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 Nazareth Area Multimunicipal Comprehensive Plan

Foreword

The	Nazareth Area … 2030	Multimunicipal	Comprehensive	Plan	is	a	vision	of	the	future	of	the	ten	munici-
palities	in	the	Nazareth	Area	that	places	special	importance	on	the	preservation	of	natural	features,	farmland,	open	
space	and	historic	resources.	It	emphasizes	the	appropriateness	of	urban	uses	locating	near	adequate	transporta-
tion,	sewer	and	water	supply	infrastructure.	It	is	a	vision	that	seeks	to	replace	the	current	scattered	pattern	of	new	
development	with	a	more	deliberate,	thoughtful	development	approach	tied	to	community	values	and	long-term	
objectives.	It	is	a	vision	that	allows	the	ten	municipalities	to	work	cooperatively	to	provide	for	all	needed	land	
uses	rather	than	require	the	full	spectrum	of	uses	to	be	available	in	each	community.	Nazareth Area … 2030 
is	a	major	milestone	for	the	five	boroughs	of	Bath,	Chapman,	Nazareth,	Stockertown	and	Tatamy	and	the	five	
townships	of	Bushkill,	East	Allen,	Lower	Nazareth,	Moore	and	Upper	Nazareth	in	their	efforts	to	work	coopera-
tively	through	the	Nazareth	Area	Council	of	Governments.	These	communities	will	each	benefit	by	achieving	
consensus	on	growth	and	development	issues	at	a	regional	level	where	the	boundaries	between	communities	are	
not	as	important	as	the	enhanced	quality	of	life	…	for	generations	to	come	…		achieved	through	cooperation.

Nazareth Area … 2030	provides	for	projected	increases	in	population	and	commercial,	industrial	and	other	
employment	uses	through	the	year	2030	while	making	more	efficient	use	of	our	land	resources	and preserving 
our	most	important	natural	features	and	farmland.	Woodlands,	wetlands,	stream	corridors	and	unique	plant	and	
animal	habitat	areas	are	protected	from	development.	The	Nazareth	Area’s	rich	agricultural	soils	and	strong	farm-
ing	heritage	are	protected	by	a	variety	of	means	on	our	most	important	agricultural	lands.	Our	historic	village	
areas	are	preserved	and	enhanced	by	encouraging	a	blend	of	residential,	commercial	and	public	or	community	
land	uses	and	pedestrian-friendly	environments.	Surrounding	rural	areas	are	maintained	as	low	density	building	
areas	interspersed	with	healthy	doses	of	natural	features,	parks,	open	space	and	farmland	to	preserve	the	rural	
character.	Higher	density	residential	land	uses	and	essential	commercial/industrial	land	uses	are	clustered	near	
existing	public	sewer	and	water	facilities	and	major	roads	to	facilitate	efficient	use	of	this	land	and	infrastructure.	
Nazareth Area … 2030 allows	all	the	communities	to	satisfy	their	legal	mandate	to	provide	for	all	possible	land	
uses	with	a	sensible,	defensible,	regional	approach	that	preserves	the	integrity	of	each	community	and	takes	full	
advantage	of	new	opportunities	to	work	together	for	a	better	future.

Nazareth Area … 2030 is	an	unprecedented	scope	of	multimunicipal	cooperation	within	the	Lehigh	Val-
ley	bringing	the	diverse	and	perhaps	competing	interests	of	ten	communities	together	in	a	shared	vision.	Its	
implementation	will	serve	to	both	celebrate	the	history,	traditions	and	natural	beauty	of	the	Nazareth	Area	and	
ensure	that	the	Nazareth	Area	thrives	as	a	desirable	place	to	live,	work	and	visit	for	the	next	quarter	century	…	
and	beyond.
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exeCutive suMMary

The Nazareth Area … 2030 Multimunicipal Comprehensive Plan is a vision of the future of the ten munici-
palities in the Nazareth Area that places special importance on the preservation of natural features, farmland, 
open space and historic resources. It emphasizes the appropriateness of urban uses locating near adequate trans-
portation, sewer and water supply infrastructure. It is a vision that seeks to replace the current scattered pattern 
of new development with a more deliberate, thoughtful development approach tied to community values and 
long-term objectives. Nazareth Area … 2030 is a major milestone for the five boroughs of Bath, Chapman, 
Nazareth, Stockertown and Tatamy and the five townships of Bushkill, East Allen, Lower Nazareth, Moore and 
Upper Nazareth in their efforts to work cooperatively through the Nazareth Area Council of Governments. These 
communities will each benefit by achieving consensus on growth and development issues at a regional level where 
the boundaries between communities are not as important as the enhanced quality of life … for generations to 
come …  achieved through cooperation. The planning horizon for Nazareth Area … 2030 is for the next quarter 
century through 2030. It is hoped that the plan can initiate a set of actions that protect and preserve the existing 
desirable features of the Nazareth Area and provide for orderly and responsible growth through this period.

The “Nazareth Area” is a 104 square mile region of Northampton County, Pennsylvania extending from the 
wooded slopes of the Blue Mountain on the north to the flatlands with fertile agricultural soils along the Monocacy 
Creek south of the boroughs of Nazareth and Bath. It includes the hilly headwater areas of the Hokendauqua and 
Catasauqua creeks in Moore Township on the west to the mainstem of the Bushkill Creek through the boroughs 
of Tatamy and Stockertown on the east. It includes the rich history of mining for slate in the Borough of Chap-
man and rifle-making in Bushkill Township along with limestone quarrying and cement manufacturing in East 
Allen, Lower Nazareth and Upper Nazareth townships.

The five boroughs in the region were historically the population centers and also dominated the total popula-
tion of the region through about 1940. Starting in the 1950s, the township populations have grown substantially 
with new housing being located primarily in rural areas with on-lot utilities on larger lots. Access to the area 
improved in the 1970s with the construction of Route 33 along the eastern fringe and especially the more recent 
connection of Route 33 to Interstate 78 south of the region. By the year 2000, about 40,000 people occupied 
the ten communities with perhaps an additional 18,000 persons to locate here by the year 2030 based on current 
trends.

Nazareth Area … 2030 provides for projected increases in population and commercial, industrial and other 
employment uses through the year 2030 while making more efficient use of our land resources and preserving 
our most important natural features and farmland. Woodlands, wetlands, stream corridors and unique plant and 
animal habitat areas are protected from development. The Nazareth Area’s rich agricultural soils and strong farm-
ing heritage are protected by a variety of means on our most important agricultural lands. Our historic village 
areas are preserved and enhanced by encouraging a blend of residential, commercial and public or community 
land uses and pedestrian-friendly environments. Surrounding rural areas are maintained as low density building 
areas interspersed with healthy doses of natural features, parks, open space and farmland to preserve the rural 
character. Higher density residential land uses and essential commercial/industrial land uses are clustered near 
existing public sewer and water facilities and major roads to facilitate efficient use of this land and infrastructure. 
Nazareth Area … 2030 allows all the communities to satisfy their legal mandate to provide for all possible land 
uses with a sensible, defensible, regional approach that preserves the integrity of each community and takes full 
advantage of new opportunities to work together for a better future. 

Public participation has been integral to the creation of this plan. The plan was shaped by the public input. 
This participation included numerous meetings of the Steering Committee, discussion at municipal planning 



viii Nazareth Area Multimunicipal Comprehensive Plan

commission, township supervisor and borough council meetings, as well as special Milestone Meetings. A com-
munity opinion survey of a sample of registered voters was a key initiative. Major findings from the community 
opinion survey included:

•	 What	people	like	most about living in the study area is the open space/scenery and rural atmosphere.
•	 What	people	like	least about living in the area is the loss of farmland. Taxes were the second least liked 

feature.
•	 Farmland	and	open	space	preservation	is,	by	far,	the	most	important	planning	issue	needing	to	be	ad-

dressed in the next 10 years. Over 90% of the questionnaire respondents believe it is important to preserve 
farmland. Two-thirds of the respondents believe the most important reasons to preserve farmland are to 
maintain open space and the rural character of the area.

•	 Local	residents	would	be	willing	to	pay	more	to	preserve	more	open	space	and	farmland	and	for	road	
improvements.

•	 Natural	features	rank	high	as	needing	special	protection.	These	include	groundwater,	woodlands,	rivers,	
creeks, streams, lakes and air.

•	 Nearly	90%	of	the	questionnaire	respondents	believe	it	is	important	to	preserve	historic	resources.
•	 Traffic	congestion	is	thought	to	be	the	biggest	transportation	problem	in	the	area.
•	 The	roads	and	road	intersections	most	in	need	of	repair	include	the	Route	248/Route	191	intersection,	

Route 248/Route 946 intersection and the Route 191/Newburg Road intersection.
•	 Over	 77%	 of	 the	 questionnaire	 respondents	 believe	 the	 level	 of	 development	 in	 the	 area	 should	 be	

lower.
•	 Almost	70%	of	respondents	believe	the	increase	in	residential	development	over	the	last	10	years	was	

too high.
•	 Few	persons	are	interested	in	more	commercial	development	in	this	part	of	Northampton	County.
•	 Trails	for	hiking,	biking	and	horseback	riding	are	believed	to	be	the	most	needed	recreation	facility.
•	 Nearly	everyone	that	is	employed	drives	alone	to	work.	Less	than	1%	use	a	bus.
•	 About	one	half	of	the	persons	who	work	drive	more	than	10	miles	to	their	jobs.
•	 About	10%	of	the	persons	who	answered	the	questionnaire	work	in	New	Jersey.	About	one	half	of	the	

persons work somewhere in Northampton County.

The Natural Resources Plan is a detailed inventory of the rich natural resources present in the Nazareth Area 
with recommendations to protect and preserve key resources. Based on the plan’s policies, the following areas 
are recommended to be preserved:

•	 Floodplains,
•	 Wetlands	including	a	50	foot	buffer,
•	 Blue	Mountain	Natural	Area,
•	 Slopes	of	greater	than	25%,
•	 1st, 2nd and 3rd order streams and waterbodies including a 50 foot buffer,
•	 4th Order and Higher Streams including a 100 foot buffer,
•	 All	Very	High	and	High	Resource	Conservation	Value	areas,
•	 All	riparian	woodlands	meaning	woodlands	within	100	feet	of	streams,	and
•	 All	woodlands	that	are	within	other	significant	natural	areas.

The Future Land Use Plan depicts the desired land use pattern for the Nazareth Area through 2030. Objec-
tives of the Future Land Use Plan are:

•	 To	protect	important	and	vulnerable	natural	areas	and	features	from	inappropriate	development,
•	 To	preserve	prime	farmland	and	to	promote	agricultural	operations,
•	 To	coordinate	the	location	and	density	of	development	with	the	availability	of	appropriate	infrastructure	

including roads, sewage disposal and water supply,
•	 To	provide	sufficient	areas	for	development	to	meet	expected	needs	for	housing	and	other	development,



Nazareth Area Multimunicipal Comprehensive Plan ix

•	 To	preserve	the	viability	and	attractiveness	of	currently	developed	areas,	and	
•	 To	promote	the	vitality	of	the	area’s	boroughs	and	villages.

Municipalities will need to amend their zoning maps and regulations to be consistent with the Future Land 
Use Plan or use other means to accomplish the objectives of the plan. Key implementation issues related to the 
Future Land Use Plan include:

•	 Environmental Protection Areas — no development should take place in Environmental Protection 
areas. Therefore, the regulations should prohibit development in the areas as listed above. These prohi-
bitions should be tied to the establishment of a transfer of development rights program and/or the use 
of conservation design provisions. The conservation design provisions would permit development to be 
shifted to the portions of the site that are not characterized by the specified conditions. Where the entirety 
of a property is included within the Environmental Protection areas, the use of a transfer of development 
rights program is necessary. Absent such a program, municipalities may need to purchase the property 
and/or its development rights or will consider the adoption or amendment of an official map to protect 
and acquire properties designated for environmental protection.

•	 Agricultural Preservation Areas — Measures to preserve agriculture will be implemented for those 
areas where the Future Land Use Plan designates the area for Agricultural Preservation. Municipalities 
will consider the use of effective agricultural zoning provisions consistent with this comprehensive plan 
and/or other implementation strategies such as transfer of development rights, conservation design or 
purchase of agricultural easements to preserve areas identified for farmland preservation. Municipalities 
will consider the establishment of a municipally funded Agricultural Conservation Easements Program 
to purchase the development rights of properties designated for Agricultural Preservation.

•	 Rural Areas, Suburban and Urban Residential Areas — Rural areas will have single family homes 
on minimum lot sizes of one acre. Suburban and urban residential areas will have a variety of housing 
types including single family homes, twins, townhouses, apartments and condominiums. Suburban areas 
are recommended for 4 to 8 units per acre depending on housing type. Urban areas are recommended 
for 4 to 15 units per acre depending on housing type.

•	 Sewage Facilities Planning — Municipalities and authorities should coordinate the planning for sew-
age facilities with the Future Land Use Plan through the Act 537 sewage facilities planning process. 
Municipal Act 537 plans should be revised to conform with and support the Future Land Use Plan. This 
coordination should include the planned expansion of sanitary sewers to areas recommended for growth, 
the absence of sanitary sewers in areas recommended for preservation and the provision of adequate 
treatment capacity and allocation to provide for the needs of future development.

The Housing Plan provides adequate opportunity for new housing construction to meet the forecast demand 
for housing. A variety of housing types and appropriate densities will meet varied housing needs. The plan ad-
dresses the special housing needs of the elderly, handicapped and the disadvantaged. The viability and livability 
of existing neighborhoods and housing areas are protected. The housing plan facilitates well-designed, desirable 
living environments by supporting innovative development techniques like Traditional Neighborhood Develop-
ment, Planned Residential Development and Conservation Subdivision Design.

The Transportation Plan is integrally related to the Future Land Use Plan. Highway issues are and will likely 
continue to be the most critical transportation issues affecting the Nazareth Area. Growth in traffic can be at-
tributed to more people moving into the area but also to an increase in the use of vehicles for each household. 
Two-worker households, more vehicles per household and scattered, low density development, among other 
factors, contribute to increased traffic. The Transportation Plan focuses on highway needs related to congestion, 
safety and maintenance. Fifty-nine projects are identified to deal with existing needs and any additional perceived 
needs through 2030. Funding for these projects is constrained at all levels of government. Access management 
and traffic calming techniques are useful means to minimize the need for highway improvements and lessen the 
impacts of increased traffic on existing developed areas.
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The Community Utilities Plan ensures that appropriate sewer and water facilities, whether public or on-lot, 
are available for existing development and development recommended in the Future Land Use Plan. Rural land 
uses with on-lot sewage systems need appropriate reserved areas for replacement systems. Urban land uses with 
public sewers need available, reserved capacity in sewage treatment plants. Municipalities and water suppliers 
need to protect existing water supplies from contamination, ensure that new development doesn’t overuse local-
ized supplies and plan to ensure reliable supplies during drought or possible contamination events. Municipalities 
and authorities need to plan for and provide adequate sewer and water capacities for anticipated needs through 
2030.

The Park, Recreation and Open Space Plan ensures an adequate availability of park and recreation space 
and facilities through 2030. Recommendations for new park acquisition or improvements to existing parks are 
made for each municipality. The Open Space Plan further recommends actions to provide sufficient open space 
for each municipality to preserve the rural character of the Nazareth Area and connect important natural areas, 
major woodlands, steep slopes and stream valleys.

The Nazareth Area has a wealth of historic buildings, structures and sites that are worthy of recognition and 
preservation. These resources add to the beauty and attractiveness of the area, increase understanding and ap-
preciation of its heritage and improve the quality of life. The Historic Resources Plan contains a description of 
the development of the Nazareth Area since the time the first European settlers arrived. The Plan also contains 
information on historic features that are on or have been deemed eligible for the National Register of Historic 
Places. The Pennsylvania State Historical Markers program also is covered. Lastly, the Historic Resources Plan 
contains recommended strategies and implementation measures that can be used by municipalities and historic 
preservation organizations to increase the historic database, pursue preservation strategies, and capitalize on 
cultural and historic resources to improve the economy of the region.

Plan Implementation is described beginning with an intergovernmental agreement between the municipali-
ties to implement the plan. Zoning ordinances, subdivision and land development ordinances, sewage facilities 
plans and official maps are tools that the involved municipalities will need to use to fully implement the Nazareth 
Area … 2030 plan.

