak hour volume to capacity ratio (V/C) is used as a surrogate for level-of-service.
The following thresholds were used to determine level-of-service: LOS F = V/C > 1.00000
LOS E = V/C between 0.91000 and 1.00000
LOS D = V/C between 0.81000 and 0.90999

Lehigh Valley Congested Corridors - 2030

tion and propose alternative strategies that best address the causes 
and impacts of congestion.

The current 2030 Congested Corridors map identifi es corridors 
that are at least one mile in length and have a level of service ‘D’ or 
worse. The numerous sites displayed on the map from the NAZCOG 
Comprehensive Plan include smaller segments and intersections that 
are not duplicated in the current congestion process map.
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Congested Corridors



74

hold in 2010 (limited to passenger vehicle and motorcycle registra-
tions), an 8.4% increase over the period, or 0.8% per year. 

Daily Vehicle Miles Traveled

Daily vehicle miles of travel (DVMT) from 1993-2003 as shown 
in the NAZCOG Comprehensive Plan indicate a 36.4% increase over 
the period, or 3.6% per year. A comparable time period was measured 
from 2003 to 2013. This period shows a 2.9% increase in DVMT, 
or 0.3% per year. The reduction of DVMT in this most recent period 
is likely the result of many factors, including retiring baby boomers, 
less enthusiasm for cars among millennials, movement toward more 
compact and mixed use developments, and economic conditions. In 
addition, other trends have infl uenced vehicle miles of trave,l includ-
ing the onset of e-commerce, car-ownership trends and people’s time 
budgets for car travel.

Commuting To Work

The 2010 commute to work data shows a similar result to the 
2000 information shown in the NAZCOG Comprehensive Plan, with 
95.5% of the residents not working at home using their personal 
vehicles to commute to work and 4.1% walking to work. The average 
commute time is 25.5 minutes.

Public Bus Service

LANta bus route #217 services Nazareth, Lower Nazareth and 
Tatamy. Bus route #214 services Tatamy.

Passenger Car Registrations

Passenger car registrations from 1990 to 2004 as shown in the 
NAZCOG Comprehensive Plan indicate a 24.7% increase over the 
15-year period, or 1.8% per year. A comparable 15-year period was 
measured from 2000 to 2014, indicating a 17.3% increase over the 15 
years, or 1.2% per year. A likely explanation for the reduction in this 
most recent 15-year period is that people are purchasing fewer vehi-
cles in a tighter economy, and there has potentially been some reverse 
migration back to downtown communities.

Licensed Drivers

Licensed drivers from 1990 to 2004 as shown in the NAZCOG 
Comprehensive Plan indicate a 15.9% increase over the 15-year peri-
od, or 1.1% per year. A comparable 15-year period was measured from 
2000 to 2014, indicating a 13.9% increase over the 15 years, or 0.9% 
per year. The trends appear relatively stable in this category.

Vehicles Per Household

The average vehicles per household in 2000 in the Lehigh Valley 
was 1.64. Census data shows an average of 1.8 vehicles per house-
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LANta Service
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Crash Data

A review of the Traffi c Safety Plan for the Lehigh Valley 2008-
2012 shows three high crash intersections in the NAZCOG planning 
area. They are:

• Nazareth Pike (SR 191) between Daniels Road (SR 946) and 
Gradwohl Switch Road in Lower Nazareth Township

• Nazareth Drive (SR 946) between Terry Road and Daniels 
Road in Moore Township

• Belfast Road (SR 1010) at Gold Mill Road in Bushkill Township

The Traffi c Safety Plan analyzes crash trends, reports on the 
current status of goals, and identifi es high crash study areas and 
locations in the Lehigh Valley. The crash data used is taken from the 
Pennsylvania Department of Transportation’s (PennDOT) Crash Data 
Analysis Retrieval Tool (C-DART). The report looks at each municipali-
ty and analyzes 16 different crash types that result in a fatality or major 
injury over a fi ve-year period.

ID Street Name Location Municipality
15 Nazareth Pike (SR 191) Between Daniels Rd. (SR 946) + Gradwohl Switch Rd. Lower Nazareth Township

16 Nazareth Dr. (SR 946) Between Terry Rd. + Daniels Rd. Moore Twp.

18 Belfast Rd. (SR 1010) @ Gold Mill Rd. Bushkill Twp.
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High Crash Intersections
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Analysis
• All NAZCOG municipalities gained population from 2000 to 

2010, except Nazareth and Chapman.

• Bath’s population remained stable, while Upper Nazareth, 
Tatamy and Bushkill grew at a faster rate than Northampton 
County as a whole.

• The median age generally increased, and median household 
size generally decreased.

• Townships had higher homeownership and occupancy than the 
boroughs, though Tatamy’s occupancy was at the level of the 
townships.

• Lower Nazareth had the highest median household income, 
followed by Upper Nazareth then Bushkill; Bath has the lowest, 
followed by Nazareth.

• Industries of employment among NAZCOG municipalities 
generally do not deviate greatly from Northampton County as a 
whole, with some minor exceptions.

• The NAZCOG region currently has a slightly higher percentage 
of bridges than Northampton County reported as structurally 
defi cient or in a condition rated as less than good.
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OBSERVATIONS/
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Introduction
The NAZCOG Comprehensive Plan’s clearest, most succinct 

means of articulating a shared vision for its eight municipalities comes 
through the twelve categories in the Future Land Use Plan, comprising 
pages 61 through 82 in the document. In the years since the adoption 
of the 2006 NAZCOG Comprehensive Plan, these categories should 
have formed the basis for any future planning and legislation as it per-
tains to zoning and subdivision or land development. Task 1 addressed 
this interrelatedness between the Comprehensive Plan and subse-
quent legislation, analyzing all ordinances/plans adopted from 2010 to 
2014 (and previously 2007-2009) in each municipality in terms of their 
consistency with both the County Comprehensive Plan and the NAZ-
COG Comprehensive Plan. While the Future Land Use Plan section of 
the NAZCOG Comprehensive Plan featured prominently in the analy-
sis, the consistency judgments in the Task 1 chart were based on the 
ordinance/plan’s consistency with the entire NAZCOG document—not 
just the Future Land Use Plan.

The analysis in Task 6 scrutinizes municipal zoning classifi ca-
tions as they appear on each municipality’s zoning map. Because 
zoning maps determine the exact geographic distribution of land use 
regulations, they speak directly to the Future Land Use Plan (Map 19 
from the NAZCOG Comprehensive Plan) which indicates the locations 
of the twelve categories. Thus, the analysis on the subsequent pages 
directly compares the Future Land Use Plan map with each munici-
pality’s zoning map to show clear consistencies and inconsistencies. 
However, because zoning districts involve far more than geometries on 
a map, this analysis also looked at the provisions for each municipali-
ty’s zoning districts—as articulated in their respective zoning ordinanc-
es—to see how their specifi cations on building density, infrastructure 
expansion, or specifi c permitted/prohibited uses align with the stipula-
tions for the corresponding classifi cation in the Future Land Use Plan 
section of the NAZCOG Comprehensive Plan.

Thus, this analysis achieves three primary goals:

1. It aligns each Future Land Use Plan classifi cation with 
the coinciding municipal zoning classifi cations.

2. It scrutinizes the provisions of those municipal zoning 
classifi cations to see if they are consistent or inconsis-
tent with the NAZCOG Comprehensive Plan’s twelve 
Future Land Use Plan categories.

3. It identifi es areas where the misalignment of the two 
maps is particularly problematic or where the two classi-
fi cation systems achieve a high level of consistency.

Each municipality receives a separate analysis, and each analy-
sis organizes/sorts the comparisons according to the Future Land Use 
Plan categories that are present within that municipality.  A complete 
description of land use categories—along with their disparate objec-
tives, recommended densities, land uses and sewer/water systems—is 
on pages 80 through 82 of the NAZCOG Comprehensive Plan.  Below 
are the full titles of each Future Land Use Plan category, according to 
its abbreviation:

• EP: Environmental Protection
• AP: Agricultural Preservation
• R: Rural
• R/PSR: Rural/Potential Future Suburban Residential
• SR: Suburban Residential
• UR: Urban Residential
• I: Institutional
• OB: Offi ce/Business
• RC: Retail Commercial
• MU: Mixed Use/Village
• LI: Light Industrial
• HI: Heavy Industrial



83

At the end of each municipal comparison is a multi-color matrix 
that summarizes the comparison between the Future Land Use Plan 

categories and the municipal zoning by levels of consistency.  Each 
matrix looks like this:

EP AP R R/PSR SR UR I OB RC MU LI HI
V

LI

HI

R1

R2

RC

NAZCOG Comprehensive Plan's Future Land Use Plan Categories
M

un
ic

ip
al

 X
 Z

on
in

g

Any blank cells in the matrix indicate that both the Future Land 
Use Plan category (the abbreviations in the top row) and municipal 
zoning district (the abbreviations in the far-left column) do not exist 
within  this municipality.

The dark green color indicates that the provisions of that 
zoning district are consistent with the Future Land Use 
Plan.

The light green color indicates that the provisions of that 
zoning district are generally consistent with the Future 
Land Use Plan, though some aspects are inconsistent.

The orange color indicates that the provisions of that 
zoning district are generally inconsistent with the Future 
Land Use Plan, though some aspects are consistent.

The red color indicates that the provisions of that zoning 
district are inconsistent with the Future Land Use Plan, or 
the remaining consistencies are so minor that the incon-
sistencies are the district’s most prominent characteristic.

These individual comparisons provide the key observations on 
what additional changes must take place to zoning and land use within 
each municipality to help achieve the objectives and shared vision of 
NAZCOG Comprehensive Plan. Following the comparisons for each 
municipality, this analysis will conclude with some fi nal recommenda-
tions. The recommendations transcend municipal boundaries and re-
fl ect the LVPC’s opinion on the most essential planning initiatives that 
the NAZCOG region should work on collectively to fulfi ll the NAZCOG 
Comprehensive Plan’s goals, policies and implementation strategies.
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Future Land Use Plan
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Current Zoning Consistency: Bath Borough

Future Land Use Categories

Environmental Protection (EP)

• Unlike other categories in the Future Land Use Plan, which 
fi t neatly within existing parcel boundaries, the Environmen-
tal Protection (EP) category weaves across the majority of 
Bath zoning districts, spread throughout much of the western 
half of the borough in direct correlation to key natural fea-
tures: fl oodplains, wetlands, steep slopes, hydric soils and 
woodlands, among others. Because the irregular geometry of 
Environmental Protection rarely aligns with parcel boundaries, 
it would be nearly impossible to reconfi gure zoning districts to 
these specifi cations. Municipal code should already account 
for natural features that would impede development, either to 
protect the environment or as a safeguard against potential 
property damage caused by natural features incompatible with 
development (i.e., fl oodplains, steep slopes). Subdivision and 
land development ordinances and zoning ordinances—particu-
larly zoning overlay districts, such as Bath’s Floodplain Overlay 
District—are the most effective means of protecting natural 
features that coincide with the EP category. Borough zoning 
generally protects environmental features from development 
through Article XVIII. However, this article does not account for 
all natural features recommended for Environmental Protection 
on pages 77 and 78 of the NAZCOG Comprehensive Plan, 
thereby making the zoning districts generally consistent with 
the EP category from the Future Land Use Plan.

• The Preservation District (PD) is consistent with the EP cate-
gory in the shared goal of restricting development to protect 
natural features. This district only consists of a small tract at 

Bath’s far eastern boundary, coincident with the edge of the 
Penn-Dixie Pond.

Suburban Residential (SR)

• The large areas designated for Suburban Residential (SR) in 
the Future Land Use Plan correspond to four of Bath’s zoning 
districts: Commercial Highway without Residential (C-H2), 
Manufacturing Commercial (M-C), Low Density Residential 
(R-1) and a single acre in Commercial Neighborhood (C-N). 
The R-1 district, which comprises the vast majority of Bath’s 
zoning that falls in Suburban Residential, is generally consis-
tent, though R-1 only allows for single-family detached dwell-
ings at a maximum density of 4 to 5 units per acre. The Future 
Land Use Plan allows a greater variety of residential types 
(attached, mobile homes, multifamily) at higher densities.

• Bath’s C-H2 zoning district is generally inconsistent with 
Suburban Residential because it does not promote residential 
uses. This district characterizes the eastern side of Route 987 
(N. Chestnut Street) in the northern half of the borough.

• Bath’s M-C district is inconsistent with Suburban Residential 
because it promotes the most high intensity industrial uses, 
rather than residential development that is suburban in char-
acter. This confl ict takes place in a 36-acre district at the 
west-central municipal boundary.
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• Bath’s C-N district is generally consistent because it promotes 
a variety of housing types at appropriate density levels. It also 
encourages a variety of lower intensity commercial uses, which 
the SR category does not overtly prohibit, as long as those 
uses do not comprise “incompatible activities and develop-
ment”.

Urban Residential (UR)

• The large areas designated for Urban Residential (UR) co-
incide with almost every one of Bath’s zoning districts. The 
largest overlap is with Bath’s Medium Density Residential 
zone (R-2), which is generally consistent with the UR catego-
ry, though the permissible densities in R-2 are still lower than 
the Future Land Use Plan encourages, and it only allows one 
additional housing type (two-family detached) as a by-right use 
and mobile homes as a conditional use.

• Bath’s High Density Residential zone (R-3), along the Route 
987 corridor, allows for suitable high density residential in the 
form of townhouses and apartments, though it only comprises 
19 acres. It is consistent with the UR category from the Future 
Land Use Plan. 

• The Commercial Neighborhood (CN) district is generally con-
sistent, allowing for a variety of housing types at appropriate 
densities, along with less intense commercial/retail uses. The 

small CH-1 district, according to Bath’s code, is also gener-
ally consistent with the Future Land Use Plan. Both of these 
districts promote less intense commercial uses, which the UR 
category does not overtly prohibit.

• Bath’s zoning code allows four acres classifi ed as Manufactur-
ing Commercial (M-C) within the Urban Residential area of the 
Future Land Use Plan, which is inconsistent because it pro-
motes intensive industrial uses in a residential area.

• The zoning code also includes four acres classifi ed as Pres-
ervation District (PD), with the intent of conserving land near 
water bodies. The fact that this area is Urban Residential in 
the Future Land Use Plan is generally inconsistent, though the 
Future Land Use Plan allows for conservation design practices 
that could still meet the PD district’s environmental protection 
goals.

Retail Commercial (RC)

• The small area designated for Retail Commercial (RC) in the 
Future Land Use Plan is captured by the Commercial Highway 
with Residential (C-H1) district in Bath’s zoning code, which 
is generally inconsistent because “retail, business and offi ce 
uses are appropriate” in Retail Commercial, while C-H1 also 
makes provisions for residential uses. C-H2 would be the opti-
mal zoning classifi cation to align with Retail Commercial from 
the Future Land Use Plan, since it restricts residential uses.
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Mixed Use/Village (MU)

• Areas designated for Mixed Use/Village (MU) in the Future 
Land Use Plan generally comprise the PA Route 512 (Wal-
nut Street) corridor, along with parts of Route 987 (Chestnut 
Street), Route 248 (W Main Street/E Northampton Street) and 
Route 329 (Race Street). They correspond to Commercial 
Highway with Residential (C-H1), Commercial Highway without 
Residential (C-H2) and Commercial Neighborhood (C-N) in 
Bath’s zoning, which are consistent with the Future Land Use 
Plan.

• Uses promoted in these districts are consistent with the Future 
Land Use Plan; however a small portion of the MU category 
is zoned M-C in Bath’s zoning, allowing for higher intensity in-
dustrial uses. While the Future Land Use Plan does not overtly 
prohibit this—allowing for “other non-residential uses”—it does 
not encourage it either, resulting in general, but not complete, 
consistency between the M-C zoning and the MU category.

Light Industrial (LI)

• Areas designated for Light Industrial (LI) in the Future Land Use 
Plan are covered by municipal Light Manufacturing Commer-
cial (M-C2) zoning and are generally consistent with the Future 
Land Use Plan.

• The only potential problem is that this zoning, which promotes 
less intensive industrial uses than M-C, stipulated much larger 
minimum lot sizes and width, and only a small portion of land 
in Bath receives this designation (approximately fi ve acres), 
thus signifi cantly limiting the likelihood of steering lawful-
ly-sized parcels to this use without a variance.

Heavy Industrial (HI)

• Areas designated for Heavy Industrial (HI) in the Future Land 
Use Plan are covered by municipal Manufacturing Commer-
cial (M-C) zoning and are generally consistent with the Future 
Land Use Plan, with a broader array of allowable uses than the 
Light Manufacturing Commercial (M-C2) district.

• The one potential confl ict is that minimum lot sizes and lot 
widths are smaller here than the M-C2 district that corresponds 
to Light Industrial, when it would be more appropriate to have 
larger dimensions in Heavy Industrial uses to promote both 
industrial uses of greater magnitude, as well as the available 
land for buffering of particularly intensive uses.
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* Article XVIII of the municipal ordinance generally protects many areas of natural features intertwined throughout the 
municipality from development, including wetlands, floodplains and steep slopes. However, this does not protect the full 
array of features listed in the EP designation. Only the Preservation District (PD) explicitly prohibits construction from 
impinging upon natural features.
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Current Zoning Consistency: Bushkill Township

Future Land Use Categories

Environmental Protection (EP)

• Unlike other categories in the Future Land Use Plan, which 
fi t neatly within existing parcel boundaries, the Environmental 
Protection (EP) designation weaves across all Bushkill zoning 
districts, distributed across the township in direct correlation to 
key natural features: fl oodplains, wetlands, steep slopes, hy-
dric soils and woodlands, among others. Because the irregular 
geometry of Environmental Protection rarely aligns with parcel 
boundaries, it would be nearly impossible to reconfi gure zoning 
districts to these specifi cations. Municipal code should already 
account for natural features that would impede development, 
either to protect the environment or as a safeguard against po-
tential property damage caused by natural features incompati-
ble with development (i.e., fl oodplains, steep slopes). Subdivi-
sion and land development ordinances and zoning ordinances 
are the most effective means of protecting natural features that 
coincide with the EP category. Article 9, the Natural Resource 
Protection section of the township zoning ordinance, provides 
regulations protecting fl oodplains, wetlands, waterbodies, ri-
parian-wetland buffers, steep slopes and woodlands. However, 
they do not account for all natural features recommended for 
Environmental Protection on pages 77 and 78 of the NAZCOG 
Comprehensive Plan. Only the municipal zoning district of 
Village (V) generally protects natural features through Article 9, 
thereby making this zoning district generally consistent with the 
EP designation from the Future Land Use Plan.