Nazareth Area … 2030 is an unprecedented scope of multimunicipal cooperation within the Lehigh Valley 
bringing the diversity of the ten communities together in a shared vision. Its implementation will serve to both 
celebrate the history, traditions and natural beauty of the Nazareth Area and ensure that the Nazareth Area thrives 
as a desirable place to live, work and visit for the next quarter century … and beyond.
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INTRODUCTION

The “Nazareth Area” is a 104 square mile region of Northampton County, Pennsylvania extending from the 
wooded slopes of the Blue Mountain on the north to the flatlands with fertile agricultural soils along the Monocacy 
Creek south of the boroughs of Nazareth and Bath. It includes the hilly headwater areas of the Hokendauqua and 
Catasauqua creeks in Moore Township on the west to the mainstem of the Bushkill Creek through the boroughs 
of Tatamy and Stockertown on the east. It includes the rich history of mining for slate in the Borough of Chap-
man and rifle-making in Bushkill Township along with limestone quarrying and cement manufacturing in East 
Allen, Lower Nazareth and Upper Nazareth townships. Map 1 is a location map for the Nazareth Area.

European settlers began to move to the area in the 1730s primarily to establish farms on the highly produc-
tive soils. Nazareth Borough became established as a religious and educational center because of the Moravian 
settlers beginning in the 1740s. The farming communities were supplemented by the slate quarrying operations 
flourishing in the northern part of the region by the late 1700s and in the 1800s by the limestone quarrying and 
cement industries in the southern part of the region. Guitar manufacturing since the 1830s is one additional key 
aspect of the economic and cultural history of the Nazareth Area.

The five boroughs in this region were historically the population centers that dominated the total population 
of the region through about 1940. Starting in the 1950s, the township populations have grown substantially with 
new housing being located primarily in rural areas with on-lot utilities on larger lots. Access to the area improved 
in the 1970s with the construction of Route 33 along the eastern fringe and especially the more recent connection 
of Route 33 to Interstate 78 south of the region. By the year 2000, about 40,000 people occupied the ten com-
munities with perhaps an additional 18,000 persons to locate here by the year 2030 based on current trends.

The consumption of land for development, loss of farmland and open space, threats to important natural areas, 
impacts on taxes, schools, roads and other infrastructure and the dispersed pattern of development, among other 
issues, have caused community leaders to seek better practices to manage growth in the area. The Nazareth Area 
Council of Governments (NAZCOG) was formed in 2001 to help these communities deal, in a more coordinated 
way, with the need to provide services to their residents.

One of the primary reasons for forming NAZCOG was to work together to create a comprehensive plan for 
the region to guide more sensible growth, development and re-development of the area. NAZCOG initiated the 
development of the comprehensive plan in 2002. “Multimunicipal” comprehensive planning was encouraged 
in recent amendments to the Pennsylvania Municipalities Planning Code – the law that establishes the planning 
requirements for each community. The state also made significant grant funds available for multimunicipal 
planning.

A diverse mix of funding was used to finance the creation of the Nazareth Area multimunicipal comprehen-
sive plan as follows:

•	 Pennsylvania	Department	of	Community	and	Economic	Development	(DCED)	–	two	grants,
•	 Pennsylvania	Department	of	Conservation	and	Natural	Resources	(DCNR)	grant,
•	 Pennsylvania	Department	of	Transportation	(PennDOT)	grant,
•	 Northampton	County	grant,
•	 Keystone	Nazareth	Charitable	Foundation	grant,
•	 Lehigh	Valley	Planning	Commission	in-kind	services,	and
•	 Nazareth	Area	municipal	contributions.
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The	Lehigh	Valley	Planning	Commission	was	selected	as	the	planning	consultant	for	the	preparation	of	the	
comprehensive	plan.	A	Steering	Committee	for	the	project	met	monthly	with	the	Lehigh	Valley	Planning	Com-
mission to review individual subject area reports and analyses and provide project direction to the Commission. 
Representatives to the Steering Committee included the following individuals:

 Bath Borough ....................................................Michael	Reph	and	Ira	Faro
 Bushkill Township .............................................Brien	Kocher,	Chair	and	Jeff	Daniels
 Chapman Borough .............................................Dorothy	Niklos
 East Allen Township ..........................................Roger Unangst
 Lower Nazareth Township .................................Robert	Kucsan
 Moore Township ................................................Robert Walsh
 Nazareth Borough .............................................Michael	Davis
 Stockertown Borough ........................................John	Soloe
 Tatamy Borough ................................................Joseph	McHale	and	David	Dorshimer
 Upper Nazareth Township .................................Vicki	Osborn	and	Pamela	Berlew
 Nazareth COG ...................................................Bill	Brackbill	and	Diane	Elliott

The basic philosophy in creating the comprehensive plan was to first identify areas to be preserved and then 
allocate areas for needed new development. Natural areas with important woodlands, wetlands and wildlife 
habitats of statewide and national significance are present in the region. Additionally, cold water streams sup-
porting natural trout populations, agricultural soils of the highest quality and historically significant sites and 
structures	are	present.	Farm	and	open	space	areas	help	to	define	the	rural	character	of	the	area.	These	features	
and others need special measures to preserve and/or protect them. These features were identified first as areas 
to be preserved/protected and then the remaining lands considered as potential areas for new development. Ar-
eas with availability of public sewer, water and transportation infrastructure were considered for more intense 
development. Areas without this infrastructure were assigned less intense uses.

Elements of the comprehensive plan include a community opinion survey, natural resources plan, historic 
resources plan, sewer and water plan, transportation plan, land use plan, housing plan and park and recreation 
plan. Each of these has been documented in separate draft reports created for the comprehensive plan. This docu-
ment will deal more summarily with each area and there may be updated data and/or judgements made in these 
areas that are only reflected herein. The individual reports may be used as more detailed background for each 
subject area. An additional background report has been created regarding sinkhole issues that affect the region 
given	the	carbonate	bedrock	present	in	the	lower	third	of	the	area.	Discussion	papers	on	socio-economic	data,	
villages, traditional neighborhood development, planned residential development and conservation design have 
also been prepared as input to the process. All of this information is resource material for the comprehensive 
plan but is not reproduced in this document.

The planning horizon for the comprehensive plan is through 2030. It is hoped that the plan can initiate a 
set of actions that protect and preserve the existing desirable features of the Nazareth Area and provide for or-
derly and responsible growth through this period. The initial action is for the communities to collectively sign 
a cooperative implementation agreement. This document signifies a commitment for each community to follow 
through with zoning and subdivision ordinance amendments, among other actions, to turn the comprehensive 
plan into revised practices to achieve a better landscape for the future. The Nazareth Area communities can 
create a more desirable living environment for both the developing townships and the boroughs through a com-
mitment to preservation of natural features and farmland and through a well-reasoned plan for development and 
re-development as expressed in this comprehensive plan. 
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COMMUNITY OPINION SURVEY

One of the best ways to find out what people are thinking is to conduct a community opinion survey of a size-
able number of local residents. This method, involving a mail-out/mail-back survey, has been used successfully 
by	the	Lehigh	Valley	Planning	Commission	on	three	occasions	as	part	of	updates	to	the	regional	comprehensive	
plan.	A	number	of	townships	in	the	Lehigh	Valley	also	have	had	success	using	resident	surveys	to	obtain	public	
opinion on matters related to comprehensive plan updates.

On May 21, 2003, 2,429 surveys were mailed to a 10% sample of registered voters in the 10-municipality 
study	area.	There	were	740	surveys	returned	for	tabulating	and	analysis	by	the	Lehigh	Valley	Planning	Commis-
sion. The return rate of 30.5% is excellent for such a long mail-back survey, but not unexpected. The response 
rate	for	questionnaires	used	by	Lehigh	Valley	townships	has	exceeded	50%	on	several	occasions.	It	should	be	
noted that these questionnaires were shorter than this survey. The target audience also differed. Those question-
naires	were	sent	to	all	households	in	the	township.	The	Lehigh	Valley	Planning	Commission	obtained	a	return	
rate of 27% on its last regional public opinion survey that was conducted in 1999. That survey was sent to a 
1.25% sample of registered voters.

The 30.5% return rate gives us a 95% confidence level and a confidence interval of +3.08. The confidence 
level tells us how sure we can be that the results of the survey represent the feelings of the population in the study 
area. The 95% confidence level means we can be 95% certain. Most researchers use the 95% confidence level. 
Therefore, the survey results provide a valid reflection of the Nazareth Area residents’ opinions. The confidence 
interval	is	a	plus-or-minus	figure.	For	example,	62%	of	the	survey	respondents	strongly agree with the statement 
that	it	is	important	to	preserve	farmland.	We	can	be	95%	certain	that	59%	to	65%	(+3.08) of the registered vot-
ers in the study area would have picked that answer. The survey questions often gave respondents a chance to 
add	emphasis	to	answers	such	as	with	the	farmland	preservation	question.	As	stated	above,	62%	of	respondents	
strongly agreed. Another 30% of the respondents answered that they simply agree that it is important to preserve 
farmland. Overall, 92% of respondents favor farmland preservation.

Summary of major findingS

•	 What	people	 like	most about living in the Nazareth Area is the open space/scenery and rural atmo-
sphere.

•	 What	people	like	least about living in the area is the loss of farmland. Taxes were the second least liked 
feature. Other factors related to development also rank high on the list of dislikes.

•	 Farmland	and	open	space	preservation	is,	by	far,	the	most	important	planning	issue	needing	to	be	ad-
dressed	in	the	next	10	years.	Fifteen	topics	were	included	on	the	survey	for	respondents	to	rank.	Topics	
ranged from farmland and open space preservation to transportation planning, stormwater management, 
economic	development,	etc.	Farmland	and	open	space	preservation	ranked	1st on just under 50% of all 
responses — more than five times as many as any other issue.

•	 Over	90%	of	the	survey	respondents	believe	it	is	important	to	preserve	farmland.	Only	4.4%	think	it	is	
not important. Two-thirds of the respondents believe the most important reasons to preserve farmland 
are to maintain open space and the rural character of the area.

•	 Local	residents	would	be	willing	to	pay	more	to	preserve	more	open	space	and	farmland	and	for	road	
improvements.

•	 Natural	features	rank	high	as	needing	special	protection.	These	include	groundwater,	woodlands,	rivers,	
creeks, streams, lakes and air.

•	 Nearly	90%	of	the	survey	respondents	believe	it	is	important	to	preserve	historic	resources.
•	 Traffic	congestion	is	thought	to	be	the	biggest	transportation	problem	in	the	area.
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•	 The	roads	and	road	intersections	most	in	need	of	repair	include	the	Route	248/Route	191	intersection,	
Route	248/Route	946	intersection	and	the	Route	191/Newburg	Road	intersection.

•	 Over	77%	of	the	survey	respondents	believe	the	level	of	development	in	the	area	should	be	lower.	Only	
4.8% want to see it increase.

•	 Sixty-nine	percent	(69%)	believe	the	increase	in	residential	development	over	the	last	10	years	was	too	
high.

•	 Few	persons	are	interested	in	more	commercial	development	in	this	part	of	Northampton	County.
•	 Trails	for	hiking,	biking	and	horseback	riding	are	believed	to	be	the	most	needed	recreation	facility.
•	 Nearly	everyone	that	is	employed	drives	alone	to	work.	Less	than	1%	use	a	bus.
•	 About	one	half	of	the	persons	who	work	drive	more	than	10	miles	to	their	jobs.
•	 About	10%	of	the	persons	who	answered	the	survey	work	in	New	Jersey.	About	one	half	of	the	persons	

work within Northampton County.

Survey responses were split between borough and township residents by about 20% versus 80%, respectively. 
The borough response is about 5% lower than their share of the population of the study area. Most respondents 
are long-term residents of the area with nearly two-thirds having lived there for over 10 years. About half of the 
respondents own less than an acre of land and less than 2% own at least 50 acres. Less than 4% of the respondents 
own property that is farmed and only 2% of the respondents are farmers.

The community opinion survey has been used extensively in the design of the Nazareth Area multimunicipal 
comprehensive plan. Public input, steering committee input and municipal input have also provided direction 
to the plan. Natural feature and farmland preservation are central themes in the land use plan. Planning for new 
development tied to availability of adequate road, sewer and water infrastructure is a priority. Preservation of 
historic resources is a priority of the comprehensive plan. Providing adequate park and recreation opportuni-
ties is a priority. Providing for the economic stability of the Nazareth Area combined with a commitment to 
preserve the rural and small town character is a priority. These goals will be expressed consistently throughout 
the comprehensive plan.
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baCkgROUND DaTa aND PROjECTIONS

The 10 municipalities that make up the Nazareth Area multimunicipal comprehensive plan are located in 
the	north	central	part	of	Northampton	County.	The	total	area	of	these	municipalities	is	66,569	acres	as	shown	in	
Table 1 or about 104 square miles. This represents about 27% of the area of Northampton County.

The most recent data on existing land use in the Nazareth Area are presented in Table 2.

As	of	the	end	of	2002	about	56%	of	the	region	remained	agricultural	or	vacant.	Another	5,881	acres	or	8.8%	
were	in	parks	and	other	outdoor	recreation	uses.	Nearly	one	quarter	of	the	Nazareth	Area,	16,110	acres	or	24.2%,	
was devoted to housing.

The	Lehigh	Valley	Planning	Commission	started	monitoring	land	use	change	on	a	yearly	basis	in	1972.	At	
that time 48,429 acres or 72.8% of the Nazareth Area were in agricultural or vacant land uses. Between 1972 and 
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2002	11,163	acres,	an	average	of	372	acres	per	year,	were	converted	to	other	uses.	During	the	30-year	period	the	
amount	of	land	in	residential	uses	increased	6,918	acres	or	about	231	acres	on	average	per	year.	The	parks	and	
recreation land use category also showed significant growth between 1972 and 2002. In 1972 there were 3,452 
acres in parks and recreation in the Nazareth Area. By 2002 it had grown to 5,881 acres for an increase of 70.4%. 
The	amount	of	land	in	parks	and	recreation	continues	to	increase	and	as	of	mid-2004	stood	at	6,025	acres.

Socio-economic and related data helps us understand our communities and the people that live in them. By 
collecting and analyzing such data, we can identify the needs, challenges and opportunities facing our com-
munities. Once we understand the implications of the data, we can tailor our plans to respond appropriately. 
Projections are planning tools that help us anticipate future conditions. They also provide bases for planning 
decisions. Socio-economic data is provided in the following areas:

•	 Population,
•	 Households,
•	 Age	Distribution,
•	 Income,
•	 Poverty,
•	 Employment,
•	 Trips	to	Work,
•	 Housing	Units,	and
•	 Households	Per	Acre.

Some of the data contained in this section has general applicability. This data will be described in more detail 
here. Other data strictly serves as input to analytic models being undertaken in other sections of this plan. The 
analysis and import of this data will be deferred to those relevant sections. 

PoPulation

Table 3 shows population trends in the Nazareth Area since the 1970 census. Between 1970 and 2000 the area 
grew	by	15,705	persons	or	62.6%.	During	the	same	time	period	Northampton	County	grew	by	24.5%.	Between	
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the	2000	census	and	July	1,	2003	the	Nazareth	Area	grew	an	estimated	1,673	persons	or	about	4.1%.	During	the	
same period Northampton County grew 4.2%.

Table 4 provides information about population in each of the municipalities in year 2000. Population projec-
tions are provided at ten-year intervals between 2000 and 2030.

In 2000, the multimunicipal population was widely distributed among the municipalities. No single munici-
pality serves as the population center of the Nazareth Area. Moore Township had the greatest population of any 
municipality.	With	8,673	people,	Moore	Township	had	barely	more	than	one-fifth	of	the	multimunicipal	total.	The	
population	in	the	other	townships	ranged	from	4,426	to	6,982.	The	boroughs	ranged	more	in	population.	Nazareth,	
with	6,023	people	had	a	greater	population	than	the	other	four	boroughs	combined.	About	three-quarters	of	the	
year 2000 population could be found in the five townships. The remaining quarter is found in the boroughs. 

The population projections show that the population of the Nazareth Area is expected to grow substantially. 
An increase of 18,455 is expected by 2030. This increase makes the Nazareth Area a relatively fast growing por-
tion of Northampton County. The 45% population increase in the Nazareth region outpaces the 28% population 
increase expected in the county overall. 

Virtually	 all	 of	 the	population	 increase	 is	 projected	 as	 occurring	 in	 the	 townships.	With	 an	 increase	of	
17,072, the townships will see 92.5% of the increase. At the municipal level, the greatest increase is projected 
in Lower Nazareth, with an additional 4,883 people. This increase is barely more than the expected increase of 
4,663	in	Upper	Nazareth.	At	the	other	end	of	the	spectrum,	no	population	increase	is	expected	in	Chapman	or	
Stockertown. 

By 2030, the projections show that three Nazareth Area municipalities will have populations in excess of 
10,000. Moore will remain as the most populous municipality with 12,052 people. Lower Nazareth and Bushkill 
are also expected to top the 10,000 figure.
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HouSeHoldS

Household information is useful for calculating housing needs and transportation trips. Table 5 provides 
data	about	the	average	number	of	persons	per	household	by	municipality.	Data	about	the	number	of	households	
in	year	2000	by	municipality	is	provided	in	Table	6.	The	table	also	provides	projections	for	households	at	ten	
year intervals to year 2030.

Household figures reflect population totals. However, in comparing population and housing totals at the 
municipal level, some differences in the relationships between the two arise. This is caused by differences in the 
number	of	persons	per	household	in	the	municipalities.	From	Table	5,	half	of	the	municipalities	had	averages	in	
the	2.5-2.6	range	in	2000.	However,	the	other	municipalities	ranged	from	2.22	in	Nazareth	to	2.99	in	Bushkill.	
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Municipalities with higher averages are those with more households composed of families with children. Mu-
nicipalities	with	lower	averages	are	those	with	more	households	headed	by	elderly	persons	(age	65	and	above)	
and by young people (age 20 to 24) who are childless. Overall, the household size has declined by about 7% 
in the Nazareth Area or about 0.2 persons since 1980. This decline in household size is expected to continue 
through the planning period.

In 2000, three Nazareth Area municipalities had more than 2,000 households. Moore led the way with 3,303. 
Nazareth	was	second	with	2,560,	while	Bushkill	had	2,333.	By	year	2030,	six	municipalities	will	have	more	than	
2,000 households. Moore will still be the leader with 4,799 households. East Allen, Lower Nazareth and Upper 
Nazareth will cross the 2,000 household threshold. On a percentage basis, Lower Nazareth is expected to have 
the greatest increase in households, more than doubling its total.

The growth of households among the Nazareth Area municipalities will be greater than among Northampton 
County	as	a	whole	between	2000	and	2030.	The	growth	in	the	Nazareth	Area	is	projected	to	be	6,799	or	45%.	
This is greater than the 32% for the County overall.

age diStribution

Examination of the age distribution of the population gives clues as to the services that are needed. The under 
18	age	brackets	provide	information	relevant	to	the	need	for	school	facilities.	The	age	65	plus	bracket	indicates	the	
need for special services for the elderly. Table 7 provides information about the age of the population, breaking 
down the population into six categories for each of the municipalities. Table 8 provides projections of population 
by age group for year 2030 and the data for year 2000 is for Northampton County.

The age distribution of the Nazareth Area municipalities is virtually identical to the distribution in Northamp-
ton County as a whole in four of the six age categories. The Nazareth Area has a lower percentage of people in 
the 18-24, young adult, category than the County. The Nazareth Area has a higher percentage of people in the 
45-64,	mature	adult,	category	than	the	County.	One	explanation	for	these	differences	may	lie	in	the	nature	of	the	
housing stock in the townships. (Remember, the townships account for three-quarters of the population of the 
Nazareth Area municipalities.)  The housing stock in the townships is heavily weighted to single family homes. 
These homes are more affordable to people who are in their peak earning years and who have amassed assets 
in order to purchase these homes. The young adults age category is more typically living in apartments, unless 
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they are living in their parents’ households. The young adults would not have accumulated the assets to or have 
the income necessary to buy the housing available in the townships. Another reason for the lower percentage of 
people in the 18-24 grouping is the absence of colleges in the Nazareth Area.

Among the municipalities, several noteworthy differences from the norm are evident.

•	 Both	Nazareth	and	Upper	Nazareth	have	a	concentration	of	elderly	persons	(persons	of	age	65	or	greater).	
Upper Nazareth’s 29.3% is nearly twice the county average. That percentage is certainly created by the 
presence of Gracedale in the Township. Nazareth’s 24.4% is at least partially explained by the presence 
of housing for the elderly, such as the Oliver Border House. 

•	 Of	the	Nazareth	Area	municipalities,	Bushkill	and	Lower	Nazareth	have	the	lowest	percentage	of	elderly	
persons.	Each	township	has	less	than	10%	of	its	residents	age	65	or	over.

•	 Bath’s	population	is	distinctly	younger	than	the	other	Nazareth	Area	municipalities.	The	median	age	
in Bath is 34.7. Bath has the highest percentage of population ages 0-9 of any of the municipalities. Its 
population percentage in the 18-24 group is second only to Chapman. Its population percentage in the 
25-44 group is the highest in the area.

•	 East	Allen	has	the	highest	percentage	of	people	in	the	45-64	age	category.	Other	municipalities	with	a	
high percentage of people in this category are Lower Nazareth and Moore. This age grouping is related 
to the housing types available in these municipalities. 

Table 8 reveals some striking changes to Northampton County’s age distribution between years 2000 and 
2030.	Distinctive	changes	occur	for	three	broad	age	groups.

•	 Most	of	the	increases	can	be	found	at	the	upper	end	of	the	age	scale.	That	is,	the	greatest	gains	are	for	
the age groups starting at age 55. These age groupings increase anywhere from 39.7% (the 55 to 59 age 
group)	to	92.6%	(the	60	to	64	age	group).	Almost	one-third	of	the	total	population	increase	takes	place	
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in the 70 and over age groups. Two-thirds of the total population increase takes place in the 55 and over 
age groups.

•	 Moderate	increases	can	be	found	at	the	bottom	end	of	the	age	scale.	These	age	groups	involve	people	
at	age	24	and	below.	These	age	groupings	increase	anywhere	from	16.7%	(the	10	to	14	age	group)	to	
31.6%	(the	20	to	24	age	group).	The	bulk	of	the	numeric	increase	is	for	the	groups	between	ages	15	and	
24.

•	 Minimal	population	increases	mark	the	middle	segment	of	the	age	groupings.	Age	groups	covering	ages	
25 to 54 show small population increases. The 30 to 34 age group even shows a small decline. The larg-
est increase in these age groupings is the 15.9% increase for the 25 to 29 age grouping.

The importance of these trends is as follows. The needs for services and products for the older age groups 
will significantly increase. Moderate increases in the needs for services and products particular to the youth will 
occur. No increases will be necessary for products and services to the middle age groups.

The dependant portion of the population will increase. This portion will be supported from a proportionately 
shrinking part of the population. Assuming that the working years of the population will continue to occur be-
tween	ages	20	and	64,	the	portion	of	the	population	that	is	working	will	decline	from	57.8%	in	2000	to	52.6%	
in	2030.	Conversely,	the	dependant	population,	that	is	the	part	that	is	either	age	19	and	below	or	is	age	65	or	
above, will correspondingly increase from 42.2% in 2000 to 47.4% in 2030.

income

The income data is a reflection of the financial well-being of a community’s residents. The income data 
also relates to the tax effort possible through the collection of the earned income tax. Municipalities with a high 
median income can more readily generate tax income to be used for governmental purposes. Municipalities with 
a lower median income are more limited in their ability to generate tax income. Table 9 provides data on the 
median household income at the municipal level. 

The median household income found in the Nazareth Area municipalities is of a considerable range. The 
highest median (Lower Nazareth) is $31,500 more than the lowest median (Chapman) or 81% higher. Lower 
Nazareth’s median income is considerably greater than that of the other municipalities. Only Bushkill, with a 
median	of	$63,966	is	within	$14,500	of	Lower	Nazareth’s	median.
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Overall, seven of the ten Nazareth Area municipalities have median household incomes above the Northampton 
County average. The three municipalities that do not are the boroughs of Chapman, Nazareth and Bath.

Poverty

Poverty	is	defined	by	the	Federal	Government	as	having	income	below	a	given	level	of	the	median	income,	
adjusted for family size. Poverty indicates an absence of sufficient income to afford necessities like housing 
and food. Poverty is typically accompanied by other social and community development ills. The elimination of 
poverty	has	been	an	ongoing	effort	of	American	government.	Families	and	individuals	in	poverty	often	qualify	
for governmental assistance. Poverty data is provided both at the municipal level and at the block group level. 
Having the block group level available allows for a more detailed analysis of concentrations of poverty. The 
analysis can be used to pinpoint the locations where services should be provided and where community rede-
velopment efforts should be channeled.

Table 10 presents poverty data for both families and individuals at the municipal level. A quick perusal of 
the data reveals that significant differences can occur in the two measures of poverty. The differences reveal the 
varied circumstances of societal segments. Poverty rates for people who are classified as unrelated individuals 
create the differences between the two numbers.

Compared to the County as a whole, the Nazareth Area’s poverty rate was half. This held true for both 
families and individuals.

At the municipal level, a wide range of poverty rates for families can be found. The lowest was 0.7% in 
Upper	Nazareth,	while	the	highest	was	6.4%	in	Bath.	Generally,	poverty	rates	were	higher	in	the	boroughs	and	
lower	in	the	townships.	Four	of	the	five	townships	had	family	poverty	rates	below	3.0%.	Conversely,	four	of	
the five boroughs had family poverty rates above 3.0%. The poverty rates for the Nazareth Area municipalities 
compare favorably to the overall family poverty rate for Northampton County. Only Bath had a family poverty 
rate that exceeded the County average of 5.7%.
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The poverty rates for individuals were higher than the poverty rates for families in each of the ten Nazareth 
Area municipalities. Again, a wide range of poverty rates existed. Upper Nazareth was lowest at 1.7% while 
Nazareth	was	highest	at	8.0%.	Again,	the	boroughs	had	higher	poverty	rates	than	the	townships.	Four	of	the	five	
boroughs had poverty rates for individuals above 4.0%. None of the townships had poverty rates for individu-
als above that threshold. Again, the poverty rates for individuals for the Nazareth Area municipalities compare 
favorably with the poverty rate for Northampton County. Eight of the municipalities had poverty rates below the 
County average. Bath’s poverty rate was the same as the County’s 7.9% rate. Nazareth’s rate of 8.0% slightly 
exceeded the County’s rate. 

Census data is available to provide a more geographically refined sense of the poverty data. The area of 
Nazareth that includes the downtown and areas east and west was particularly high for individual poverty at 
12.4%. The percent of families in poverty was lower at 7.0%. The high levels of poverty are likely related to the 
presence of two income-restricted housing projects for the elderly that can be found in this block group. Apart-
ments can be found in various buildings in this area. In Bath, the area south of Main Street and west of Chestnut 
Street had a poverty rate for individuals at 11.3%.

Two areas in Moore had relatively high poverty rates. An area in the southwestern corner of Moore  had 
the highest poverty rate for families of any block group in the Nazareth Area at 8.7%. It is bounded by Grouse 
Drive,	Whitetail	Deer	Drive	and	Valley	View	Drive.	The	other	area	with	higher	poverty	rates	is	in	the	northeastern	
part	of	Moore.	It	is	demarcated	on	the	south	by	East	Scenic	Drive	(Route	946)	and	on	the	west	by	Point	Phillips	
Road. 

emPloyment

Employment data is an input for transportation planning. The amount and location of employment indicates 
the destinations of a portion of the trips that are taken. Table 11 provides employment data for year 2000 at the 
municipal level. It also provides employment forecasts for years 2010, 2020 and 2030. The data is split between 
retail and non-retail employment.

triPS to Work

The Census includes data about the employment locations for the residents of each municipality. By com-
piling and analyzing this data, useful information for transportation planning can be gleaned. Table 12 includes 
such	data.	For	analysis	purposes,	we	have	grouped	the	data	as	follows:
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•	 People	who	work	in	the	municipality	where	they	live,
•	 People	who	work	in	the	Nazareth	Area	but	not	in	the	municipality	where	they	live,
•	 People	who	work	in	Northampton	County	but	not	in	the	Nazareth	Area,
•	 People	who	work	in	Lehigh	County,
•	 People	who	work	in	the	Lehigh	Valley	(defined	as	the	combination	of	Lehigh	and	Northampton	Coun-

ties),
•	 People	who	work	in	Pennsylvania	outside	of	the	Lehigh	Valley,	and
•	 People	who	work	outside	of	Pennsylvania.

Work	locations	are	diverse.	Yet,	most	Nazareth	Area	residents	work	in	the	Lehigh	Valley.	17,422	residents		
or 85.3% of the total, work somewhere in Lehigh and Northampton counties. Of those that work outside the 
Lehigh	Valley,	most	work	outside	of	Pennsylvania.	New	Jersey	is	the	most	common	location	of	these	jobs.	1,960	
persons, nearly one-tenth of the jobholders, work outside Pennsylvania. 

Of	 those	 that	work	 in	 the	Lehigh	Valley,	62.9%	work	 in	Northampton	County.	A	significant	number	of	
Nazareth Area residents work somewhere within the Nazareth Area. Most of these people, 3,252, work in a 
municipality other than the one that they live in, 15.9% of the total. 2,379 persons or 11.7% of the total work in 
the same municipality in which they live. 

At the municipal level, the data yields several items of interest. The municipalities have a wide range in 
terms	of	residents	who	also	work	in	the	municipality.	Nazareth	is	the	greatest	with	21.6%.	Tatamy	is	the	lowest	
at 4.1%. This range reflects the differing amounts of employment opportunities in the municipalities. 

East Allen has the lowest percentage of residents who work within the Nazareth Area municipalities. It 
also has the highest percentage (47.2) of residents who work in Pennsylvania, but not in Northampton County. 
These rankings should not be a surprise. Of the Nazareth Area municipalities, East Allen is closest to Allentown 
and the industrial parks in Hanover Township (Lehigh County) and in the Lehigh County portion of the City of 
Bethlehem. 

Upper Nazareth has the highest proportion of jobholding residents who work outside Pennsylvania. This 
may	be	related	to	recently	constructed	housing	being	sold	to	people	who	were	previously	New	Jersey	residents.	
These	homebuyers	apparently	have	chosen	to	retain	the	jobs	that	they	held	while	New	Jersey	residents.

  

HouSing unitS

Data	about	the	existing	housing	stock	is	useful	for	the	creation	of	the	housing	section	of	the	comprehensive	
plan. The data provides an understanding of the characteristics of the existing housing stock, its growth and diver-
sity. Tables 13 and 14 provide such information at the municipal level. Table 13 compares the number of housing 
units existent in 1990 and 2000 and examines the change in the housing stock in the intervening period. Table 
14 provides data about the configuration of the housing units, whether they are attached or detached, or whether 
they are mobile homes. The table also provides data on the number of housing units in a given structure. 

Table 13 shows that the ten Nazareth Area municipalities had 13,235 housing units as of 1990. By year 2000, 
this	number	had	expanded	to	15,486,	an	increase	of	2,251	units.	This	represents	an	increase	of	17%,	which	exceeds	
the 11.7% increase found in Northampton County as a whole for the period. At the municipal level, the greatest 
numerical increase was found in Bushkill, which saw 523 additional units. Lower Nazareth, with 402 units, had 
the second greatest increase. Each municipality saw an increase except Chapman. On a percentage basis, the 
greatest increase was found in Upper Nazareth, where the housing stock rose by 31.7%. Other municipalities 
with increases of over 20% were Lower Nazareth, Bushkill, and Bath. Moore had the most housing units of any 
municipality both in years 1990 and 2000. Chapman had the fewest in both years. 
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The	Nazareth	Area	is	dominated	by	single	family	detached	units.	11,363	units,	nearly	three-quarters	of	the	
regional total, were single family detached units. Another 1,221 units, or 7.9% of the regional total, were mobile 
homes. Single-family attached units composed 7.8% of the housing stock. Relatively little of the housing stock 
was in buildings with multiple units. (Such buildings often involve condominiums and apartments.)  Units in 
buildings of two to four units and units in building of five or more units accounted for only 5.2% and 5.8% of 
the total respectively. 

Compared to the distribution of County housing stock, the Nazareth Area features a more limited choice of 
housing types. The Nazareth Area is more heavily weighted to single-family detached units and mobile homes. 
(81.3%	of	the	Nazareth	Area	housing	stock	is	in	these	two	housing	types.	Only		61.3%	of	the	County	housing	
stock is in these two housing types.)  Comparatively, the Nazareth Area has fewer single-family attached units 
and units in multi-dwelling buildings.
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The distribution of housing types is uneven within the Nazareth Area. Single family attached units and units 
in buildings with multiple dwelling units are concentrated in two boroughs, Nazareth and Bath. Nazareth itself 
is the location of nearly half of these housing types within the ten municipalities. Nazareth and Bath combine 
for over 71% of these housing types in the region. Mobile homes are also unevenly concentrated. The majority 
of	the	mobile	homes	are	located	in	Moore.	With	736	units,	Moore	has	60%	of	the	mobile	homes.	Several	of	the	
townships	have	little	diversity	in	housing	stock.	Bushkill	features	single	family	detached	units	as	96%	of	the	
housing stock. Lower Nazareth has 91% of its housing stock in single family detached dwellings. 

HouSeHoldS Per acre

Data	pertaining	to	households	per	acre	reveals	trends	in	residential	land	consumption.	This	information	tells	
us whether we are using land in an increasingly efficient or inefficient manner. Table 15 provides data for the 
Nazareth region and for each municipality. By using data from 1980, 1990 and 2000, trends can be identified. 
The table provides data regarding the number of households and the acreage in residential land use.