• Large areas designated for EP coincide with the municipal 
zoning district of Rural Conservation (RC). These areas gener-
ally coincide with Blue Mountain and Jacobsburg Environmen-
tal Education Center. Various development types are permitted 
in the RC district; however, the Future Land Use Plan recom-
mends no development in EP designated areas. Therefore, 
the RC district is inconsistent with the recommendations of the 
Future Land Use Plan.

• Some areas designated for EP in the Blue Mountain area coin-
cide with the municipal zoning district of General Commercial/
Industrial (GC/I. This zone permits a variety of uses, including 
retail, offi ce and industrial uses. These uses are inconsistent 
with the EP recommendation of no development.

• Smaller areas designated for EP coincide with the municipal 
zoning district of Rural Residential (RR). Uses permitted in 
this district are inconsistent with the EP recommendation of no 
development.

Agricultural Preservation (AP)

• The entirety of areas designated for Agricultural Preservation 
(AP) in the Future Land Use Plan coincide with the munici-
pal zoning district of Rural Residential (RR). The RR district 
permits uses and densities generally inconsistent with the 
recommended AP lands uses. Some of the permitted uses are 
uses not recommended for the AP category, yet these uses are 
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generally public/quasi-public and are more consistent with the 
Rural land use recommendations.

Rural (R)

• A small area of the township is designated for Rural (R) in the 
Future Land Use Plan that coincides with the municipal zoning 
district of General Commercial/Industrial (GC/I), which permits 
commercial and industrial uses and is, therefore, inconsistent 
with the Rural land use recommendations.

• Some areas designated for Rural in the Future Land Use Plan 
coincide with the municipal zoning district of Village (V). Village 
uses include uses that serve the surrounding rural area and 
are consistent with the Rural land use recommendations. 

• A portion of the Rural category coincides with the municipal 
zoning district of Rural Conservation (RC). The uses and den-
sities permitted in this district are consistent with the Rural land 
use recommendations. 

• Large areas designated for Rural coincide with the municipal 
zoning district of Rural Residential (RR). The uses and densi-
ties permitted in the RR district are consistent with the Rural 
land use recommendations.

Retail Commercial (RC)

• The one area designated for Retail Commercial (RC) in the 
Future Land Use Plan coincides with the municipal zoning 
district of General Commercial/Industrial (GC/I). The uses of 
this district are generally inconsistent with the recommended 
RC land uses. While this district allows for suitable commercial 
development, the permitted industrial, warehousing and manu-
facturing uses are generally inconsistent with the RC land use 
recommendations.

Mixed Use/Village (MU)

• Areas designated for Mixed Use/Village in the Future Land 
Use Plan primarily coincide with the municipal zoning district 
of Village (V). The V district is generally consistent with the MU 
recommendations of the Future Land Use Plan. However, the 
permitted minimum densities are much lower than the MU land 
use recommendations.

• Small areas designated for MU coincide with the municipal 
zoning district of Rural Residential (RR). The RR district 
permitted uses do not include commercial as is recommended 
for the MU category. Permitted densities are also much lower 
than the recommendations for MU. Therefore, the RR district is 
general inconsistent with the MU land use recommendations



91

EP* AP R R/PSR SR UR I OB RC MU LI HI
GC/I

V

RC

RR

B
us

hk
ill

To
w

ns
hi

p
Zo

ni
ng

NAZCOG Comprehensive Plan's Future Land Use Plan Categories

* Article 9 of the municipal ordinance generally protects many areas of natural features intertwined throughout the 
municipality from development, including wetlands, floodplains, woodlands and steep slopes. However, this does not 
protect the full array of features listed in the EP designation. Meanwhile, the GC/I, RC and RR districts are less successful, 
because, although the Article 9 provisions protect natural features in these districts as well, the three districts explicitly 
allow a variety of development in sensitive areas that the EP designation prohibits.

Light Industrial (LI)

• The single area designated for Light Industrial (LI) coincides 
with the municipal zoning district of General Commercial/
Industrial (GC/I). Since the GC/I district permits retail uses, it 

combines the recommended uses of both the LI and the RC 
categories and remains generally inconsistent.
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Current Zoning Consistency: Chapman 
Borough

Future Land Use Categories

Environmental Protection (EP)

• Not Applicable. The municipality doesn’t have an adopted 
zoning ordinance for comparison of future land uses and is, 
therefore, inconsistent with the Environmental Protection (EP) 
category from the Future Land Use Plan. Unlike other catego-
ries in the Future Land Use Plan, which fi t neatly within exist-
ing parcel boundaries, the EP category weaves throughout the 
borough in direct correlation to key natural features: fl ood-
plains, wetlands, steep slopes, hydric soils and woodlands. 
Because the irregular geometry of Environmental Protection 
rarely aligns with parcel boundaries, it would be nearly impos-
sible to reconfi gure zoning districts to these specifi cations. 
However, municipal code could account for natural features 
that would impede development, either to protect the envi-
ronment or as a safeguard against potential property damage 
caused by natural features incompatible with development 
(i.e., fl oodplains, steep slopes). Municipal zoning and subdivi-
sion and land development ordinances are the most effective 
means of protecting natural features that coincide with the EP 
category from the Future Land Use Plan.

Rural (R)

• Not Applicable. The municipality doesn’t have an adopted 
zoning ordinance for comparison of future land uses and is, 
therefore, inconsistent with the Rural category from the Future 
Land Use Plan. The municipality utilizes on-lot water and sew-
er for development. It is unlikely that the municipality’s density 
will expand beyond a rural character without access to public 
water and sewer, and no public water or sewer authority exists 
in the borough.

Mixed Use/Village (MU)

• Not Applicable. The municipality doesn’t have an adopted 
zoning ordinance for comparison of future land uses and is, 
therefore, inconsistent with the Mixed Use/Village category 
from the Future Land Use Plan.  A windshield survey or phys-
ical inventory of lots in this section of the municipality would 
result in determining whether the current uses are in alignment 
with the NAZCOG Future Land Use Plan.
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Current Zoning Consistency: Lower Nazareth 
Township

Future Land Use Categories

Environmental Protection (EP)

• Unlike other categories in the Future Land Use Plan, which 
fi t neatly within existing parcel boundaries, the Environmental 
Protection (EP) category weaves throughout the township in 
direct correlation to key natural features: fl oodplains, wetlands, 
steep slopes, hydric soils and woodlands. Because the irreg-
ular geometry of Environmental Protection rarely aligns with 
parcel boundaries, it would be nearly impossible to reconfi gure 
zoning districts to these specifi cations. Municipal code should 
already account for natural features that would impede devel-
opment, either to protect the environment or as a safeguard 
against potential property damage caused by natural features 
incompatible with development (i.e., fl oodplains, steep slopes). 
Subdivision and land development ordinances and zoning 
ordinances are the most effective means of protecting natural 
features that coincide with the EP category. Township zoning 
generally protects environmental features, including fl ood-
plains, wetlands, surface water setbacks, steep slopes, hydric 
soils and woodlands, from development through Article XVI. 
However, they do not account for all natural features recom-
mended for Environmental Protection on pages 77 and 78 of 
the NAZCOG Comprehensive Plan, thereby making the zoning 
districts generally consistent with the EP category from the 
Future Land Use Plan.

• An area designated for EP in the Future Land Use Plan coin-
cides most specifi cally with the Conservation Recreation (CR) 
municipal zoning district, which permits some development, 

including residential, and is, therefore, inconsistent with the EP 
recommendation of prohibiting development.

Agricultural Preservation (AP)

• Most areas designated Agricultural Preservation (AP) in the 
Future Land Use Plan coincide with the Agricultural (AG) 
municipal zoning district. Recommended land uses for the AP 
category include “Housing related to agriculture” and “Housing 
not related to agriculture on a limited scale”. The Agricultural 
district allows single-family detached dwellings as a permitted 
use by-right at a density of 1.5 units per acre. The recommend-
ed minimum lot size (30,000 square feet) for the AP category 
is roughly half the minimum lot size (65,340 square feet) by 
zoning, and this minimum lot size by zoning is equivalent to the 
maximum lot size recommended for housing with agricultural 
preservation zoning in the AP category (1.5 acres). Therefore, 
the zoning district is generally consistent with the Future Land 
Use Plan.