No significant change in the efficiency of land consumption took place between 1980 and 2000. This con-
clusion	is	true	at	both	the	municipal	level	and	for	the	Nazareth	Area	as	a	whole.	Few	changes	in	households	per	
residential acre are evident. No change in the Nazareth Area region took place from 1980 to 2000. The average 
remained at 1.0 households per acre in residential land use. 

The 1.0 average reflects the mixture of boroughs and rural townships that compose the Nazareth Area. The 
highest densities are found in the boroughs. Nazareth has the highest density of any of the municipalities. Naza-
reth’s density is more than twice as high as the next highest municipality. The only municipalities with densities 
below 1.0 households per acre are Bushkill and Moore. Each averages one household per two acres in residential 
land use. Of the townships, the highest density can be found in Upper Nazareth, 1.9 households per acre.
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NaTURal RESOURCES PlaN

Before a plan is prepared that recommends the preferred location for housing, shopping centers and other 
urban uses, it is important to determine what needs to be protected. The voters in the Nazareth Area have let it be 
known through the community opinion survey that what they like best about the area is its open space and rural 
atmosphere. They want to protect the area’s woodlands, streams, important natural areas and the Blue Mountain. 
Presented below is a discussion of each element of natural resources considered for protection in this plan.

Surface terrain and SteeP SloPeS

The most prominent visual feature is the Blue Mountain that forms the northern limit of the study area. The 
elevations at the crest of Blue Mountain generally exceed 1,500 feet above mean sea level and reach a maxi-
mum	height	of	1,601	feet	in	Moore	Township.	The	elevation	at	the	base	of	the	mountain	is	about	750	to	800	
feet	above	mean	sea	level.	The	highest	elevation	south	of	Blue	Mountain	is	in	Moore	Township	where	Valley	
View	Road	reaches	an	elevation	of	950	feet	above	mean	sea	level	along	the	ridge	crest	between	the	villages	of	
Emmanuelsville and Crossroads.

The lowest elevations (excluding the bottoms of a few quarries) are found where the Monocacy and Bushkill 
creeks exit the study area. The elevation at these two locations is about 310 feet above mean sea level. There is 
a noticeable increase in elevation at the northern limit of the limestone valley (see Map 2). The streams of the 
area have not developed very prominent valleys except in parts of Moore Township.

Aside from the Blue Mountain, the study area contains two major geologic regions. The northern two-
thirds	is	part	of	the	Martinsburg	Slate	Region.	The	southern	one-third	is	in	the	Lehigh	Valley’s	limestone	belt.	
The industrial and agricultural history of each region has been greatly influenced by its geologic character. The 
slate industry developed along the base of the Blue Mountain while the cement industry flourished from Bath 
to	Stockertown.	Farming	in	the	limestone	belt	has	been	devoted	mostly	to	field	crops.	In	the	Martinsburg	Slate	
Region, where the soils are generally less fertile and harder to cultivate because of the slopes, a dairy industry 
developed.

Slopes with grades of 15% or over are steep. If disturbed, these areas can yield heavy sediment loads on 
streams.	Very	steep	slopes,	over	25%	grade,	produce	heavy	soil	erosion	and	sediment	loading.	Septic	systems	for	
on-lot sewage disposal are impractical to construct and maintain on very steep slopes because the downhill flow 
of the effluent is too rapid. Improperly treated effluent is likely to surface at the base of the slope, causing wet, 
contaminated seepage spots. If there is a layer of impervious material such as dense clay or rock under shallow 
soils, the effluent may surface on the slope and run downhill unfiltered.

Table	16	gives	data	on	the	number	of	acres	in	each	municipality	that	are	15%	to	25%	slope	and	25%	slope	
and	over.	There	are	6,582	acres,	9.9%	of	the	study	area,	that	have	slopes	of	15%	or	greater.	The	steepest	slopes	
and the largest concentration of steep slopes are found on the Blue Mountain. The only other areas with many 
steep slopes are found adjacent to the larger streams in the central and northern part of the region (see Map 3). 
About	87%	of	the	acreage	with	steep	slopes	are	found	in	the	townships	of	Bushkill	and	Moore.	Nearly	60%	of	
the acreage with steep slopes is in Moore Township.

goal

To minimize the adverse environmental impacts of steep slope development.
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Policies

•	 Future	development	is	not	recommended	on	slopes	greater	than	25%.
•	 Future	development	is	not	recommended	on	any	areas	mapped	as	very	high	or	high	conservation	value	

(see Map 15) as may include areas of 15 to 25% slopes.
•	 On	slopes	of	15%	to	25%	not	mapped	as	very	high	or	high	conservation	value,	large	lots	with	low	site	

coverage standards should be maintained and special erosion and storm drainage control enforced. A 
maximum of one dwelling unit per acre is recommended if public water and sewers are available. A 
minimum lot size of three acres is recommended if an on-lot water supply or sewer system is used. In 
the boroughs, infill development on steep slopes should be allowed if site design can eliminate or greatly 
reduce the negative environmental impacts of the project.

Implementation Strategies

•	 Any	conflicts	with	policies	on	steep	slopes	will	be	resolved	by	the	municipalities	during	reviews	of	
subdivisions and land developments.

•	 Municipalities	that	have	not	already	done	so	will	adopt	and	enforce	zoning	and	subdivision	and	land	
development regulations to control development on steep slopes.

StreamS

The Nazareth Area serves as the headwaters of four streams — Bushkill, Monocacy, Hokendauqua, and 
Catasauqua (see Map 4). Table 17 gives the acreages and square miles in each watershed. The Bushkill Creek, 
with 40.27 square miles, is the largest of the four watersheds. These streams and their tributaries have played a 
major role in the development of the 10-municipality area. A good example of this is the many mills that were 
built along the Bushkill Creek in the late 18th and early 19th centuries. Streams provide scenic enjoyment and 
recreational opportunities such as trout fishing and nature study. Local residents have expressed interest in 
preserving the area’s stream resources through their responses to the community opinion survey. Many survey 
respondents	believe	the	area’s	streams	are	in	need	of	special	protection	(survey	question	#16).	Streams	and	creeks	
ranked second behind woodlands as the most important natural or man-made feature to protect/preserve in this 
part of Northampton County (survey question #25).
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The streams of the region provide the potential for recreation throughout the study area, and they serve as 
linkages between recreation areas. The most obvious linkage is the one that can be created along the Bushkill 
Creek	from	Tatamy	north	through	Stockertown	and	Jacobsburg	Environmental	Education	Center	to	the	base	of	
the Blue Mountain. It may be possible to create other linkages along the Monocacy, Hokendauqua and Catasau-
qua creeks. An example of this would be a trail along the Monocacy Creek linking Surry Glen Park and the 
Georgetown Road Tract in Lower Nazareth Township.

Critical wildlife habitats are found along waterways. Many species of fish, birds and mammals depend on 
river and stream corridors for travel, cover and breeding places. Examples include wood duck, Louisiana Wa-
terthrush, beaver, muskrat and raccoon.

Stream Quality Designations

The	streams	of	the	state	have	been	given	water	quality	ratings	by	the	Pennsylvania	Department	of	Environ-
mental	Protection	(DEP).	These	DEP	stream	quality	designations	are	listed	below.

•	 EV	(Exceptional	Value	Waters)	–	waters	that	constitute	an	outstanding	national,	state,	regional	or	local	
resource, such as waters of national, state or county parks or forests, or waters that are used as a source 
of	unfiltered	potable	water	supply,	or	waters	that	have	been	characterized	by	the	Fish	Commission	as	
“Wilderness Trout Streams,” and other waters of substantial recreational or ecological significance.

•	 HQ	(High	Quality	Waters)	–	a	stream	or	watershed	with	exceptional	quality	waters	and	environmental	
features that require special protection.

•	 CWF	(Cold	Water	Fishes)	–	maintenance	and/or	propagation	of	fish	species	and	flora	and	fauna	that	are	
native to cold water habitats.

•	 TSF	(Trout	Stocking)	–	maintenance	of	stocked	trout	from	February	15	to	July	31	and	maintenance	and	
propagation of fish species and flora and fauna which are native to warm water habitats.

•	 MF	(Migratory	Fishes)	–	passage,	maintenance	and	propagation	of	fishes	which	ascend	to	flowing	waters	
to complete their life cycle.

•	 WWF	(Warm	Water	Fishes)	–	maintenance	and	propagation	of	fish	species	and	flora	and	fauna	that	are	
native to warm water habitats.

Map 4 shows the stream quality designations for the four major streams in the Nazareth Area. There are no 
Exceptional	Value	Waters	in	the	study	area.	The	only	Exceptional	Value	streams	in	Northampton	County	are	a	
small tributary of Cooks Creek in southern Lower Saucon Township and Slateford Creek in the northeast corner 
of	Upper	Mount	Bethel	Township.	The	Nazareth	Area	contains	two	streams	that	are	rated	High	Quality	–	Cold	
Water	Fishes.	These	are	the	Bushkill	Creek	and	Monocacy	Creek.	The	Hokendauqua	Creek	and	the	Catasauqua	
Creek	have	been	rated	Cold	Water	Fishes	streams.	It	is	important	that	the	water	quality	of	all	four	streams	be	
maintained.
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The	Pennsylvania	Department	of	Conservation	and	Natural	Resources	(DCNR),	Scenic	River	Conservation	
Program, funded the preparation of Rivers Conservation Management Plans for two watersheds in the study 
area.	In	1998	the	Wildlands	Conservancy,	with	assistance	from	the	LVPC,	completed	the	Monocacy Creek Riv-
ers Conservation Management Plan. About 2001 (the management plan is undated) the firm of Groenendall & 
Jones	completed	the	report	Two Rivers Area Watershed Conservation Management Plan. This plan includes the 
Bushkill Creek watershed. Both management plans contain goals and recommendations to preserve the water 
quality of the Monocacy and Bushkill. These goals and recommendations are consistent with the goals, policies 
and implementation strategies of this comprehensive plan. The Wildlands Conservancy has recently completed 
a Rivers Conservation Plan for the entire Lehigh River Watershed. This plan covers the drainage areas of the 
Catasauqua and Hokendauqua creeks.

Headwater Streams

Streams can be classified according to their order of drainage in a watershed with lower order streams at the 
top	of	a	watershed	and	higher	order	streams	at	the	bottom	of	a	watershed.	First	order	streams	are	the	beginning	
of	a	stream	system.	First	order	streams	are	the	small	tributaries	to	the	larger	second	order	streams,	second	order	
streams	are	the	tributaries	to	the	third	order	streams,	and	so	on.	Definitions	and	interpretations	of	headwaters	
vary	in	the	literature.	For	purposes	of	this	plan,	headwater	streams	are	defined	as	first,	second	and	third	order	
streams, whether perennial or intermittent, based on the streams data created by Northampton County from 
aerial photography.

Protection of these headwater streams and their drainage areas is critical to the health of the entire stream 
system. Headwater streams provide the foundation higher order streams need to be healthy. A healthy headwater 
stream will have small fish and a diversity of aquatic insects living on the stream bottom. The organic food ma-
terials such as leaves and twigs provided by the surrounding wooded buffer support the diversity of the insects. 
The aquatic insects shred and feed on the organic materials with smaller pieces flowing downstream to sustain 
other aquatic life. The aquatic insects themselves become the main food source for the fish. These shaded head-
water streams have cooler temperatures and higher dissolved oxygen levels optimizing the survival ability of 
fish and aquatic insects. The wooded buffer controls sediment that enters the stream by stabilizing stream banks 
and acting as a filter for pollutants.

Human activities within the drainage area of headwater streams can impact the health of the headwater streams 
and, therefore, their receiving streams. Removing the wooded buffer surrounding a headwater stream to make 
way for development can impact the stream’s food source, the stabilization of the stream bank and the dissolved 
oxygen levels. Human activities can also make the stream more vulnerable to pollution and lower stream flows. 
Protection of the drainage areas of headwater streams from intensive development should be a high priority as 
well as the maintenance and/or restoration of wooded buffers along headwater streams.

Riparian (Streamside) Buffers

The word riparian refers to anything connected with or immediately adjacent to the banks of a stream or 
other body of water. Streamside forests are riparian forests. Riparian areas, which encompass the floodplain 
and a portion of the adjacent upslope area, are complex ecosystems that serve as a transition or buffer between 
aquatic and upland habitats. The riparian buffer has the potential to reduce the amount of runoff pollutants enter-
ing the stream. It also controls erosion, provides leaf-litter to the stream and habitat for many desirable species 
of amphibians, reptiles, mammals and birds. If wide enough, riparian buffers function as corridors for migrating 
mammals and birds.

The riparian vegetation affects the stream channel shape and structure, as well as the stream’s canopy cover, 
shading, nutrient inputs and amount of large woody debris entering the stream. Riparian canopy cover (branches 
and tree crowns overhanging a stream) is important not only for its role in moderating stream temperatures 
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through shading, but also as an indicator of conditions that control bank stability, and as an energy source from 
leaves that will fall into the water. Aquatic macroinvertebrate organisms such as stoneflies eat, shred and break 
the leaves into coarse and fine particulate organic material that becomes food for other stream organisms.

Streamside buffers provide numerous benefits to landowners and the community by protecting groundwater 
recharge areas, providing flood control, providing stormwater management potential, and stimulating economic 
opportunities by creating valuable open space which may increase land values and the tax base. The Pennsylva-
nia	Department	of	Environmental	Protection	(DEP)	believes	that	to	be	effective	a	streamside	buffer	should	be	at	
least 35 feet wide from the top of the stream bank to the buffer’s uphill edge. Anything less than 35 feet cannot 
sustain long-term protection of aquatic resources because they do not contain a “critical mass” or sustainable 
width	that	is	essential	for	long	term	sediment	and	nutrient	reductions.	DEP	strongly	encourages	a	riparian	buffer	
of 50 to 100 feet.

Riparian	buffers	in	the	study	area	have	been	seriously	disrupted	over	the	years.	Farming	operations	often	
have been practiced with little regard to protecting streams. More recently, residential and other forms of urban 
development have put serious stress on buffer areas. Runoff from parking lots and residential lawns can contain 
motor oil and pesticides that are harmful to streams. Lawns that are mowed to the stream edge do a poor job of 
filtering runoff. With proper planning this does not have to happen.

During	2000,	the	DEP,	as	part	of	the	Coastal	Zone	Management	Program	and	Pennsylvania	Stream	ReLeaf,	
funded the Heritage Conservancy to develop a rapid assessment method to identify and map sections of stream 
lacking	riparian	forest	buffers.	In	2002,	the	Heritage	Conservancy	received	a	grant	from	DEP	to	complete	an	
analysis of forested riparian buffers in Lehigh and Northampton counties using the method that was developed 
for the aforementioned study. The results of that analysis are shown on Map 5.

The Heritage Conservancy considers a stream to have a riparian forest buffer if it is determined to have a 
50-foot wide buffer of trees and 50% canopy cover. Each stream bank was analyzed independently. Table 18 
gives the riparian forest buffer status of the four major streams in the study area. The table contains data for the 
entire length of each stream. Parts of each stream are outside the study area. The percent of stream lacking a 
riparian forest buffer varies greatly. Only 28% of the Hokendauqua Creek lacks a riparian forest buffer. Nearly 
90% of the Monocacy Creek lacks a riparian buffer. Map 5 shows stretches of stream without riparian forest 
buffer on one or both sides. The longest stream stretches with a forest buffer are found on parts of the upper 
Bushkill Creek and Hokendauqua Creek and their tributaries. The streams in the southern part of the study area 
have very little forest buffer.
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The	Lehigh	Valley	Planning	Commission	staff	used	Heritage	Conservancy	data	to	determine	the	number	
of stream miles in the Nazareth Area that lack a forest buffer on one or both sides. This data is presented by 
watershed in Table 19. All total, about 34.7 miles of stream lack a forest buffer on both sides and another 23.2 
miles of stream lack a forest buffer on one side.

goal

To protect streams so they can provide numerous recreational and environmental benefits to Nazareth Area 
residents.

Policies

•	 Encourage	the	restoration	of	streamside	buffers	on	lands	that	border	streams	whether	they	are	privately	
owned or owned by government.

•	 Recommend	riparian	buffers	of	100	feet	along	all	fourth	order	and	higher	streams	and	buffers	of	at	least	
50 feet along all headwater streams and other bodies of water.

•	 Encourage	riparian	buffers	that	contain	a	variety	of	native	trees	and	plants.	Discourage	the	development	
of riparian buffers with monocultures of exotic vegetation.

•	 Encourage	landowners	with	streams	on	their	property	to	have	conservation	plans	prepared	that	include	
best management practices for riparian buffers.

•	 Encourage	landowners	to	put	conservation	easements	on	the	parts	of	their	property	that	include	riparian	
buffers.

•	 Promote	the	use	of	existing	voluntary	best	management	practices	in	the	management	of	forestry	activi-
ties in and along streamside buffer areas.

•	 Include	provisions	 for	 the	preservation	and	 restoration	of	 riparian	buffers	 in	zoning	ordinances	and	
subdivision and land development ordinances.

•	 High	priority	should	be	given	to	recreation,	greenway	and	open	space	projects	that	involve	streams.

Implementation Strategies

•	 Municipalities	will	adopt	and	enforce	 the	 riparian	buffer	 requirements	 in	 their	 subdivision	and	 land	
development ordinances for all streams and other bodies of water.
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•	 The	municipalities	will	take	advantage	of	educational	programs	on	riparian	buffer	restoration	and	stream	
protection.

•	 The	municipalities	will	cooperate	with	other	organizations	such	as	watershed	associations	that	are	con-
cerned about stream protection.

•	 As	part	of	their	park	and	open	space	plans,	the	municipalities	will	give	extra	consideration	to	park	and	
open space proposals that involve the protection of land along streams.

•	 The	municipalities	will	take	advantage	of	state	and	federal	grant	programs	that	can	be	used	to	create	and	
protect riparian buffers.

floodPlainS

Floodplains	absorb	and	store	a	 large	amount	of	water	 that	can	be	a	 source	of	aquifer	 recharge.	Natural	
vegetation supported by floodplains helps trap sediment from upland surface runoff, stabilize stream banks and 
reduce	soil	erosion.	Floodplains	also	provide	shelter	for	wildlife	and	proper	stream	conditions	for	aquatic	life.	
Some of the most scenic areas of the Nazareth region are found within the floodplain of the Bushkill Creek and 
Hokendauqua Creek.

Map	6	shows	the	location	of	the	100-year	and	500-year	floodplains	in	the	Nazareth	Area.	The	areas	with	the	
widest floodplains are found along the mainstems of the Bushkill, Monocacy and Hokendauqua. The Schoe-
neck Creek, a tributary of the Bushkill, also has a fairly wide floodplain. Table 20 gives data on the number 
of acres and the percent of each municipality that are in the 100-year and 500-year floodplain. All total, about 
1,768	acres	or	2.7%	of	the	Nazareth	Area	are	within	a	100-year	floodplain.	Moore	Township	leads	in	total	acres	
—	482.4,	and	Stockertown,	with	13.6%,	has	the	highest	portion	of	its	area	in	a	100-year	floodplain.	Regulation	
of	floodplains	helps	to	reduce	the	threat	to	human	life	and	property	caused	by	periodic	flooding.	For	regulatory	
purposes, a floodplain is defined by the 100-year or base flood which has a one percent chance of being equalled 
or exceeded in a given year. A floodplain consists of two parts: the floodway and the flood fringe. The floodway 
is the watercourse channel and adjacent land areas that must be reserved to carry the base flood without cumu-
latively increasing the base flood elevation more than a designated height. One foot is the maximum increase 
allowed	by	the	National	Flood	Insurance	Program.	The	flood	fringe	is	the	part	of	the	base	floodplain	outside	of	
the floodway.
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The	Pennsylvania	Floodplain	Management	Act	(Act	166	of	1978)	requires	municipalities	identified	as	being	
flood-prone	to	enact	floodplain	regulations	which,	at	a	minimum,	meet	the	requirements	of	the	National	Flood	
Insurance Program. All ten municipalities in the study area participate in the program and have flood-mapping 
that	was	prepared	by	the	Federal	Insurance	Administration	of	the	U.S.	Department	of	Housing	and	Urban	De-
velopment.

goal

To minimize flood damage and protect floodplains.

Policies

•	 Prohibit	new	buildings,	structures	and	fill	in	the	100-year	floodplain	except	for	highways	and	certain	
other structures owned or maintained by the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, the county, municipalities 
or	public	utilities	as	defined	and	regulated	in	Chapter	106	Floodplain	Management	of	Title	25	Environ-
mental Protection, Pennsylvania Code.

•	 The	reuse	or	substantial	improvement	of	existing	buildings	or	the	redevelopment	of	vacant	but	formerly	
developed land is appropriate within the floodway fringe if adequate floodproofing measures are taken. 
There should be no development in the floodway.

Implementation Strategies

•	 Municipalities	will	maintain	and	enforce	special	zoning	and	subdivision	regulations	to	prohibit	or	oth-
erwise control development in the 100-year floodplain.

•	 The	municipalities	will	promote	and	support	park,	greenway	and	other	proposals	that	preserve	floodplains	
for recreation and open space.

WetlandS

Wetlands perform a variety of important physical and biological functions. They moderate stormwater runoff 
and downstream flood crests because they are natural water storage areas. They provide habitat for many spe-
cies of plant and animal life such as the endangered bog turtle. Wetlands also help to maintain stream flow and 
groundwater discharge.

There are problems associated with developing on wetland soils. Wetlands located in floodplains are often 
flooded.	Draining	or	filling	in	of	upland	wetlands	removes	natural	water	storage	which	can	add	to	stormwater	
runoff problems downstream. Wetland soils are easily compacted. This results in uneven settling of structures. 
Wetland soils with low permeability and high groundwater tables are not suitable for the installation of conven-
tional on-lot septic systems.

The report A Natural Areas Inventory of Lehigh and Northampton Counties, Pennsylvania identifies several 
wetlands in the study area as having high priority statewide significance. These wetlands include Rismiller Woods 
and the Moorestown Wetland in Bushkill Township. The most important wetlands should be acquired by the 
state, county or the municipality in which they are located.

Map	6	shows	the	location	of	wetlands.	This	information	comes	from	wetlands	maps	prepared	by	the	U.S.	Fish	
and Wildlife Service. Wetlands can be found throughout the 10-municipality area, but the greatest concentration 
occurs at the base of the Blue Mountain.
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Potential Hydric Soils

The presence of soils with hydric components is a good indicator that wetlands may exist on a site. Hydric 
soils are defined as soils that formed under conditions of saturation, flooding, or ponding long enough during 
the growing season to develop anaerobic conditions in the upper part of the soil. These conditions are critical for 
hydrophytic vegetation to flourish. Conventional septic sewage systems do not work well on hydric soils. In areas 
of hydric soils alternative sewerage systems such as sand mounds must be used. To adequately accommodate 
these systems it is often necessary to have lots that are well in excess of one acre in size.

Map 7 shows the location of soils with major components hydric and soils with inclusions of hydric com-
ponents in bottom lands, depressions and seep spots. These mapped areas may not be entirely hydric soils. The 
presence of hydric soils needs to be verified with an on-site survey. Therefore, the map of hydric soils is actually 
a map of potential hydric soils. There is a broad band of at least a mile in width at the base of Blue Mountain 
that is composed almost entirely of potential hydric soils. Other extensive areas of potential hydric soils are 
found adjacent to streams. There are few areas of hydric soils in the parts of the region that are underlain by 
carbonate geology.

Table 21 gives information on the number of acres of soils with hydric components in each municipality. 
About 11,752 acres or 17.7% of the study area possess hydric soils. Moore and Bushkill have the most acreage and 
percentage of their area in potential hydric soils. Over one third of each township has potential hydric soils.

goal

To protect the remaining wetlands in the Nazareth Area.

Policies

•	 Preserve	100%	permanent	open	space	in	all	wetlands.
•	 Manage	municipally	owned	wetlands	to	maintain	and	enhance	their	environmental,	scenic,	scientific	

and educational values.
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•	 Recommend	a	50	foot	natural	buffer	around	all	wetlands.
•	 Recommend	applicants	to	prepare	a	wetlands	assessment	by	a	qualified	professional	for	any	parcels	that	

contain potential hydric soils to identify any wetlands present.

Implementation Strategies

•	 Municipalities	will	adopt	and	enforce	ordinances	to	preserve	all	wetlands.
•	 Wetlands	that	are	identified	in	the	report	A Natural Areas Inventory of Lehigh and Northampton Counties, 

Pennsylvania as having special significance should be acquired by Northampton County, the municipal-
ity in which they are located, or a conservancy that specializes in preserving environmentally important 
lands.

•	 Municipalities	will	adopt	and	enforce	the	50	foot	wetland	buffer	as	part	of	their	subdivision	and	land	
development ordinances.

•	 Municipalities	will	adopt	and	enforce	ordinances	to	require	applicants	to	prepare	a	wetlands	assess-
ment.

carbonate bedrock

Map	8	on	Karst	Features	shows	the	areas	of	the	region	that	are	underlain	by	carbonate	rock	(limestone	and	
dolomite). Every municipality except Chapman is underlain at least in part by carbonate bedrock. The map 
also shows the location of the known sinkholes, surface (closed) depressions and historical surface mines. The 
region’s	limestone	provides	the	raw	material	for	the	local	cement	industry	and	it	lies	under	the	Lehigh	Valley’s	
most productive agricultural soils.

Carbonate bedrock has the potential for sinkhole formation which is quite common. When sinkholes occur in 
developed areas they can cause severe property damage, injury and loss of life, disruption of utilities, and dam-
age to roadways. The area from Nazareth to Stockertown and Tatamy has been plagued with sinkhole problems 
in recent years. The new Nazareth Area Middle School on Tatamy Road has a sinkhole in its parking lot that 
has proved expensive and difficult to fix. Sinkhole problems along the Bushkill Creek have led to the closure 
of the bridge on the main road between Tatamy and Stockertown. Estimates of what it will cost to correct the 
problem	exceed	$500,000.	In	January	2004,	sinkhole	problems	caused	the	northbound	bridge	of	Route	33	over	
the Bushkill Creek to fail. The bridge needed to be demolished and replaced. The southbound bridge was also 
replaced	to	similarly	tie	the	abutments	to	bedrock.	Total	project	cost	was	about	$6	million.	These	examples	are	
just the most recent problems the area has experienced because of sinkhole formation.

In	 1988	 the	 Joint	 Planning	 Commission	 (now	 Lehigh	Valley	 Planning	 Commission)	 published	 a	 report	
titled Minimizing Sinkhole Occurrences. The report recommends that municipalities with carbonate bedrock 
amend their subdivision and land development ordinances to include regulations to minimize the potential for 
problems	from	sinkholes.	The	LVPC’s	model	regulations	have	been	adopted	by	the	townships	of	East	Allen,	
Lower Nazareth and Upper Nazareth and the boroughs of Stockertown and Tatamy. Bath and Nazareth need to 
adopt sinkhole provisions. The townships of Bushkill and Moore have extremely small areas that are impacted 
by carbonate bedrock and probably do not need sinkhole provisions.

goal

To minimize the hazards to people and property in areas where carbonate bedrock exists.

Policies

•	 Developments	should	be	designed	to	avoid	problems	related	to	sinkholes.
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Implementation Strategies

•	 Municipalities	with	carbonate	bedrock	will	adopt	and	enforce	special	subdivision	regulations	to	identify	
and mitigate risks in these areas.

WoodlandS

The preservation of woodlands is important to residents of the Nazareth Area. Registered voters who re-
ceived the community opinion survey were asked what is the most important natural or man-made feature to 
protect/preserve in that part of Northampton County (question #25). Woodlands received the largest number of 
responses.

Woodlands are valued for many reasons. They provide recreational opportunities for nature study, hunting, 
hiking, horseback riding and scenic views. Woodlands can be used for firewood harvesting, commercial timber-
ing, and as land use buffers and boundaries. Many species of birds depend on large, unbroken wooded tracts for 
survival. Woodlands also mitigate environmental stress by reducing stormwater runoff, filtering groundwater 
recharge, controlling erosion and sedimentation, moderating local microclimates and purifying air. Since many 
woodlands are located on other environmentally sensitive areas such as steep slopes, wetlands and floodplains, 
it adds another important reason for them to be protected.

Map 9 shows the location of wooded areas that are five acres or larger. There is unbroken woodland that 
extends along top and slopes of the Blue Mountain in Moore and Bushkill townships. The second largest con-
centration	of	woodland	is	at	the	Jacobsburg	Environmental	Education	Center	in	Bushkill	Township.	The	other	
areas of extensive, contiguous woodland are found along the major streams. Many of these areas also have slopes 
that are 15 percent or greater. There are numerous woodlots in the central and northern part of the study area that 
exceed	five	acres.	Very	few	woodlands	exist	south	of	Route	248.

The amount of woodlands in each municipality is presented in Table 22. Over 22% of the region is in wood-
lands. Nearly 93% of the region’s woodlands are found in Bushkill and Moore townships. Over 37% of Bushkill 
Township is composed of woodlands.
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Interior Woodlands

Interior woodlands are defined as areas of woodlands that are not affected by edge-related disturbances 
(edge effect). An edge effect occurs where two different environments meet, creating a transition zone. 
The transition zone can be very abrupt, but often is gradual. The transition zone’s habitat characteristics, 
including light levels, soil moisture, and tree canopy density, can be quite different than found in the 
interior woodland areas. Many tree and wildlife species, especially some bird species, are dependent 
on habitat provided by interior woodlands.

To create the interior woodlands data (Map 9), 300 feet was removed from the external edge of the 
woodlands. Road rights-of-way were considered as edges for the woodlands. Approximately 5,300 
acres of interior woodlands exist in the 10-municipality study area. The largest interior woodland tracts 
are located on the Blue Mountain in Bushkill and Moore townships; the next largest tract is located in 
Jacobsburg	Environmental	Education	Center	in	Bushkill	Township.	A	few,	small	interior	woodlands	
exist south of Route 248. 

Riparian Woodlands

Riparian woodlands are woodlands along streams or other water bodies. An overview of riparian 
areas is found in the Streams, Riparian (Streamside) Buffer section of this plan. Riparian woodlands 
as shown on Map 9 are those wooded areas within 100 feet on either side of a stream. Note that the 
existing woodlands data was created from aerial photography and only woodlands of five acres or larger. 
Woodlands along streams can often be relatively narrow with frequent breaks for roads, etc., such that 
individual wood lots are often less than five acres. This causes several smaller riparian woodlands to not 
be included in this data. There are approximately 3,900 acres of riparian woodlands within the study 
area, the majority are located on the slopes and at the base of the Blue Mountain.

goal

To protect and manage the region’s woodland resources.

Policies

•	 Woodlands	that	are	part	of	a	natural	area	that	is	identified	as	important	in	the	report	A Natural Areas 
Inventory of Lehigh and Northampton Counties, Pennsylvania should be preserved.

•	 Riparian	woodlands	and	woodlands	that,	through	combination	with	other	natural	features,	are	mapped	
very high or high conservation value (see Map 15) should be preserved.

•	 When	development	is	planned	for	wooded	tracts,	site	design	and	development	should	maximize	preser-
vation of trees.

Implementation Strategies

•	 Landowners	should	improve	their	woodlands	by	taking	advantage	of	the	Cooperative	Forest	Manage-
ment	Program	offered	by	the	State	Bureau	of	Forestry.	This	includes	having	a	forest	management	plan	
prepared by a professional forester if logging is intended.

•	 Municipalities	will	adopt	and	enforce	zoning	and	subdivision	regulations	to	control	tree	removal	and	
the indiscriminate cutting of trees during subdivision and land development activities.

•	 Municipalities	will	adopt	and	enforce	zoning	and	subdivision	regulations	to	preserve	natural	area	wood-
lands, and woodlands that are mapped as very high or high conservation value.
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•	 Important	woodlands	such	as	those	on	the	Blue	Mountain	should	be	acquired	by	conservancies	or	State	
and local government.

Prime agricultural land

Prime Agricultural Land (or prime farmland) is defined in the Pennsylvania Municipalities Planning Code, 
Act No. 247 as amended, as land used for agricultural purposes that contains soils of the first, second or third class 
as	defined	by	the	United	States	Department	of	Agriculture	Natural	Resources	Conservation	Service’s	county	soil	
survey. Class I soils are the best agricultural soils and have few limitations that restrict their use. Class II soils 
have moderate limitations that reduce the choice of plants or require moderate conservation practices. Class III 
soils have severe limitations that further reduce the choice of plants or require moderate conservation practices 
or	both.	The	other	classes	of	soils,	Classes	IV	through	VIII,	have	little	or	no	value	for	agricultural	purposes.

The Pennsylvania Municipalities Planning Code states that municipal, multimunicipal and county plans 
shall, among other things, include a plan for the preservation of prime agricultural land (Section 301(a)(2)). 
The Planning Code also states that zoning ordinances may contain provisions to promote and preserve prime 
agricultural	lands	(Section	603(b)(7)).	This	zoning	provision	was	recently	strengthened	by	Section	603(g)(1)	
which states that zoning ordinances shall protect prime agricultural land and may promote the establishment of 
agricultural security areas.