• Small areas designated AP coincide with the Low Density 
Residential (LDR) zoning district. The LDR permitted uses 
are consistent with the AP recommended uses. However, the 
permitted densities are slightly higher than recommended, 
and therefore, this district is only generally consistent with the 
Future Land Use Plan.
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• Additionally, small areas designated AP are zoned Planned In-
dustrial Commercial (PLIC). The permitted uses of this district 
are inconsistent with the AP land use recommendations.

Rural (R)

• Areas designated for Rural (R) in the Future Land Use Plan 
coincide with the Agricultural (A) zoning district and are consis-
tent with the Future Land Use Plan.

Rural/Potential Future Suburban Residential Development (R/
PSR)

• Areas designated Rural/Potential Future Suburban Residential 
(R/PSR) in the Future Land Use Plan coincide with the Agricul-
tural (AG) and Low Density Residential (LDR) zoning districts. 
These zones are generally consistent with the recommenda-
tions of the Rural category, but are lower densities than the 
Suburban Residential land use category.

Suburban Residential (SR)

• Areas designated Suburban Residential (SR) in the Future 
Land Use Plan coincide with the municipal zoning districts of 
Agricultural (AG), Low Density Residential (LDR), and Medium 
Low Density Residential (MLDR). The densities prescribed by 
zoning are generally lower densities than recommended by 
the SR category, though MLDR’s prescribed density is closer 

to the recommended levels for the SR category than the AG or 
LDR districts, making the MLDR district generally consistent, 
while the AG and LDR districts are generally inconsistent.

Urban Residential (UR)

• Areas designated for Urban Residential (UR) in the Future 
Land Use Plan coincide with the municipal zoning districts of 
Medium Density Residential (MDR) and Offi ce Park (OP). The 
MDR district minimum lot sizes generally are at lower densities 
than recommended for the UR category, but is generally con-
sistent. Areas designated UR that are zoned OP are inconsis-
tent with the Future Land Use Plan.

Offi ce/Business (OB)

• Areas designated for Offi ce/Business (OB) in the Future Land 
Use Plan coincide with the municipal zoning district of Offi ce 
Park (OP), which is consistent with the NAZCOG plan.

Retail Commercial (RC)

• Areas designated for Retail Commercial (RC) in the Future 
Land Use Plan coincide with the municipal zoning districts of 
General Commercial (GC), Neighborhood Commercial (NC), 
Planned Industrial Commercial (PIC) and Planned Light Indus-
trial Campus (PLIC). The Lower Nazareth Zoning Map identi-
fi es a “Planned Light Industrial Campus” district. However, the 



95

online zoning ordinance refers to a “Light Industrial Campus” 
district. For the purposes of this evaluation, these zones were 
deemed equivalent. The NC, GC and PIC districts are con-
sistent with the Future Land Use Plan. The industrial uses 
permitted in the PLIC district are inconsistent with the RC land 
use recommendations. 

Mixed Use/Village (MU)

• Areas designated for Mixed Use/Village (MU) in the Future 
Land Use Plan coincide with the municipal zoning district of 
General Commercial (GC). The GC district does not allow for 
residential uses, making the GC district inconsistent with the 
MU land use recommendations.

Light Industrial (LI)

• Areas designated for Light Industrial (LI) in the Future Land 
Use Plan coincide with the municipal zoning districts of Agri-
cultural (AG), General Industrial (GI), Planned Light Industrial 
Campus (PLIC) and Mixed Use (MU) Overlay. The AG district 
is fundamentally incompatible and inconsistent with the LI land 
use recommendations. The GI district allows more intensive 
uses than recommended by the LI category. The PLIC district 
includes manufacturing uses that are generally more intense 
than the LI recommended uses. Both the GI and PLIC districts 
are, therefore, generally inconsistent with the LI land use rec-
ommendations. 

• The Mixed Use Overlay is inconsistent with the LI recommend-
ed land uses. This overlay zone was likely added as a result of 
developments unanticipated by the Future Land Use Plan. 
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* Article XVI of the municipal ordinance generally protects areas of natural features intertwined throughout the municipality 
from development, including wetlands, floodplains, woodlands and steep slopes. However, this does not protect the full 
array of features listed in the EP designation.  Meanwhile, the CR district is less successful, because, although the Article 
XVI provisions protect natural features in this district as well, the CR district allows some development in sensitive areas 
that the EP designation prohibits.
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Current Zoning Consistency: Moore Township

Future Land Use Categories

Environmental Protection (EP)

• Unlike other categories in the Future land Use Plan, which fi t 
neatly within existing parcel boundaries, the Environmental 
Protection (EP) category weaves across all Moore zoning 
districts, distributed across the township in direct correlation 
to key natural features: fl oodplains, wetlands, steep slopes, 
hydric soils and woodlands, among others. The geometry of 
Environmental Protection in these cases is irregular and does 
not align with parcel boundaries, so it would be impossible to 
reconfi gure zoning districts to these specifi cations. Municipal 
zoning and subdivision and land development ordinances 
should account for natural features that would impede devel-
opment, either to protect the environment or as a safeguard 
against potential property damage caused by natural features 
incompatible with development (i.e., fl oodplains, steep slopes). 
These ordinances are the most effective means of protecting 
natural features that coincide with the EP category. Township 
zoning generally protects environmental features from de-
velopment through Article VI. These sections overtly prohibit 
development on many key natural features, such as fl ood-
plains, wetlands, riparian areas, steep slopes, woodlands or 
creeks. However, they do not account for all natural features 
recommended for Environmental Protection on pages 77 and 
78 of the NAZCOG Comprehensive Plan, thereby making the 
zoning districts generally consistent with the EP category from 
the Future Land Use Plan.

• Areas designated for Environmental Protection in the Future 
Land Use Plan coincide most specifi cally with the municipal 

zoning districts of Blue Mountain Conservation (BMC) and Lim-
ited Conservation (LC). These two zoning districts fully intend 
to protect the environment. However, while the BMC zoning 
district affords some protection to these ecologically sensitive 
areas, the provisions of the BMC district are still generally 
inconsistent with the Future Land Use Plan, which specifi cally 
states that “no development should take place in Environmen-
tal Protection areas”. The BMC district still permits single-fami-
ly detached dwellings, modular homes, agriculture and forestry 
by-right.

• The LC zoning district is inconsistent with the Future Land 
Use Plan because it allows the aforementioned by-right uses 
articulated in the BMC district, as well as places of worship, 
orchards, greenhouses and animal husbandry; additionally, it 
allows an additional 13 uses as special exceptions.

Agricultural Preservation (AP)

• Areas designated for Agricultural Preservation (AP) in the Fu-
ture Land Use Plan coincide with the municipal zoning districts 
of Limited Conservation (LC), Rural Agricultural (RA) and Rural 
Residential (RR). The general looseness of the provision of 
this Future Land Use Plan category within the NAZCOG Com-
prehensive Plan translates to a variety of viable strategies for 
meeting farmland preservation goals. All three zoning districts 
are generally consistent with the Agricultural Preservation 
category. However, they each share important inconsistencies: 
all districts lack a maximum lot area, which could result in the 
subdividing of excess agricultural lands for non-agricultural 
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uses. Additionally, in all three Moore zoning districts, the allow-
ance of residential accessory uses, while not overtly prohibited 
by the Future Land Use Plan, does encourage settlement 
patterns of a density that could easily confl ict with the goals of 
the Agricultural Preservation category.  

• The Moore zoning district of Rural Agricultural (RA) warrants 
special mention. Of the three districts, it should be most 
consistent with the Agricultural Preservation category. Howev-
er, the conditional use of an airport in the RA district, without 
explicit reference to its agricultural function, could allow the 
intrusion of a use that is markedly inconsistent, which is partic-
ularly problematic since this zoning district overtly encourages 
agricultural uses. Additionally, Moore includes a number of 
agricultural conservation easements that function as overlay 
districts. The majority of these easements rest within the RA 
district, which would be ideal if the RA district offered slightly 
stronger agricultural protections. However, these easements 
can serve as a safeguard for when the RA zoning district fails 
to offer suitable farmland protection. These agricultural conser-
vation easements align almost completely with the Agricultural 
Protection category from the Future Land Use Plan, which is 
consistent. Ultimately, the RA district is generally consistent 
with the AP category, like most other districts in the township.

Rural (R)

• Areas designated for Rural R) in the Future Land Use Plan 
coincide with the municipal zoning districts of Rural Agricultural 
(RA), Rural Residential (RR), Limited Conservation (LC) and 

Industrial (I). Of these, the Rural Agricultural (RA) district is 
consistent with this Future Land Use Plan category, encour-
aging a mixture of uses predominantly rural in character, with 
relatively low density (minimum one acre per most uses). The 
RA district is the most predominant zoning district in Moore, 
and it comprises close to half of the Rural category from the 
Future Land Use Plan.

• The Rural Residential (RR) and Limited Conservation (LC) 
zoning districts are both generally consistent with the Ru-
ral category from the Future Land Use Plan, particularly in 
the promotion of a low development density. The RR district 
doesn’t allow for quite the variety of uses encouraged in the 
Rural Future Land Use Plan category, while the LC district re-
quires an even lower density of development. Both still encour-
age a suitable rural character and blend of uses to serve the 
rural population.