Map 10 shows the location of prime agricultural soils in the Nazareth Area. Table 23 gives acreage estimates, 
by	municipality,	for	the	three	classes	of	soils	that	are	considered	prime	agricultural	land.	A	little	over	10%,	6,794	
acres, of the Nazareth Area is rated as Class I soils according to the Soil Survey of  Northampton County. And 
most	of	that,	5,465	acres	or	80.4%,	is	found	in	the	townships	of	East	Allen	and	Lower	Nazareth.	Over	one	half	
of the study area’s Class I soils are in Lower Nazareth Township. Nearly all Class I soils in the Nazareth Area 
are limestone soils.
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About 52% of the Nazareth Area consists of Class II soils. Class II soils are found throughout the study area 
south	of	the	Blue	Mountain.	Another	6,564	acres	or	9.9%	of	the	Nazareth	Area	consist	of	Class	III	soils.	All	
total, about 47,900 acres or 72% of the Nazareth Area are prime agricultural land.

goal

To preserve prime agricultural land, especially Capability Class I soils, while allowing for future development 
in designated growth areas of the Nazareth Area Comprehensive Plan.

Policies

•	 Support	special	techniques	such	as	effective	agricultural	zoning,	agricultural	security	areas,	and	purchase	
of agricultural easements in areas where farming is the recommended land use.

•	 Promote	compact	development	and	higher	densities	in	designated	growth	areas	to	reduce	development	
pressure in rural areas with prime agricultural soils.

•	 Discourage	the	extension	of	water	and	sewer	services	and	new	roads	into	areas	where	farming	is	the	
recommended land use.

•	 Encourage	farming	practices	that	preserve	the	agricultural	quality	of	soils.

Implementation Strategies

•	 The	municipalities	will	encourage	the	Northampton	County	Agricultural	Land	Preservation	Board	to	ac-
quire agricultural conservation easements on farms in areas recommended for farmland preservation.

Significant natural areaS

Northampton County has many significant natural areas that are worthy of protection. These areas include 
rare, threatened and endangered species of plants and animals and the highest quality natural habitats in the 
region. Most of these significant natural areas are in the northern part of the county. Several of the best sites can 
be found in Bushkill Township.

In 1999, The Nature Conservancy (TNC) completed a study titled A Natural Areas Inventory of Lehigh and 
Northampton Counties, Pennsylvania. The study recognizes 44 sites in Northampton County that are considered 
to have statewide significance. The sites are given a county rank of 1 to 5 with 1 being the most important. The 
report also lists nine sites of local significance. These nine sites are ranked as having either high or medium 
importance.

Map 11 shows the location of the three sites of statewide significance and the three sites of local significance 
that are found in the study area. A brief description of each site follows in Table 24. Note that these mapped 
areas are generalized, larger areas than the actual natural features being mapped. They represent a conservatively 
large mapping of the natural areas.

Blue	Mountain	and	the	Delaware	River	have	been	identified	by	TNC	as	the	two	exceptional	natural	features	
that	are	found	in	the	Lehigh	Valley.	The	description	of	the	importance	of	the	Blue	Mountain	can	be	found	on	
page 42 under sites of local significance. TNC notes that the preservation of biological diversity in the Lehigh 
Valley	is	dependent	on	the	integrity	of	larger	scale	systems	including	rivers	such	as	the	Delaware	and	mountain	
ridges such as the Blue Mountain.
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goal

To protect significant natural areas including special geologic formations, rare plant communities and critical 
wildlife habitats.

Policies

•	 Preserve	Blue	Mountain	as	identified	by	The	Nature	Conservancy	as	an	exceptional	natural	feature	in	
the	Lehigh	Valley.

•	 Preserve	the	natural	features	of	statewide	significance	within	the	Rissmiller	Woods	and	Moorestown	
Wetland natural areas as identified by The Nature Conservancy with a county rank 1 or 2.

•	 Protect	other	natural	areas	of	statewide	or	local	significance	as	the	opportunity	arises.
•	 Include	the	most	significant	natural	areas	in	the	Open	Space	Plan	for	the	Nazareth	Area.
•	 Seek	county	funding	raised	by	the	bond	program	for	open	space	or	other	resources	such	as	state	grants	

for the acquisition of significant natural areas.

Implementation Strategies

• The townships will work with the county and conservancies to facilitate the acquisition of any remaining 
parts of the Blue Mountain natural area that is not already protected.

•	 During	subdivision,	land	development,	and	Act	537	reviews,	township	staff	will	make	sure	that	develop-
ment does not adversely affect significant natural areas.

mineral reSourceS

The mineral resources to be found in the Nazareth Area played an important role in its development. The 
most important of these mineral resources are limestone/dolomite and slate.

The first mineral to be exploited to any extent in the Nazareth Area was slate. Slate in Northampton County 
is	found	in	the	Martinsburg	Formation.	The	Martinsburg	occupies	the	entire	northern	portion	of	the	county.	The	
southern boundary is an irregular line that, in the Nazareth Area, passes a short distance north of the boroughs 
of Stockertown, Nazareth and Bath (see Map 12). In East Allen Township, the Martinsburg extends south to 
Route	329	at	a	location	about	a	mile	west	of	Franks	Corner.	The	Martinsburg	consists	of	a	lower,	a	middle,	and	
an upper part. Although some slate quarrying was done in all three parts, the best slate is found in the Upper 
Martinsburg section.

Most of the major slate operations in Northampton County developed in the Slate Belt municipalities from 
Wind Gap east to East Bangor. There were, however, a number of slate quarries in the townships of Bushkill, 
Moore and East Allen and in the Borough of Chapman. A slate quarry was opened in 1812 in Bushkill Township. 
Slates from that quarry were used in roofing the Bolton gun-works. By 1850 there were three slate quarries in 
operation in the northern parts of East Allen Township. The Borough of Chapman, originally called Chapman 
Quarries,	was	founded	in	1850	with	the	opening	of	the	Chapman	Slate	Quarries.	In	spite	of	their	early	signifi-
cance, all slate quarry operations in the Nazareth Area ceased long ago.

The other important mineral resource to be found in the Nazareth Area is limestone/dolomite. All of the 
Nazareth Area south of the slate region is underlain by limestone. The area consists of four different formations 
—	the	Allentown	Formation,	the	Beekmantown	Formation,	the	Lower	Jacksonburg	Formation,	and	the	Upper	
Jacksonburg	Formation	(see	Map	12).	The	main	belt	of	the	Jacksonburg	limestones	extends	from	Stockertown	
west through Nazareth and Bath, then southwest through the central part of East Allen Township. There is an 
isolated	outcrop	of	Lower	Jacksonburg	limestone	southwest	of	the	village	of	Hecktown	in	Lower	Nazareth	Town-



Nazareth Area Multimunicipal Comprehensive Plan 45



46 Nazareth Area Multimunicipal Comprehensive Plan

ship.	The	Beekmantown	limestone	occupies	nearly	the	entire	study	area	south	of	the	Jacksonburg	limestones.	
The only area of Allentown limestone is found at the southeast corner of Lower Nazareth Township.

The limestones played an important role in the early development of the Nazareth Area. One of the early 
uses of limestone was in the making of lime for fertilizer. It was a common practice for farmers to quarry and 
burn limestone during seasons when there was little work to be done in the fields. The remains of old lime kilns 
are found at several places throughout the region. A well preserved lime kiln can be seen on the north side of 
Route	329	just	west	of	Franks	Corner	in	East	Allen	Township.	Lime	from	these	kilns	supplied	the	local	demand	
for building mortar. Limestone also served as a building stone for houses and barns. It was especially popular 
as a building stone in the 1800s. Some of the other uses for limestone included crushed stone and as flux for the 
local iron industry. 

The most valuable mineral deposit of the Nazareth Area and Northampton County is the cement rock of the 
Jacksonburg	formation.	The	large-scale	production	of	cement	in	the	Lehigh	Valley	started	in	the	late	1880s	and	
1890s.	The	first	cement	produced	in	the	Nazareth	Area	took	place	at	the	Pennsylvania-Dixie	Cement	Corporation	
east of Bath in 1900. By 1910 there were six cement plants in operation in the area from East Allen Township to 
Stockertown. A total of eleven cement plants were built in the Nazareth Area between 1900 and 1935. Only four 
of these plants are still in operation. One plant is along Route 329 south of Bath, two plants are near Nazareth, 
and the fourth plant is in Upper Nazareth Township just west of Stockertown.

Many years ago the mining of iron ores took place in the Nazareth Area and other parts of Northampton 
County. The type of iron ore found in the Nazareth Area is called limonite and was locally known as “valley 
ore”. Another type of iron ore, hematite or “mountain ore” as it was called, was found on South Mountain. The 
first	limonite	ore	mining	in	the	Nazareth	Area	took	place	near	Jacobsburg	in	1805.	In	later	years	a	number	of	
small iron mines were developed in the Beekmantown limestone areas of East Allen and Lower Nazareth. No 
iron ore mining has been done since the 1800s.

Other minerals with commercial value to be found to a limited extent in the Nazareth Area include sand and 
gravel.	In	the	past,	these	minerals	were	mined	primarily	in	the	Jacksonburg	limestones,	mainly	near	Nazareth.

According	to	the	latest	data	gathered	by	the	Lehigh	Valley	Planning	Commission,	there	are	22	permitted	ac-
tive mining operations in Northampton County. Eight of these operations are in the Nazareth Area (see Table 25 
for details). These permitted mining operations are shown on Map 13. The eight mining operations cover 1,719 
acres	or	nearly	2.7	square	miles.	With	the	exception	of	the	32-acre	Collis	Quarry	in	Moore	Township,	the	mineral	
mined is limestone/dolomite aggregate. All of these operations are associated with the manufacture of cement.
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The August 2000 amendments to the Pennsylvania Municipalities Planning Code contain new provisions 
dealing with mineral resources and mineral extraction. Municipal, multimunicipal and county comprehensive 
plans are required to identify land uses as they relate to the appropriate utilization of existing minerals [Article 
III, Section 301(7)(1)]. Plans for the reliable supply of water must contain a statement recognizing that law-
ful activities such as extraction of minerals impact water supply and such activities are governed by statutes 
regulating mineral extraction. These statutes specify replacement and restoration of water supplies affected by 
activities [Article III, Section 301(7)(b)(1)]. Zoning ordinances must provide for the reasonable development 
of	minerals	in	each	municipality	[Article	VI,	Section	603(1)].	Article	X-A,	Appeals	to	Court,	contains	the	state-
ment that each municipality shall provide for reasonable coal mining activities in its zoning ordinance [Article 
X-A,	Section	1006-a(5.1)].	The	last	requirement	is	interesting	because	there	are	no	known	coal	deposits	in	the	
Nazareth	Area,	or	the	Lehigh	Valley.

goal

To support mining operations that are consistent with the other goals and policies of this comprehensive plan.

Policies

•	 Recognize	that	the	extraction	of	minerals	is	regulated	by	the	Pennsylvania	Department	of	Environmental	
Protection, Bureau of Mining and Reclamation, under Chapter 77, Noncoal Mining, Title 25, Environ-
mental Protection, of the Pennsylvania Code.

•	 Consider	mineral	extraction	as	an	economic	activity	in	the	Nazareth	Area.
•	 Permit	mineral	extraction	in	areas	where	it	is	compatible	with	surrounding	land	uses.
•	 Proposed	mineral	extraction	operations	that	require	pumping	in	limestone	areas	should	be	required	to	

assess the likely impacts of pumping on possible sinkhole formation on surrounding properties.
•	 DEP	should	require	analysis	of	impacts	on	sinkhole	formation	and	prepare	a	mitigation	plan	to	be	en-

forced through the permit before approving mining permits.
•	 Mineral	extraction	should	not	be	conducted	in	areas	with	important	natural	features.
•	 Mineral	extraction	should	not	be	permitted	in	areas	when	impacts	such	as	truck	traffic,	noise,	or	air	pol-

lution will adversely affect nearby residences, businesses or industries.
•	 Mineral	extraction	operations	should	plan	for	land	restoration	prior	to	starting	operation.
•	 Local	land	use	regulations	should	require	that	land	reclamation	plans	be	filed	before	permits	are	granted	

for new operations.

Implementation Strategies

•	 During	the	various	reviews	done	by	the	municipal	staff,	consideration	will	be	given	to	the	existing	and	
potential impact of mineral extraction activities.

•	 DEP	should	require	proposed	mineral	extraction	operations	to	have	a	plan	for	land	restoration	prior	to	
starting operation.

•	 DEP	should	require	proposed	mineral	extraction	operations	or	expansions	to	assess	any	pumping	impacts	
on sinkhole formation on surrounding properties and prepare a mitigation plan.

groundWater

Groundwater is underground water that occupies the pore spaces in soil or fractures and fissures in rock. It 
originates as precipitation that infiltrates the land surface and percolates down through the soil. Rock and soil 
layers that can readily store and transmit groundwater are called aquifers. Groundwater is in a constant state 
of motion through the pores and fractures of an aquifer. Aquifers that are porous enough can yield significant 
amounts of water for public usage. 
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Groundwater and surface water should not be considered two separate systems. The base flow or dry weather 
flow of a perennial stream is sustained by groundwater flow. The reverse situation can also occur. Streams can lose 
water to the groundwater system. Because of this connection, one can contaminate the other. Over withdrawals of 
groundwater or surface water can have negative impacts on the flow of the other as well. As development occurs 
and impervious areas increase, the surface areas where groundwater recharge occurs are reduced. It is important 
to maintain groundwater recharge to support both drinking water needs, stream habitats and stream uses. 

The	aquifers	that	lie	below	the	Nazareth	Area	consist	of	three	primary	types	of	rock	as	listed	in	Table	26:		
Martinsburg shale, slate and sandstone, carbonate rock and conglomerate/sandstone. The conglomerate/sand-
stone rock unit is found along the northernmost part of Moore and Bushkill townships forming the crest of Blue 
Mountain and underlies approximately 3% of the study area. This rock unit is not highly productive to wells as 
shown	in	Table	26	because	it	tends	to	be	highly	cemented.	The	Martinsburg	shale,	slate	and	sandstone	rock	units	
are found in the majority of Moore and Bushkill townships, all of Chapman and the northern portions of East 
Allen,	Bath,	Nazareth	and	Upper	Nazareth.	They	underlie	approximately	65%	of	the	study	area.	These	rock	units	
are comprised of fine-grained rocks and tend to be less productive to wells than the conglomerate/sandstone unit. 
However, high yielding wells occur near the base of Blue Mountain. The carbonates comprise the southern por-
tion of the study area and underlie approximately 32% of the study area. The carbonates are generally capable of 
yielding larger quantities of water than the other two rock types as groundwater fills the numerous fractures and 
solution openings. The fractures and openings are widened because of the natural solubility of the rock. These 
characteristics of carbonates also make them highly vulnerable to contamination. Map 14 shows the well yields 
by	geologic	unit	based	on	Table	26.
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In the Nazareth Area, groundwater from public or private wells is the only source of drinking water for 
several of the Nazareth Area municipalities. These municipalities include Moore, Chapman and Bath. For the 
remaining municipalities, drinking water is also provided in varying degree by surface water sources from Easton 
Suburban Water Authority, the City of Bethlehem and Penn-American Water Company. It should be noted that 
Penn-American does also have groundwater well sources that may be serving some of these municipalities 
instead of surface water.

Groundwater quality can be impacted by a variety of potential pollution threats through over-application 
of fertilizers and pesticides, leaking underground storage tanks, malfunctioning septic systems or misuse or 
improper storage and disposal of hazardous chemicals, among others. Further, stormwater recharge can convey 
pollutants to groundwater if not treated first. Municipalities can protect public groundwater supply wells from 
pollution through the adoption of wellhead protection ordinances. East Allen and Moore townships were involved 
in a wellhead protection study during the 1990s to consider adoption of an ordinance that would protect two 
wells each. Detailed wellhead protection areas were prepared for each of the four wells with preliminary areas 
prepared for all wells in Lehigh and Northampton counties. A wellhead protection ordinance could regulate land 
use activities within the delineated recharge areas surrounding individual public water supply wells if adopted 
by the municipality(ies).

Goal

To preserve and protect the groundwater resources of the region.

Policies

•	 The	quality	and	quantity	of	groundwater	should	be	protected.	Groundwater	recharge	should	be	encour-
aged to preserve the groundwater resource and stream baseflow.

•	 Local	regulations	should	protect	critical	recharge	areas	surrounding	existing	and	new	public	water	sup-
ply wells, especially in the carbonate areas, through land use controls.

•	 Development	that	reduces	the	amount	of	impervious	cover	and	infiltrates	stormwater	where	possible	
should be promoted.

Implementation Strategies

•	 Municipalities	will	implement	wellhead	protection	programs	to	protect	public	water	supply	wells.
•	 Municipalities	will	consider	adoption	of	a	water	withdrawal	ordinance	to	avoid	overuse	of	groundwa-

ter.
•	 Municipalities	will	create	a	contaminant	 threat	 inventory	 to	 identify	 locations	of	potential	 threats	 to	

public water supplies.
•	 Municipalities	will	adopt	and	enforce	stormwater	quality	control	ordinances	when	completed	by	the	

county.