• The Industrial (I) municipal zoning district is also generally con-
sistent, since it promotes a variety of commercial and industrial 
uses while requiring a minimum lot area that supports low 
density development. Its only weakness is that it completely 
excludes residential uses. While such exclusion is typically 
appropriate for an Industrial district that encourages higher 
intensity manufacturing, the Rural Future Land Use Plan cate-
gory supports smaller-scale industry with an emphasis on rural 
character, so low densities and closer proximities to residences 
would be acceptable. Moore’s I zoning district southeast of 
Chapman overwhelmingly coincides with the Rural category.
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Mixed Use/Village (MU)

• Areas designated for Mixed Use/Village (MU) in the Future 
Land Use Plan coincide with the municipal zoning districts of 
Village Center (VC), Industrial (I), Rural Residential (RR) and 
Rural Agricultural (RA). The Village Center municipal zoning 
district, which comprises the largest share of the Mixed Use/
Village category, is consistent with the Future Land Use Plan, 
which encourages a variety of uses characteristic of historic vil-
lages within the township. This category coincides largely with 
the unincorporated communities of Klecknersville (in central 
Moore, northwest of Chapman) and Moorestown (in cen-
tral-east Moore, northeast of Chapman). The Future Land Use 
Plan also recommends specifi cally for Moore that “a maximum 
density of one dwelling unit per acre is planned” (page 74), 
which coincides with the minimum lot area recommended per 
dwelling unit for residential uses in the VC district.

• The Rural Agricultural (RA) municipal zoning district is gener-
ally consistent with the Future Land Use Plan in that it encour-
ages some variety of housing at appropriate densities (one 
acre per dwelling unit). It also allows some light commercial 
uses, particularly as they pertain to agriculture, though neither 
residential nor commercial is of the same variety as the MU 
category recommends. The Rural Residential (RR) munic-
ipal zoning district is generally inconsistent with the Future 
Land Use Plan.  Although it allows residential dwellings at the 
preferred density (one dwelling unit per acre), the permissible 
commercial uses are very limited—not enough to foster the 
variety that the Mixed Use/Village category encourages.

• The Industrial (I) municipal zoning district is inconsistent. 
Though it provides for higher intensity manufacturing uses—
which the MU category in the Future Land Use Plan allows—
as well as a fair amount of commercial, this zoning district 
does not permit residential. It also requires a minimum lot area 
of two acres for any use, which is a lower density than the MU 
category recommends. The one area where the Industrial (I) 
district exists in the Mixed Use/Village Future Land Use Plan 
category is just north of Moorestown between Routes 946 and 
512.

Light Industrial (LI)

• Areas designated for Light Industrial (LI) in the Future Land 
Use Plan are extremely limited, totaling only approximately 
80 acres across the township. These areas coincide with the 
municipal zoning districts of Industrial (I) and Limited Conser-
vation (LC). The municipal zoning district of I, which only exists 
in a 27-acre region near the southeast corner of Chapman, is 
consistent with the Future Land Use Plan. Both the I zoning 
district and LI category in the Future Land Use Plan encourage 
industry with “limited environmental and community impacts”. 
It is possible that the Moore zoning district is more lenient than 
it needs to be, since it allows such intensive uses as garment/
textiles, mineral extraction and motor freight terminals—all 
uses which, due to the existing intermunicipal agreement of 
NAZCOG, could shift to other municipalities with land dedicat-
ed to the Heavy Industrial category.
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* Article VI of the municipal ordinance generally protects many areas of natural features intertwined throughout the 
municipality from development, including wetlands, riparian areas, floodplains and steep slopes. However, this does not 
protect the full array of features listed in the EP designation. Meanwhile, the BMC and LC districts are less successful, 
because, although the Article VI provisions protect natural features in these districts as well, the BMC and LC districts are 
both fundamentally conservation-minded, yet they explicitly allow a variety of development in sensitive areas that the EP 
designation prohibits.

• The Limited Conservation (LC) zoning district is inconsistent 
with the small area that falls in the Light Industrial category in 

the Future Land Use Plan. An approximately 50-acre parcel in 
the northwest of the township suffers this inconsistency. 
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Current Zoning Consistency: Nazareth Borough

Future Land Use Categories

Environmental Protection (EP)

• Unlike other categories in the Future Land Use Plan, which 
fi t neatly within existing parcel boundaries, the Environmental 
Protection (EP) category weaves across several Nazareth 
zoning districts (Low Density Residential (R-10), Extractive 
Industry (EI) and Light Industrial (LI)) in direct correlation to 
key natural features: fl oodplains, wetlands, steep slopes, 
hydric soils and woodlands. Because the irregular geometry of 
Environmental Protection rarely aligns with parcel boundaries, 
it would be nearly impossible to reconfi gure zoning districts to 
these specifi cations. Municipal code should already account 
for natural features that would impede development, either to 
protect the environment or as a safeguard against potential 
property damage caused by natural features incompatible with 
development (i.e., fl oodplains, steep slopes). Subdivision and 
land development ordinances and zoning ordinances are the 
most effective means of protecting natural features that coin-
cide with the EP category. The majority of uses permitted in 
the three zoning districts are inconsistent with the EP category 
from the Future Land Use Plan. Additionally, protection of natu-
ral features in these districts is not addressed in the municipal 
zoning.

Urban Residential (UR)

• A signifi cant portion of areas designated Urban Residential 
(UR) in the Future Land Use Plan are zoned Low Densi-

ty Residential (R-10) by the municipality, which only allows 
single-family detached units (minimum lot size of 10,000 
square feet or 4.35 units per acre). In addition, the municipal-
ity has portions of UR designated areas zoned High Density 
Residential (R-5) and Medium Density Residential (R-7). The 
R-7 district permits single-family detached units (minimum lot 
size 7,000 square feet or 6.22 units per acre), single-family 
semi-detached units (minimum lot size of 10,000 square feet or 
4.35 units per acre), single-family attached units (minimum lot 
size 3,630 square feet per dwelling unit or 12 units per acre) 
and multifamily units (minimum lot size 3,630 square feet per 
dwelling unit or 12 units per acre). The R-5 district permits 
single-family detached units (minimum lot size 5,000 square 
feet or 8.71 units per acre), single-family semi-detached units 
(minimum lot size of 8,000 square feet or 5.44 units per acre), 
single-family attached units (minimum lot size 3,630 square 
feet or 12 units per acre), multifamily units (minimum lot size 
2,904 square feet per dwelling unit or 15 units acre acre) and 
mobile homes. Mobile home parks are not provided for with-
in these municipal zoning districts. The municipal land uses 
are consistent with the NAZCOG plan for the UR category; 
however, the NAZCOG plan recommended densities are not 
met through the municipal zoning. The municipality’s zoning 
for these two districts accommodates single-family detached 
housing units at densities within the NAZCOG plan recom-
mended ranges (4 to 8 units per acre); however, the munici-
pality doesn’t accommodate the NAZCOG plan recommended 
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minimums for single-family semi-detached units (6 to 10 units 
per acre, while the municipal zoning provides 4 to 5 units per 
acre), single-family attached units (8 to 15 units per acre, while 
the municipal zoning provides 12 units per acre), and multi-
family units (8 to 15 units per acre, while the municipal zoning 
provides 12 to 15 units per acre). 

• The R-10 district is inconsistent with the UR category from the 
Future Land Use Plan since it only permits single-family de-
tached housing. The R-7 district is generally inconsistent since 
it permits assorted housing types below the NAZCOG plan rec-
ommended densities, and it doesn’t allow mobile home parks. 
The R-5 district is generally consistent since it permits as-
sorted housing types within the NAZCOG plan recommended 
density ranges; however, mobile home parks are not permitted, 
but mobile homes are permitted.

Retail Commercial (RC)

• Areas designated Retail Commercial (RC) in the Future Land 
Use Plan mostly coincide with the municipal zoning of General 
Commercial (GC), with a few portions zoned Light Industrial 
(LI), High Density Residential (R-5) and Industrial Commer-
cial (IC). The GC and R-5 districts enable assorted uses that 
are consistent with the NAZCOG plan, such as restaurants, 
professional offi ces, retail food, personal service or shops, 
auto sales, dry cleaning, general service and repair, among 
other uses; however, the municipality’s Industrial Commercial 

(IC) and Light Industrial (LI) districts allow manufacturing or 
assembly operations, research institutes and laboratories, 
warehousing, storage and distribution, industrial parks and 
industries with limited impacts, which may not be compatible 
with the other recommended uses. The NAZCOG plan doesn’t 
reference housing in the RC category, either for or against it. 

• There are no separate standards for densities in the RC 
category of the NAZCOG plan; therefore, the GC, R-5 and IC 
zoning districts are consistent with the NAZCOG plan recom-
mendations. The LI district is generally inconsistent because it 
doesn’t accommodate retail activity. 