ResouRce conseRvation value

To summarize the natural resources discussed in this plan, an overall resource conservation value was cre-
ated for the study area. Four natural resources were not included in the overall calculation. The Karst Features, 
Mineral Resources, and Groundwater data were omitted because these resources are addressed in other sections 
of the plan. The Riparian Buffer Assessment was omitted because this analysis indicates where a natural resource 
is	lacking,	not	where	the	resource	exists.

The Natural Lands Trust’s (NLT) Interim Ecological Values Mapping Assessment data was used as a guide 
in determining value weights for the different natural resource features. As a starting point, each natural feature 
map (e.g. wetlands, floodplains) was compared to the NLT final conservation value ranking to establish the impact 
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of each feature on the final NLT rankings. The NLT assessment was also used to establish important thresholds 
within the data such as the relative value of woodlands by size. Final individual natural resource weights were 
assigned to ensure the resource was in the category thought to be appropriate if no other resource occurred at that 
location.	For	example,	floodplains	and	wetlands	should	be	in	the	High	category,	even	if	no	other	natural	resource	
was	present	at	that	location,	and	were	weighted	as	the	minimum	High	value.	The	Significant	Natural	Areas	data	
provided by The Nature Conservancy includes buffered areas for data security reasons. To compensate for the 
buffered area, the resource was weighted for the Medium level. This weighting allows the Natural Areas to be 
visible on the final mapping and adds value to other features located within their boundaries while not over-
valuing the buffer areas. All weights were then calculated and the results were classified into four levels:  Low 
(0	–	3),	Medium	(4	–	6),	High	(7	–	9),	and	Very	High	(10+).

From	the	analysis,	the	Very	High	Conservation	Value	areas	are	located	on	or	at	the	base	of	the	Blue	Mountain,	
along	the	streams,	and	within	the	Natural	Areas	as	mapped	by	The	Nature	Conservancy.	The	High	Conservation	
Value areas also have this same type of pattern. The larger Medium Conservation Value areas are a result of the 
buffered Significant Natural Areas data or they represent areas of Capability Class I agricultural soils. The resource 
conservation value mapping was used as direct input to the Natural Resource Plan map as described below.

natuRal ResouRces Plan

The final piece of this Natural Resources Plan is a map of recommended preservation areas and development 
restriction areas based on the plan’s policies and the resource conservation value mapping. For each natural resource 
feature, such as steep slopes, floodplains, woodlands, etc., the plan identifies goals, policies and implementation 
strategies	to	preserve	or	protect	the	natural	resource	feature	and/or	guide	development.	An	example	is	that	all	
wetlands	are	recommended	to	be	preserved	including	a	50	foot	buffer	surrounding	the	wetland.	Another	example	
is that carbonate bedrock areas may require certain development restrictions based on detailed site testing that 
identifies sinkholes or other karst features. Based on the plan’s policies, the following areas are recommended 
to be preserved without development:

•	 Floodplains,
•	 Wetlands	including	a	50	foot	buffer,
•	 Blue	Mountain	Natural	Area,
•	 Slopes	of	greater	than	25%,
•	 1st,	2nd and 3rd order streams and waterbodies including a 50 foot buffer,
•	 4th	Order	and	Higher	Streams	including	a	100	foot	buffer,
•	 All	Very	High	and	High	Resource	Conservation	Value	areas	as	identified	on	Map	15,
•	 All	riparian	woodlands	meaning	woodlands	within	100	feet	of	streams,	and
•	 All	woodlands	that	are	within	other	significant	natural	areas.

Based on the plan’s policies, the following areas have restrictions on development:

•	 Potential	hydric	soils	that	should	be	evaluated	for	actual	wetlands.
•	 Capability	Class	I	soils	that	will	be	a	factor	in	recommending	farmland	preservation	areas	within	the	

overall Nazareth Area Comprehensive Plan.
•	 Slopes	between	15%	and	25%	where	lower	density	development	and	special	erosion	control	measures	

are recommended.
•	 All	remaining	woodlands	meaning	those	not	recommended	above	for	preservation.	These	woodlands	

are still important and tree removal should be minimized through the development process.
•	 All	remaining	significant	natural	areas	meaning	all	except	Blue	Mountain	already	recommended	for	

preservation. These natural areas are to be protected and/or preserved as opportunities arise.
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•	 All	carbonate	bedrock	areas	for	which	a	detailed	site	investigation	is	recommended	to	minimize	any	
adverse consequences of sinkhole development.

Map 15 is the Natural Resources Plan for the Nazareth Area Comprehensive Plan showing recommended 
preservation areas and development restriction areas. Map 15 is a major building block of the Comprehensive 
Plan. Within the Plan, development will be steered away from the areas recommended for preservation. Areas 
recommended for farmland preservation will be added. Finally, the areas recommended for various types and 
densities of land development will be proposed based on avoiding the necessary preservation areas.
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farmland PreServatIon Plan

The Nazareth Area has some of the best farmland in Pennsylvania. This land is currently being converted to 
housing,	commercial	and	industrial	uses	at	a	rate	of	over	350	acres	per	year.	Housing	accounts	for	about	70%	of	
this land conversion. Agricultural parts of the Nazareth Area are under intense development pressure.

Nazareth Area residents think preserving farmland is important. Voters in Northampton County have strongly 
supported open space and farmland preservation bond issues. Farmland preservation efforts in this region have been 
picking up momentum. These efforts have mostly focused on agricultural easement acquisition by Northampton 
County.	Map	16	shows	agricultural	easements	acquired	and	agricultural	security	areas	as	of	December	2004.	
There are about 1,600 acres in agricultural easements in the Nazareth Area. An additional 8,610 acres are in ag-
ricultural security areas. To qualify for the agricultural easement program land must be in an agricultural security 
area which is created under voluntary agreements between the property owner and the municipality. Under the 
agricultural easement program the property owner sells rights to develop land for non-agricultural purposes to 
the county. The property owner continues to own the land and farm it.

Municipalities	can	preserve	farmland	through	local	zoning	controls.	To	be	effective	these	controls	must	ex-
clude uses other than agriculture, farm residences and accessory uses in agricultural areas and they must curtail 
subdivision development. Within the Nazareth Area, only East Allen Township currently has effective agricultural 
zoning in place. In their Agricultural District, single family detached dwellings are allowed as a conditional use. 
For	large	tracts	of	20	acres	or	more	the	maximum	new	residential	use	is	limited	to	one	lot	per	20	acres	and	10%	
of	the	total	tract	area.	For	lots	of	at	least	2	acres	but	less	than	20	acres,	only	a	single	new	residential	lot	may	be	
created. About 300 acres in the southwestern part of East Allen Township are zoned this way.

Map	17	illustrates	the	farmland	preservation	plan	for	the	Nazareth	Area.	Areas	shown	on	this	plan	have	the	
following characteristics: (1) a concentration of prime farmland as defined by the Pennsylvania Municipalities 
Planning	Code	and	soil	survey	data,	(2)	concentration	of	properties	designated	as	Agricultural	Security	Areas	in	
2004,	(3)	clusters	of	farms	that	have	been	preserved	for	farming	under	the	county	agricultural	easement	program,	
and (4) the East Allen Township agricultural zoning areas. The areas have been defined to try to avoid concentra-
tions	of	existing	development	and	known	large	subdivision	proposals,	as	possible.	Not	all	the	properties	in	areas	
depicted on the map are covered by agricultural security agreements or agricultural easements. It is assumed 
that the areas depicted are the most likely locations for such designation in the future.

Goal

To preserve approximately 25% of the land in the Nazareth Area for agriculture.

Policies

•	 Support	a	range	of	agricultural	preservation	techniques	including	effective	agricultural	zoning,		agricul-
tural security areas and purchase of agricultural easements in areas where farming is the recommended 
land use.

•	 Preserve	large	contiguous	clusters	of	farmland	in	areas	that	have	not	been	substantially	urbanized.
•	 Discourage	the	extension	of	water	and	sewer	services	and	new	roads	into	areas	where	farming	is	the	

recommended use.
•	 Discourage	preservation	techniques	such	as	agricultural	zoning,	agricultural	security	areas	and	the	pur-

chase of agricultural easements in areas where urban development is recommended.
•	 Encourage	farm-related	business	in	areas	where	farming	is	recommended.
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•	 In	areas	recommended	for	farming,	agricultural	uses	should	be	protected	from	residential	development	
and non-farm activities that interfere with normal farming practices.

•	 Target	strategic	areas	for	preservation	as	illustrated	on	Map	17.

Implementation Strategies

•	 The	Northampton	County	Agricultural	Land	Preservation	board	should	preserve	farmland	primarily	in	
the areas designated for farmland preservation in this plan. The Agricultural Land Preservation Board 
should give greater importance in their scoring systems to conformity with the recommendations of the 
Nazareth Area Multimunicipal Comprehensive Plan.

•	 Northampton	County	should	provide	an	adequate	level	of	financial	support	for	acquisition	of	develop-
ment rights on agricultural properties.

•	 Municipalities	will	consider	the	use	of	effective	agricultural	zoning	provisions	consistent	with	this	compre-
hensive plan and/or other implementation strategies such as transfer of development rights, conservation 
design or purchase of agricultural easements to preserve areas identified for farmland preservation.
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land USe Plan

The land use plan deals with the present use, future use and reuse of land. The land use plan is central to this 
comprehensive plan. It is shaped by the other sections of this plan and in turn influences the other sections of 
this plan. The land use plan both draws from and has implications for the natural and historic resources element, 
the housing plan, the transportation plan and the community utilities plan.

This	plan	element	starts	with	an	examination	of	existing	land	use	patterns	and	trends.	The	Future	Land	Use	
Plan follows. This part of the plan, in turn, has two elements, a description of various land use categories and 
a map depicting locations where these land use categories are appropriate. The Future Land Use Plan is to be 
implemented by various means. They are described in the implementation strategies portion of the Future Land 
Use Plan.

existing land uses

The	picture	of	the	Nazareth	multimunicipal	area	created	by	the	mosaic	of	existing	land	uses	is	one	of	a	
predominately agricultural and rural area in the midst of change. Until recently, the area has been dominated 
by farms, interspersed with scattered rural development and small villages. Five boroughs have historically 
served as the larger centers of concentrated development, built around the industries and mining operations that 
provided job opportunities. These boroughs have also served as the focal points of area commerce, services and 
community facilities, beyond those limited facilities found in the countryside.

The Nazareth multimunicipal area is part of the Lehigh Valley, also known as the Allentown-Bethlehem-
Easton Metropolitan area. The Nazareth multimunicipal area is located at the northern fringes of the urban area 
that	has	ever	expanded	outward	from	the	three	cities	that	are	the	namesake	of	the	region.	The	proximity	of	the	
rural Nazareth Area to the urban areas of the Lehigh Valley has strongly affected recent development trends. 

The arrival of the automobile era has allowed Lehigh Valley residents to discover the Nazareth Area as a 
desirable residential locale. The Nazareth Area is situated close enough to the employment and shopping op-
portunities of the Lehigh Valley’s urban area to become a viable rural residential environment. Additionally, the 
Lehigh Valley has seen significant amounts of inmigration from New Jersey due to housing cost differentials. 
With	its	relative	proximity	to	New	Jersey	and	access	via	I-78	and	Route	33,	the	Nazareth	Area	has	also	become	
an attractive area for New Jersey residents. As a consequence, scattered rural and suburban development has 
displaced some of the agricultural uses in the Nazareth Area’s townships. Access provided by Route 33 at the 
edge of the Nazareth Area has also influenced development patterns. Commercial and industrial development is 
burgeoning in the areas surrounding the interchanges.

Table	27	demonstrates	the	changes	in	the	area’s	land	use	patterns.	In	1972,	nearly	three-quarters	of	the	area	
was	in	agricultural	and	rural	uses.	By	2002,	this	figure	had	shrunk	to	56%.	A	decrease	of	11,163.3	acres	had	oc-
curred. Most of this loss of agricultural and vacant land was due to residential development. Land in residential 
uses	increased	by	6,917.9	acres	in	this	period.	The	other	land	use	category	that	exhibited	significant	gains	in	
acreage	in	this	period	was	parks	and	recreation,	which	increased	by	2,667.7	acres.

The loss of agricultural and vacant acreage took place predominately in the townships. But this finding largely 
reflects	the	size	of	the	townships	as	compared	to	the	boroughs.	The	townships	make	up	nearly	96%	of	the	land	
area in the Nazareth Area. The portion of both townships and boroughs characterized as agricultural and vacant 
decreased.	In	the	boroughs,	the	portion	of	agricultural	and	vacant	land	fell	from	34%	to	18%	between	1972	and	
2002.	In	the	townships,	the	decrease	was	from	74.5%	to	57.7%.	The	greatest	losses	in	agricultural	and	vacant	
lands took place in Bushkill (4,031 acres) and Moore (3,153 acres) townships.
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As was previously mentioned, the largest gains in a land use category took place in residential uses. The 
percentage	of	residential	land	use	rose	from	13.8%	to	24.2%	in	the	period.	Tracking	the	amount	of	increase	in	
each	ten-year	period	finds	that	the	amount	of	growth	in	residential	acreage	is	steadily	increasing.	From	1972	to	
1982,	the	increase	was	1,960.2	acres.	From	1982	to	1992,	the	increase	was	2,394.1	acres.	From	1992	to	2002,	
the	increase	was	2,563.6	acres.		Proportional	to	the	total	land	area	differences,	96%	of	the	residential	land	use	
increase occurred in the townships. Nevertheless, the percentage of the boroughs in residential uses increased 
from	24.5	to	33.1.	The	disparity	between	the	boroughs	and	the	townships	is	illustrated	by	the	fact	that	the	in-
crease	in	residential	acreage	in	Bushkill	Township	alone	between	1992	and	2002	is	equal	to	the	total	residential	
acreage	of	the	boroughs.	More	than	70%	of	the	area’s	increase	in	residential	acreage	was	in	Moore	and	Bushkill	
townships.

Commercial land uses are highly visible land uses with prominent impacts. Yet, they make up a relatively 
small	part	of	the	area’s	land	use.	Only	824	acres,	or	1.2%	of	the	land	area	is	in	commercial	uses.	Half	of	the	
commercial land is in Lower Nazareth township. Older commercial areas and shopping centers along Route 191 
between	Nazareth	Borough	and	Route	22	have	been	joined	by	new	commercial	development	along	Route	33	
proximate	to	the	Route	248	and	Hecktown	Road	interchanges.	The	Route	248-Route	33	interchange	currently	
boasts the largest single shopping center in the county. The commercial development is split between Palmer and 
Lower Nazareth townships. Of the boroughs, Nazareth has the largest and most developed commercial center in 
the form of a traditional downtown. Bath also has a commercial component.

From	Table	27,	2,114.3	acres	or	3.2%	of	the	land	area	is	in	industrial	land	uses.	Of	this	land,	almost	two-thirds	
is associated with mining and related operations. Limestone quarrying and cement manufacturing is foremost. 
Four active operations remain. They involve lands in Bath, East Allen, Lower Nazareth, Nazareth, Stockertown 
and Upper Nazareth. Other limestone quarries and cement plants have ceased operations. Other active mining 
operations	involve	the	extraction	of	aggregate.	Relatively	little	expansion	of	industrial	uses	has	taken	place	in	
the	last	twenty	years.	Industrial	acreage	has	increased	by	only	47.1	acres	between	1982	and	2002,	an	increase	of	
two percent. As the national and regional economies have seen a reduction in industrial activities, the Nazareth 
Area	has	seen	older	existing	industrial	properties	become	vacant	or	converted	to	other	uses.	These	losses	have	
been offset by new industrial uses located in industrial parks in Lower Nazareth and East Allen townships.
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Wholesale and warehousing is the smallest of the land use categories in the Nazareth Area. These uses total 
439.2	acres	or	0.7%	of	the	total.	Most	of	the	land	in	this	category	can	be	found	in	Moore,	East	Allen	and	Bush-
kill	townships.	The	amount	of	land	in	this	category	has	grown	only	slightly	in	recent	years.	Between	1982	and	
2002,	the	growth	was	68.1	acres.	

Transportation,	Communications	and	Utilities	(TCU)	is	the	fourth	leading	land	use	category	with	3,473.6	
acres	or	5.2%	of	the	land	use.	In	the	Nazareth	Area,	the	vast	majority	of	this	land	use	category	is	composed	of	
roads. The area lacks power plants and other facilities that would consume large land areas. The TCU category 
has	seen	steady,	but	small	amounts	of	growth	over	the	last	thirty	years.	The	acreage	increase	has	been	367.3	
acres	or	12%.	All	but	15	acres	of	this	growth	has	been	in	the	townships.