Light Industrial (LI)

• Areas designated for Light Industrial (LI) in the Future Land 
Use Plan coincide with the municipal zoning district of Light 
Industrial (LI), except for a small portion in the northeast corner 
of this zone, which is designated Retail Commercial in the 
NAZCOG plan. The municipal Light Industrial district permits 
industrial parks, dry cleaning plants, general servicing or 
repair shops, wholesale establishments, warehouses, storage 
and distribution, and research institutes or laboratories. The 
NAZCOG plan recommended land uses for the LI category 
are offi ces, warehousing, wholesaling, research and industries 
with limited impacts. Thus, the LI district is consistent with the 
NAZCOG plan.
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Heavy Industrial (HI)

• Areas designated for Heavy Industrial (HI) in the Future Land 
Use Plan coincide with the municipal zoning of Extractive In-
dustry (EI), which provides an area for the continued operation 

of the limestone quarrying and cement producing industry. This 
is consistent with the NAZCOG plan.

EP* AP R R/PSR SR UR I OB RC MU LI HI
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* Protection of natural features in these three districts is not addressed in the municipal zoning.
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Current Zoning Consistency: Tatamy Borough

Future Land Use Categories

Environmental Protection (EP)

• Unlike other categories in the Future Land Use Plan, which 
fi t neatly within existing parcel boundaries, the Environmental 
Protection (EP) category weaves throughout the municipality, 
distributed across the borough in direct correlation to key nat-
ural features: fl oodplains, wetlands, steep slopes, hydric soils 
and woodlands. Because the irregular geometry of Environ-
mental Protection rarely aligns with parcel boundaries, it would 
be nearly impossible to reconfi gure zoning districts to these 
specifi cations. Municipal code should already account for nat-
ural features that would impede development, either to protect 
the environment or as a safeguard against potential property 
damage caused by natural features incompatible with devel-
opment (i.e., fl oodplains, steep slopes). Subdivision and land 
development ordinances and zoning ordinances are the most 
effective means of protecting natural features that coincide 
with the EP category. There are small areas designated for 
Environmental Protection within the municipal zoning districts 
of Low Density Residential (R1), Medium Density Residential 
(R2), Commercial (C) and Light Industrial (LI). Article V, the 
Environmental Protection section of the Tatamy Zoning Ordi-
nance, has regulations for areas of wetlands, surface waters 
and fl oodplains. However, they do not account for all natural 
features recommended for Environmental Protection on pages 
77 and 78 of the NAZCOG Comprehensive Plan, thereby 
making the zoning districts generally consistent with the EP 
category from the Future Land Use Plan.

• An area designated for EP generally coincides with the munic-
ipal zoning district of Conservation and Recreation (CR). The 
majority of uses permitted in this district are inconsistent with 
the EP Future Land Use Plan category.

Suburban Residential (SR)

• The majority of the areas designated for Suburban Residential 
(SR) in the Future Land Use Plan coincide with the municipal 
zoning district of Low Density Residential (R1). The uses in 
this zoning district are generally consistent with the recom-
mended SR land uses; however, the densities are lower than 
recommended, and the district permits development without 
public sewer and community water systems.

• An area designated for Suburban Residential coincides with 
the municipal zoning district of Business District (BD). This 
zoning district also appeared—originally as an overlay dis-
trict—in the Task 1 list of Ordinances, Amendments and Plans, 
because the Borough adopted it during the 2010-2014 period 
of review for this document. Upon the completion and opening 
of the Charles Chrin interchange at Route 33 and Main Street, 
the Business Overlay District became a fully functioning Busi-
ness District, replacing the previous zoning district. As men-
tioned in the table from Task 1, this district demonstrates some 
inconsistencies with the NAZCOG Future Land Use Plan. The 
southern half of the Business zoning district, which coincides 
with the Suburban Residential category, allows for uses that 
are inconsistent with the SR land use recommendations.
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Urban Residential (UR)

• The majority of the areas designated for Urban Residential 
(UR) in the Future Land Use Plan coincide with the municipal 
zoning district of Medium Density Residential (R2). The uses 
permitted in the R2 district are generally consistent with the 
recommended (UR) land uses, and minimum lot areas for 
properties with access to public water and sewer are general-
ly consistent with the recommended densities. However, the 
zoning district does permit development for properties without 
public water and sewer, when the UR category recommends 
development to take place using public sewer and community 
water systems.

• An area designated for UR coincides with the municipal zoning 
district of Commercial (C). The permitted commercial uses are 
inconsistent with the recommended residential uses of the UR 
category.

Retail Commercial (RC)

• Two of the three areas designated Retail Commercial (RC) in 
the Future Land Use Plan coincide with the municipal zoning 
district of Commercial (C). The uses permitted in this district 
are generally consistent with the RC recommended land uses.

• The third area designated RC is currently zoned Medium 
Density Residential (R3), which is inconsistent with the rec-
ommended RC land uses (stores, offi ces, businesses). This 
portion of the RC is also zoned Business District (formerly 
Business District Overlay). Some of the uses permitted in the 
Business District are consistent with the RC recommenda-
tions. However, the permitted Business District uses, including 
warehouses, distribution centers and industrial, are generally 
inconsistent with the recommended RC land uses.

Light Industrial (LI)

• The area designated Light Industrial (LI) in the Future Land 
Use Plan coincides with the municipal zoning districts of Light 
Industrial (LI) and Business District (formerly Business District 
Overlay).The uses permitted in the LI district, other than some 
of the particularly intensive manufacturing uses more suitable 
to a Heavy Industrial category, are generally consistent with 
the recommended LI land uses. The Business District is con-
sistent with the LI Future Land Use Plan category.
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* Article V of the municipal ordinance generally protects areas of natural features intertwined throughout the municipality 
from development, including wetlands and floodplains. However, this does not protect the full array of features listed in the 
EP designation. Meanwhile, the CR district is less successful, because, although the Article V provisions protect natural 
features in this district as well, the CR district allows some development in sensitive areas that the EP designation 
prohibits.
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Current Zoning Consistency: Upper Nazareth 
Township

Future Land Use Categories

Environmental Protection (EP)

• Unlike other categories in the Future Land Use Plan, which 
fi t neatly within existing parcel boundaries, the Environmental 
Protection (EP) category weaves across all Upper Nazareth 
zoning districts in direct correlation to key natural features: 
fl oodplains, wetlands, steep slopes, hydric soils and wood-
lands. Because the irregular geometry of Environmental 
Protection rarely aligns with parcel boundaries, it would be 
nearly impossible to reconfi gure zoning districts to these spec-
ifi cations. Municipal code should already account for natural 
features that would impede development, either to protect the 
environment or as a safeguard against potential property dam-
age caused by natural features incompatible with development 
(i.e., fl oodplains, steep slopes). Subdivision and land develop-
ment ordinances and zoning ordinances are the most effective 
means of protecting natural features that coincide with the EP 
category. Township zoning generally protects environmental 
features from development through Sections 308 through 
312. These sections overtly prohibit development on many 
key natural features such as wetlands, lakes, steep slopes or 
creeks. However, they do not account for all natural features 
recommended for Environmental Protection on pages 77 and 
78 of the NAZCOG Comprehensive Plan, thereby making the 
zoning districts generally consistent with the EP category from 
the Future Land Use Plan.

Agricultural Preservation (AP)

• Areas designated Agricultural Preservation (AP) in the Future 
Land Use Plan mostly coincide with the municipal zoning 
district of Agricultural Conservation (AC), with a few portions 
zoned Low Density Residential (R-2). The minimum lot sizes 
for single-family detached dwellings in the AC and R-2 dis-
tricts are three acres and one acre, respectively. Both require 
a minimum of fi ve acres to raise livestock. Under the Open 
Space Development Option, townhouses are allowed in the 
R-2 district if both central water and sewer are available, with a 
maximum of 1.6 units per acre. Seventy-fi ve percent of the en-
tire tract has to be preserved as open space under this option. 
In addition, under the open space development option in R-2, a 
minimum 15,000 square foot lot is allowed if both central water 
and sewer are available. Also under this option in the AC dis-
trict, the minimum lot size is one acre. If the lot includes more 
than ten acres prior to subdivision, then a maximum lot area of 
two acres shall apply to all lots except one lot. Also, a minimum 
of 50% of the tract shall be preserved as open space. The R-2 
district exceeds both the minimum and maximum recommend-
ed residential lot sizes in the NAZCOG plan. The NAZCOG 
plan recommends a minimum lot size of 30,000 square feet 
and a maximum lot size of 1.5 acres for housing not related to 
agriculture within the Agricultural Preservation category. The 
municipal zoning doesn’t have a maximum lot size for hous-
ing not related to agriculture. The Agricultural Conservation 
(AC) district is generally consistent with the NAZCOG plan 
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since its densities are within the recommended range. The AC 
zoning district meets the intent of the NAZCOG plan, which 
is to preserve prime agricultural soils and protect agricultural 
operations from incompatible uses. The R-2 district is inconsis-
tent with the NAZCOG plan due to the permitted density and 
allowance of central water and sewage for development.

Rural (R)

• Areas designated for Rural (R) in the Future Land Use Plan 
coincide with the municipal zoning districts of Agricultural 
Conservation (AC) and Low Density Residential (R-2). Both 
zoning districts seek to avoid overdevelopment and protect 
agricultural lands through clustering and limiting residential 
development. The NAZCOG plan recommends a maximum 
density of one unit per acre. Upper Nazareth allows up to 1.6 
units per acre in the R-2 district under the Open Space De-
velopment Option if water and sewer are available, making it 
generally consistent. Meanwhile, the AC district is consistent 
because the minimum lot size of three acres per single-family 
detached dwelling and a minimum of one acre per lot under 
the Open Space Development Option meets the minimum lot 
size recommended by the NAZCOG plan.

Suburban Residential (SR)

• Areas designated for Suburban Residential (SR) in the Future 
Land Use Plan coincide with the municipal zoning districts 

of Low Density Residential (R-2) and High Density Residen-
tial-West (R-5), which accommodate assorted housing types, 
including mobile home parks. The permitted densities in these 
areas are signifi cantly less than those recommended by the 
NAZCOG Comprehensive Plan, particularly the R-2 district, 
which is inconsistent. The R-5 district provides for the recom-
mended housing types and are within the SR recommended 
range of densities, which is generally consistent. The NAZ-
COG plan recommends densities of 4 to 6 units per acre for 
single-family detached dwellings, while the municipal zoning 
across the two districts combined ranges from 0.2 to 4.84 units 
per acre. The NAZCOG plan recommends densities of 6 to 7 
units per acre for single-family semi-detached dwellings, while 
the municipal zoning across both zoning districts ranges from 
either not allowed to 6.05 units per acre. The NAZCOG plan 
recommends densities of eight units per acre for single-family 
semi-attached dwellings, while the municipal zoning across 
both zoning districts ranges from 1.6 to 6.05 units per acre. 
The NAZCOG plan recommends densities of eight units per 
acre for multifamily dwellings, while the municipal zoning 
across both zoning districts ranges from either not allowed to 
6.05 units per acre.

Urban Residential (UR)

• Areas designated for Urban Residential (UR) in the Future 
land Use Plan coincide with the municipal zoning districts of 
High Density Residential-West (R-5), High Density Residential 
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(R-4), and Medium Density Residential (R-3), with a portion 
zoned Light Industrial (I-1). The municipal zoning for the three 
residential districts provides for an assortment of housing 
types; however, many of the densities are signifi cantly below 
what is recommended by the NAZCOG Comprehensive Plan. 
The NAZCOG plan recommends densities of 4 to 7 units per 
acre for single-family detached dwellings, while the municipal 
zoning across the three residential zoning districts ranges from 
0.2 to 4.84 units per acre. The NAZCOG plan recommends 
densities of 6 to 10 units per acre for single-family semi-de-
tached dwellings, while the municipal zoning across these 
three zoning districts ranges from 3.5 to 6.05 units per acre. 
The NAZCOG plan recommends densities of 8 to 15 units per 
acre for single-family semi-attached dwellings, while the mu-
nicipal zoning across the three zoning districts provides 3.5 to 
6.05 units per acre. The NAZCOG plan recommends densities 
of 8 to 15 units per acre for multifamily dwellings, while the mu-
nicipal zoning provides 6.05 units per acre. The NAZCOG plan 
recommends densities of 4 to 7 units per acre for mobile home 
park dwellings, while the municipal zoning provides 4 units per 
acre. Due to insuffi cient density provisions, all three residential 
zoning districts are inconsistent with the UR category from the 
Future Land Use Plan. The I-1 district is also inconsistent with 
the UR category since it also does not provide for the recom-
mended densities.

Institutional (I)

• Areas designated for Institutional (I) coincide with the mu-
nicipal zoning district of Government Services (GS). The GS 
district allows a variety of semi-public and institutional uses, 
such as places of worship, colleges or universities, hospitals, 
nursing homes, adult daycare centers and residential uses and 
government facilities. Thus, it is consistent with the I category 
from the Future Land Use Plan.

Retail Commercial (RC)

• Areas designated for Retail Commercial (RC) in the Future 
Land Use Plan coincide with the municipal zoning district of 
Neighborhood Commercial (NC). The NC district enables 
assorted uses that are consistent with the NAZCOG plan, such 
as retail, public, institutional, offi ce, service and residential 
uses. Thus, the NC district is consistent with RC category from 
the Future Land Use Plan.

Light Industrial (LI)

• Areas designated for Light Industrial (LI) in the Future Land 
Use Plan coincide with the municipal zoning districts of Light 
Industrial (I-1) and General Industrial (I-2). Both the I-1 and 
I-2 districts have similar permitted uses. Examples of differing 
permitted uses are auto repair garage or auto service station, 
industrial equipment sales, which are special exceptions in the 
I-1 district and permitted in the I-2 district. Agricultural chem-
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icals, fertilizers or pesticides and cement manufacture are 
not allowed in the I-1 district; however, agricultural chemicals, 
fertilizers or pesticides are a special exception and cement 
manufacture is permitted in the I-2 district. While both I-1 and 
I-2 districts allow for many of the same permitted uses as the 
municipal Extractive Industrial (EX-1) district, the restrictions 
unique to these districts make them consistent with the Future 
Land Use Plan.

Heavy Industrial (HI)

• Areas designated Heavy Industrial (HI) in the Future Land Use 
Plan coincide with the municipal zoning district of Extractive 
Industrial Districts (EX-1). The EX-1 district allows for some of 
the most intensive uses, such as mineral extraction (condition-
al use), and several special exception uses, such as petroleum 
refi ning and slaughterhouse; stockyard or tannery; paper-raw 
pulp; chemicals manufacture or bulk processing of toxic or 
“extremely hazardous substances”; explosives, fi reworks or 
ammunition; junk yard; prison or similar correctional institu-
tions. This is consistent with the HI category from the Future 
Land Use Plan.
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* Sections 308-312 of the municipal ordinance generally protect many areas of natural features intertwined throughout the 
municipality from development, including wetlands, lakes, steep slopes and creeks. However, they do not protect the full 
array of features listed in the EP designation.
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Final Recommendations
Most NAZCOG municipalities proposed and adopted ordinances 

with general consideration of the Nazareth Area…2030 Multimunicipal 
Comprehensive Plan. As indicated before, over 55% of the ordinances 
and plans reviewed were consistent with the NAZCOG Comprehensive 
Plan (38.6% consistent and 18.2% generally consistent), while an-
other 29.5% were matters of local concern, leaving only 13.6% of the 
amendments as either generally inconsistent or inconsistent. Most in-
consistencies involved amendments unique to that municipality, with no 
other similarly proposed amendment elsewhere among the NAZCOG 
municipalities. However, a few common themes are evident, manifest-
ed through some of the inconsistencies between municipal actions and 
the NAZCOG Comprehensive Plan, partly identifi ed in Tasks 1 and 2, 
as well as the zoning comparison in Task 6. In identifying these com-
mon themes, the LVPC has crafted the most critical recommendations 
for the NAZCOG municipalities to continue operating as a region with 
shared objectives for land use, development and population growth in 
the years ahead. These recommendations are as follows:

• Bring fl oodplain ordinances into full compliance with 
NAZCOG Comprehensive Plan and federal standards.  
Many Northampton County municipalities adopted updated 
amendments on fl oodplain management over the last few 
years, since FEMA provided new Flood Insurance Rate Maps 
(FIRMs) based on the latest topographical research pertain-
ing to fl oodplains. For the most part, the ordinances adopted 
by NAZCOG municipalities are consistent with the NAZCOG 
Comprehensive Plan. However, all new ordinances allowed 
some form of land development or improvements to structures 
in the fl oodway, under certain conditions. The NAZCOG Com-
prehensive Plan does not support this, clearly stating on page 
31 that there “should be no development in the fl oodway.” It is 
recommended that the municipalities amend their ordinances 

to eliminate provisions that allow new construction or other 
development within any fl oodway area.

• Residential zoning districts, particularly in the areas with 
existing density and infrastructure, should support a 
greater housing density and diversity of housing types.  
Municipal zoning is often more restrictive than the NAZCOG 
Comprehensive Plan on residential density and permitted 
housing types. For both the Suburban Residential (SR) and 
Urban Residential (UR) categories in the NAZCOG Future 
Land Use Plan, the recommended dwelling units per acre is 
signifi cantly higher than the allowable dwelling units per acre in 
the corresponding municipal zoning districts. Additionally, most 
residentially-based zoning districts in the NAZCOG municipali-
ties do not allow for a full array of housing types in the residen-
tial zoning districts that correspond to Suburban Residential 
(SR) and Urban Residential (UR), with an over-emphasis on 
single-family detached housing on large lots. With the excep-
tion of Chapman, all NAZCOG municipalities are anticipated 
to grow over the next 30 years, with some rates over 50%.  
To accommodate projected population growth where suitable 
road, water and sewer infrastructure already exist, it is recom-
mended that boroughs assess their medium and high density 
residential zoning districts, while townships should assess 
village or town center zoning districts. Such districts would 
benefi t from the options for smaller lot sizes and greater oppor-
tunities for attached, manufactured or multifamily housing.

• Strive to create zoning provisions that align with the 
protections encouraged in the Environmental Protection 
(EP) category from the Future Land Use Plan.  While all 
other categories in the Future Land Use Plan in Nazareth 
Area…2030 are coterminous with existing parcel boundaries, 
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Environmental Protection often uses irregular geometry, inter-
weaving itself across a variety of parcels as refl ective of the 
shapes of the existing natural features. It would be very diffi cult 
to build a zoning district off of the EP category because it often 
covers only a small portion of a parcel. Fortunately, the ma-
jority of NAZCOG municipalities have sections in their zoning 
ordinances specifi cally dedicated to the protection of sensitive 
environmental features: wetlands, steep slopes, woodlands, 
etc. However, few if any municipalities protect the full array of 
natural features listed on pages 77 and 78 of the NAZCOG 
Comprehensive Plan. The goal should be to develop robust 
protections that strictly prohibit land development on these 
lands. Furthermore, municipalities that contain expansive 
stretches of ecologically sensitive areas (such as Blue Moun-
tain, Jacobsburg State Park or Monocacy Creek fl oodplain) 
may have a specifi c zoning district with ecological protection 
in mind, but the regulations still allow very low density resi-
dential (and sometimes commercial) uses. Municipalities with 
these particularly sizable natural features, which spread across 
many entire parcels, should devise more powerful zoning that 
restricts development more akin to the recommendation articu-
lated in the EP category, which is “that no development should 
take place in Environmental Protection areas”.

• Village Center zoning is the optimal strategy for harness-
ing nodes of population and job growth, and the alignment 
with the Comprehensive Plan is already strong.  The Mixed 
Use/Village category and municipal Village Center zoning dis-
tricts correspond very well, indicating that the municipal visions 
for what constitute nodes of village activity largely comply with 
long-term expectations for mixed use villages, according to the 
Future Land Use Plan. While these zoning districts are most 

common in the townships, it is possible for the central business 
districts of boroughs to use this type of zoning as well. Mixed 
use zoning will allow a range of uses at a medium or higher 
level of density, concentrating economic activity where the 
population and infrastructure already exist to support it, there-
by reducing the need to expand roads, water, sewage or other 
utilities in a rarefi ed, ineffi cient manner. Municipalities should 
take special care to craft sound use and dimensional provi-
sions that allow for the sort of fl exibility in development that 
can attract small businesses or other entrepreneurial-minded 
individuals to invest in areas where good human capital al-
ready exists in higher concentrations than is typical.

• Municipalities should look to the Future Land Use Plan 
categories outside their boundaries to remain mindful 
of the potential impacts of certain uses on their closest 
neighbors.  While Euclidean zoning has always intended to 
separate the most aggressive land uses from the most del-
icate, particularly in keeping heavy industrial at a suffi cient 
distance from residential or conservation uses, it is equally 
important for municipalities to understand how their zoning can 
affect adjacent jurisdictions. This understanding, obviously, is 
a critical component to multimunicipal planning. The Future 
Land Use Plan in Nazareth Area…2030 intends to account for 
land use impacts across boundaries, but it is not clear if the 
municipalities are yet taking full advantage of the notion that, 
through intermunicipal planning, they have communicated land 
use goals during the rezoning of a tract, which might infl uence 
traffi c patterns or nuisance considerations in another jurisdic-
tion. Furthermore, it is unclear if the NAZCOG municipalities 
have taken full advantage of their ability to exclude certain land 
uses altogether from individual NAZCOG jurisdictions—some-
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thing that is only possible when municipalities have established 
an inter-municipal agreement and a multimunicipal plan. After 
all, growth-oriented townships, such as Lower Nazareth, may 
prefer to encourage the high intensity commercial or industrial/
warehousing uses, thereby enabling conservation-minded 
townships to restrict those uses altogether. The LVPC rec-
ommends that the NAZCOG municipalities forge a regular 
dialogue with neighbors, focusing on intensive uses they 
would like to exclude or promote within their boundaries, so 
that future zoning amendments can take full advantage of this 
profound benefi t to an intermunicipal agreement.

• Municipalities should update their sewage facilities plan-
ning documents to implement the NAZCOG Comprehen-
sive Plan.  Under the Pennsylvania Sewage Facilities Act, Act 
537, municipalities are responsible for the proper functioning 
of all sewage facilities within their borders. Act 537 requires 
municipalities to prepare and maintain a plan for ensuring the 
appropriate facilities are in place for existing and future devel-
opment. The Future Land Use Plan included in the NAZCOG 
plan is directly linked to a recommended plan for sewage 
facilities within the document (Map 25 and accompanying 
implementation strategies) such that more intense land uses 
are provided with public sewage disposal. The NAZCOG plan 
identifi ed specifi c Act 537 planning needs for Nazareth Bor-
ough Municipal Authority, Lower Nazareth and Upper Nazareth 
townships with a general recommendation for all municipalities 
for zoning to be consistent with Act 537 planning. Although 
some progress was reported on updated Act 537 planning 
through 2009, no reported progress has been made since that 
time.

• Municipalities should re-assess the development that 
has taken place in light of the Comprehensive Plan, then 
use that comparison to guide future zoning ordinance 
amendments.  The NAZCOG Comprehensive Plan is now 
ten years old, and its language does not account for ten years 
of construction and land development. For example, the 
recently-opened Charles Chrin Interchange at Route 33 and 
Tatamy’s Main Street was only a concept at the time of the 
NAZCOG Comprehensive Plan’s development, and pages 
182 and 183 of the Plan explicitly discouraged its develop-
ment. The Interchange became open to motorists in the early 
summer of 2015. This signifi cant change in accessibility has 
spawned both zoning changes and land development propos-
als in Palmer Township, which in turn has prompted further 
speculative developments in Tatamy and Lower Nazareth 
Township under their amended zoning ordinances. Much of 
the new zoning and proposed development confl icts with the 
NAZCOG Comprehensive Plan, particularly the prescriptions 
of the Future Land Use Plan, which were predicated upon 
a vision that did not include the construction of the Charles 
Chrin Interchange. Now that the interchange has been built, 
these municipalities have responded accordingly, often by 
coordinating zoning at municipal boundaries. The LVPC’s 
County Comprehensive Plan received an update in June 2010, 
modifying some of the General Land Use Plan categories as a 
response to these changes in Lower Nazareth, but the NAZ-
COG Comprehensive Plan has not received such an update. 
In most respects, the municipalities’ actions in response to 
the Interchange comprise good land use planning, yet their 
results still confl ict with the Future Land Use Plan in the NAZ-
COG Comprehensive Plan.  An existing land use study would 
provide an on-the-ground demonstration of where zoning is at 
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its most effective and most problematic at guiding population 
growth and land development at present. Furthermore, this dis-
harmony between the proactive planning measures taken by 
municipalities and Future Land Use Plan categories prompts 
further scrutiny of the decade-old NAZCOG Comprehensive 
Plan. Carefully scrutinizing the relationship between zoning, 
existing land use and future land use will allow for the munic-
ipalities to articulate most strategic long-range planning goals 
and policies, which in turn should shape all subsequent zoning 
amendments.

• The NAZCOG Comprehensive Plan, created in 2005 under 
signifi cantly different economic conditions, is due for 
a major update.  Comprehensive plans are the most effec-
tive way for municipal governments to steer the character of 
their built environment and overall quality of life. Though not 
legally binding the way zoning and subdivision/land develop-
ment ordinances are, comprehensive plans can offer greater 
breadth, versatility and accessibility.  As long as municipalities 
continue to refer to them when crafting legislation, comprehen-
sive plans will serve as the cornerstone for land use and land 
development decisions. But they cannot anticipate everything 
that happens in the years ahead, as proven by the fact that 
the NAZCOG plan neither recommended nor planned for land 
use changes in Tatamy and Lower Nazareth prompted by 
the Charles Chrin Interchange. The construction of this inter-
change is just one of several initiatives that should prompt a 
reconsideration—and perhaps a rewriting—of many sections 
within the plan. However, the process for creating or updating 
a good comprehensive plan can be time consuming, involving 
signifi cant research, analysis and community engagement. It 
often takes two to four years. The LVPC recommends that the 

NAZCOG municipalities update the Nazareth Area…2030 so 
that the goals, policies and implementation strategies contin-
ue to speak to the shared interests of the eight boroughs and 
townships involved.

• Municipalities should consider developing an infrastruc-
ture asset management strategy that considers future traf-
fi c demands and prioritizes improvements. The proximity 
of the planning area to Route 33 makes it desirable for freight 
activity and related traffi c. The Lehigh Valley Regional Freight 
Plan predicts freight traffi c will more than double by the year 
2040, with the majority of commodities moved by truck. This 
trend could nip at quality of life if not managed properly. Future 
traffi c demands will require innovative solutions that might 
include corridor planning initiatives. These efforts would serve 
to identify multimunicipal opportunities for access management 
and coordinate land use regulatory tools to assure traffi c is op-
timally managed. Additional strategies may include improving 
operations to fully capitalize on existing infrastructure, targeting 
the highest safety and congestion corridors and intersections, 
developing connection opportunities, identifying context sen-
sitive design solutions where appropriate, and identifying and 
aligning funding and capital programming. In addition, the data 
suggests that bridges in the planning area are aging and need 
attention. Innovative funding mechanisms and accelerated 
construction techniques should  be analyzed.
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