Public and Quasi-Public land uses include government facilities, schools, churches and facilities belonging 
to non-profit organizations. Public and Quasi-Public uses are a minor land use category, consuming only 460.9 
acres	or	0.7%	of	the	land	area.	Northampton	County’s	Gracedale	facility	in	Upper	Nazareth	is	the	largest	single	
site in these uses within the Nazareth Area. The County houses numerous facilities and functions within this 
complex.	Over	half	of	the	growth	in	this	land	use	category	occurred	between	1992	and	2002.	The	construction	
of a new middle school in Upper Nazareth for the Nazareth Area School District is a notable development in this 
period.	The	1992-2002	increase	was	84.1	acres	out	of	the	thirty-year	growth	of	159.8	acres.

Parks	and	Recreation	is	the	third	leading	land	use	category	with	5,880.6	acres	or	8.8%	of	the	Nazareth	Area	
total. The Park and Recreation Plan element of this comprehensive plan provides detailed information about 
park and recreation facilities in the Nazareth Area. 

The	existing	land	use	for	the	Nazareth	Area	is	shown	on	Map	18.	Note	that	this	land	use	map	was	created	
specifically for the multimunicipal plan from county assessment data, field checks, Natural Resources Conserva-
tion	Service	input	(farmland)	and	municipal	input	through	June	2004.	The	land	use	categories	vary	slightly	from	
the	data	reported	above	from	historical	LVPC	records	through	2002.

alteRnative FutuRe land use scenaRios

To	assist	in	the	creation	of	the	Future	Land	Use	Plan	described	in	the	next	section,	three	basic	alternative	
future land use scenarios were constructed. The three scenarios are termed Current Zoning, Farmland Preservation 
and Conceptual Land Use Plan. CommunityViz planning software was applied to create maps of hypothetical 
build-out scenarios and measurement of key “indicators”. The CommunityViz software was specifically created 
by the Orton Family Foundation to assist in the comparison of alternative land use scenarios. “Indicators” are 
measurable attributes of the scenarios that represent key issues or concerns associated with the creation of a 
comprehensive plan. Important indicators for this plan include the loss of natural feature and farmland resources 
to land development and the impacts on schools, roads and sewer and water infrastructure from new land devel-
opment. A brief description of each alternative future land use scenario is provided below.

 Current Zoning Scenario

This future land use scenario is based on the allowable uses in the current municipal zoning. Lot sizes 
for residential development were based on the recent history of actual development. Lot sizes were 
defined for each municipal zoning category for sewered development and non-sewered development. 
Floodplains	(100	year),	steep	slopes	(>25%),	wetlands	and	water	bodies	were	made	unavailable	for	
future development.
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 Farmland Preservation Scenario

This future land use scenario includes two changes from the Current Zoning scenario. First, the natural 
feature	areas	unavailable	for	development	were	expanded	based	on	the	Natural	Resources	Plan	for	the	
Nazareth Area. A complete description of these areas is presented in the Future Land Use Plan section 
under	Environmental	Protection	(see	page	68).	Second,	extensive	areas	were	defined	for	agricultural	
preservation	based	on	identifying	large,	contiguous	areas	of	existing	farming.	This	scenario	preserved	
the current zoning for lands not recommended for natural feature or farmland preservation. Lot sizes 
were	again	based	on	recent	development	experience	except	for	farmland	preservation	areas.	For	these	
areas,	only	10%	of	the	gross	land	was	available	for	new	development	in	keeping	with	strong	agricultural	
zoning used elsewhere in the Lehigh Valley.

 Conceptual Land Use Plan Scenario

This future land use scenario is based on preservation of Natural Resource Areas consistent with the 
Farmland Preservation scenario. It is also based on the lot sizes as used for the Farmland Preservation 
scenario.	Developed	land	use	areas	were	defined	based	on	their	compatibility	with	existing	land	use	
patterns	and	the	availability	of	existing	or	future	public	sewers.	This	scenario	included	fewer	lands	for	
agricultural preservation than the Farmland Preservation scenario.

CommunityViz was used to create two build-out options for each scenario — a full build-out that used all 
available	land	and	a	2030	build-out	 that	used	LVPC	population	and	employment	projections	to	define	lands	
needed for development. By definition, the full build-out option consumed all available land and showed dramatic 
differences	between	scenarios	for	measured	indicators.	For	example,	total	new	housing	units	for	the	Current	Zon-
ing	scenario	were	13,282	—	nearly	one	quarter	more	than	the	Conceptual	Land	Use	Plan	that	provides	10,243	
housing units. Indicators for school students, traffic, water demand and sewage generation were much higher in 
the full build-out option under the Current Zoning scenario than the other options owing to fewer restrictions on 
land	development.	For	example,	total	new	school	students	were	11,171	for	Current	Zoning	versus	8,400	for	the	
Conceptual	Land	Use	Plan.	Nazareth	Area	School	District	showed	a	modest	8%	reduction	in	school	students	
with the Conceptual Land Use Plan but the Northampton Area School District had new school students reduced 
by	nearly	half	(4,672	to	2,410,	respectively).	This	build-out	was	meaningful	for	demonstrating	the	impacts	of	the	
“ultimate”	land	use	condition.	However,	this	build-out	option	could	provide	no	sense	of	time	or	planning	horizon.	
The	2030	build-out	linked	the	build-out	to	the	planning	horizon	for	this	comprehensive	plan.	Interestingly,	the	
2030	build-out	still	provided	dramatic	(though	lesser)	differences	between	scenarios	for	most	indicators	that	
were	important	for	helping	to	drive	the	land	use	decision	process.	Presented	in	Table	28	is	a	summary	of	the	key	
CommunityViz	indicators	for	the	three	future	land	use	scenarios	for	the	2030	residential	build-out.

From	Table	28,	note	that	the	new	housing	units	are	slightly	different	between	the	three	scenarios.	The	new	
units	listed	for	the	Conceptual	Land	Use	Plan	exactly	match	those	projected	by	the	LVPC	by	2030	for	the	Naza-
reth Area. For the other scenarios, the new units were slightly lower due to minor constraints on developable 
land to match the household projections by sub-region within the Nazareth Area. Since the new housing units 
are very similar between scenarios, indicators such as school students, traffic trips, water demand and sewage 
generation are similar also. These indicators are still useful, however, because the various land use scenarios 
distribute the new units differently. Impacts on specific roads or sewer systems can be considered in refining the 
land use plan.

The total land consumed is the first key indicator. Nearly 15,000 acres would be consumed by new housing 
units	by	2030	under	the	Current	Zoning	scenario.	That	figure	would	be	reduced	by	more	than	half	under	the	
Farmland	Preservation	scenario	to	7,150	acres.	The	Conceptual	Land	Use	Plan,	which	improves	on	the	Farmland	
Preservation scenario by better linking future urban development to the availability of public sewers, reduces the 
land	consumed	from	the	Current	Zoning	scenario	by	about	45%	to	8,236	acres.	Clearly,	this	would	represent	a	
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very significant saving of agricultural and open space lands over the planning period. These savings are reflected 
by	the	average	lot	size	for	new	residences	of	2.25	acres	for	the	Current	Zoning	scenario	to	1.12	acres	for	the	
Farmland	Preservation	scenario	and	1.21	acres	for	the	Conceptual	Land	Use	Plan	scenario.	The	smaller	average	
lot size for the Conceptual Land Use Plan versus the Current Zoning Scenario is achieved by having a much 
higher	percentage	of	new	housing	connected	to	public	sewers	—	61%	versus	29%,	respectively.	The	Farmland	
Preservation scenario would also require a high percentage of new units to be sewered although many of these 
units are in rural areas where no sewers presently are nearby.

Other	indicators	showed	similar	results.	Farmland	consumed	dropped	from	10,220	acres	for	the	Current	Zon-
ing	scenario	to	only	3,766	acres	for	the	Farmland	Preservation	scenario.	The	Conceptual	Land	Use	Plan	build-out	
shows 4,931 acres of farmland consumed or only half that of the Current Zoning build-out. For woodlands, Class 
I agricultural soils and hydric soils the Farmland Preservation and Conceptual Land Use Plan scenarios showed 
consistent results of consuming only about one-third of the land consumed under the Current Zoning scenario.

The CommunityViz results, in both mapped and statistical forms, offered compelling evidence that a land 
use plan can be created that far better meets the interests to preserve open space, farmland and rural character 
in	the	Nazareth	Area.	These	interests	were	expressed	overwhelmingly	in	the	community	opinion	survey	for	the	
Nazareth Area and have been used as a goal for the land use component of this comprehensive plan.

FutuRe land use Plan

The	Future	Land	Use	Plan,	Map	19,	depicts	the	desired	land	use	pattern	for	the	Nazareth	Area	through	2030,	
the time frame of this comprehensive plan. The Future Land Use Plan should be implemented through land use 
controls such as zoning ordinances, among other means. The municipal zoning ordinances and maps establish the 
location of districts, allowed land uses, and permitted densities and lot sizes. For each of the land use categories 
included	in	the	following	text,	the	purpose	of	the	category,	the	types	of	land	uses,	the	development	densities	
and the types of sewer and water service will be described. A summary of the descriptions for each land use is 
presented	in	Table	29	at	the	end	of	this	section.
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Critical elements of the Future Land Use Plan are:

•	 To	protect	important	and	vulnerable	natural	areas	and	features	from	inappropriate	development,
•	 To	preserve	prime	farmland	and	to	promote	agricultural	operations,
•	 To	coordinate	the	location	and	density	of	development	with	the	availability	of	appropriate	infrastructure	

including roads, sewage disposal and water supply,
•	 To	provide	sufficient	areas	 for	development	 to	meet	expected	needs	 for	housing	and	other	develop-

ment,
•	 To	preserve	the	viability	and	attractiveness	of	currently	developed	areas,	and	
•	 To	promote	the	vitality	of	the	area’s	boroughs	and	villages.

Environmental Protection

The Environmental Protection areas reflect the Natural Resources Plan element of this comprehensive plan. 
These are areas requiring protection from development due to their environmental features. Because of the en-
vironmental degradation that would result from the development or the desirable values that would be lost, no 
development should take place in Environmental Protection areas. These areas include:

•	 Floodplains,
•	 Wetlands	including	a	50	foot	buffer,
•	 Blue	Mountain	Natural	Area
•	 Slopes	of	greater	than	25%,
•	 1st,	2nd and 3rd Order Streams and Water Bodies including a 50 foot buffer,
•	 4th	Order	and	Higher	Streams	including	a	100	foot	buffer,
•	 All	Very	High	or	High	Conservation	Value	Areas	defined	with	overlapping	natural	 features	 such	as	

woodlands and potential hydric soils as identified on Map 15,
•	 All	riparian	woodlands	(woodlands	within	100	feet	of	streams),
•	 All	woodlands	that	are	within	other	significant	natural	areas,	and
•	 The	Jacobsburg	Environmental	Education	Center.

The Future Land Use Plan depicts that much of the areas designated for Environmental Protection are located 
in Bushkill and Moore townships.

Agricultural Preservation

The primary purposes of the Agricultural Preservation area are:

•	 To	encourage	the	continued	use	of	the	land	for	agricultural	purposes,
•	 To	preserve	prime	agricultural	soils,	and
•	 To	protect	agricultural	operations	from	incompatible	uses.

The primary benefit of this area is the preservation of the most agriculturally productive soils, a limited 
resource. Additionally, the farm economy will be sustained and open space will be retained.

Agricultural Preservation areas are located in all five of the townships. These areas are characterized by:

•	 Predominately	in	agricultural	uses,
•	 Class	I,	II	and	III	soils	that	are	categorized	as	prime	agricultural	soils	by	the	PA	Municipalities	Planning	

Code,
•	 Predominately	surrounded	by	other	agricultural	lands,
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•	 Inclusive	of	preserved	farms,	that	is	farms	where	the	development	rights	have	been	purchased	under	the	
Agricultural Easement program,

•	 Inclusive	of	much	of	the	land	contained	in	agricultural	security	areas,	and
•	 Inclusive	of	land	currently	zoned	for	effective	agriculture.

The area promotes agricultural operations by allowing a full range of agricultural operations, including 
animal husbandry. Concentrated Animal Feed Operations will be carefully regulated to assure environmental 
protection and to minimize the potential for nuisances. Agricultural Preservation areas will also promote the 
viability of the agricultural economy by allowing farm related businesses. These are businesses, not directly 
related	to	agriculture,	that	are	undertaken	by	the	farm	operators	based	on	their	skills	and	knowledge.	Housing	
for farm operators and workers will be permitted.

Restrictions on development in zoning ordinances are a means of farmland preservation. Northampton 
County’s comprehensive plan Comprehensive Plan The Lehigh Valley … 2030 advocates the zoning approach 
summarized	as	follows.	Housing	not	related	to	agriculture	would	be	allowed	to	cover	no	more	than	ten	percent	
of the parcel. To preserve prime farmland and to minimize the conflict with farming operations, the residential 
uses	would	be	placed	on	the	least	agriculturally	productive	part	of	the	property.	Both	minimum	and	maximum	
lot sizes would be used. The minimum lot size of 30,000 square feet would assure the availability of an adequate 
area	for	proper	siting	of	sewer	and	water	systems.	The	maximum	lot	size	of	1½	acres	would	assure	that	excess	
agricultural land would not be converted to non-agricultural uses.

Other	zoning	approaches	include	the	use	of	large	lot	zoning	(40	to	50	acre	minimum	lot	sizes	for	example),	
sliding	scale	zoning	in	which	a	maximum	number	of	lots	is	set	for	each	property	size	(for	example	a	maximum	
of	5	lots	for	parcels	between	70	and	100	acres)	and	a	flat	number	of	lots	per	original	parcel	of	land.	Additional	
options available for agricultural preservation include public acquisition of development rights, transfer of devel-
opment	rights	(TDR),	and	conservation	design,	among	others.	These	options	are	explored	in	the	implementation	
strategies section of this future land use plan.

The	extension	of	public	sanitary	sewers	or	community	water	service	into	Agricultural	Preservation	areas	
is	neither	needed	nor	desired.	Such	extensions	would	increase	the	pressure	for	development	not	related	to	ag-
riculture. On-lot sewer systems and on-lot wells are the intended utility systems appropriate for Agricultural 
Preservation areas. Central systems may be appropriate for serving cluster development for housing not related 
to agriculture. Central systems shall not be used to allow higher development densities than otherwise permitted. 
This comprehensive plan recognizes that commercial agriculture production impacts water supply sources.

Rural

Rural areas involve a variety of land uses. The intent of the Rural areas is to preserve the character of these 
areas by encouraging the continuation of agricultural uses, providing for the continuation of low density resi-
dential uses and allowing non-residential uses that require a rural location or that serve the surrounding rural 
areas. The development of Rural areas is tied to the long-term reliance upon on-lot sewage disposal systems and 
wells. Uses and densities reliant upon public sanitary sewers and community water systems are not appropriate, 
except	for	public	uses	that	require	a	rural	setting	such	as	an	elementary	school	serving	the	area.

Appropriate uses include single family detached housing with a minimum lot size of one acre, agricultural 
uses and businesses related to agriculture. Industry, businesses, stores, office and community facilities that by 
their nature require a rural location or are designed to mainly serve the surrounding rural area would also be 
appropriate. Rural areas are found in each of the five townships and in Chapman.
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Rural/Potential Future Suburban Residential

The Rural/Potential Future Suburban Residential (Potential Suburban) area is a designation tied to the timing 
of future development. This portion of Lower Nazareth is rural in nature and currently lacks sanitary sewers that 
would render it suitable for the Suburban Residential designation. The Potential Suburban designation allows 
this area to continue as a Rural district in the short term. As the need for additional lands to meet the Nazareth 
Area’s housing needs becomes manifest, this area would be available. The Suburban Residential development 
would utilize public sanitary sewerage and community water facilities. The appropriate land uses and densities 
for the Potential Suburban area can be derived by applying the appropriate sections of the Rural area and the 
Suburban Residential area.

Suburban Residential

The intent of the Suburban Residential area is to provide high quality residential living environments that meet 
the	housing	needs	of	all	societal	segments.	The	intent	of	the	area	is	also	to	protect	existing	and	future	residential	
areas from incompatible activities and development. The intent is further to promote the orderly development 
of	new	well-planned	residential	environments,	compatible	with	existing	development	patterns.	The	Suburban	
Residential area recognizes the availability of public sanitary sewer and community water systems and assumes 
that new development will connect to these systems.

The	Future	Land	Use	Plan	depicts	Suburban	Residential	areas	in	six	municipalities,	three	boroughs	and	three	
townships. The boroughs are Bath, Stockertown and Tatamy. The townships are East Allen, Lower Nazareth 
and Upper Nazareth. The recommended housing types include single family detached dwellings, single family 
semi-detached	dwellings	 (aka	 twin	or	duplex),	 single	 family	attached	dwellings	 (townhouses),	multi-family	
dwellings (apartments and condominiums) and mobile home parks. Means of promoting new well planned resi-
dential development will include cluster housing, Planned Residential Development, Traditional Neighborhood 
Development	and	Conservation	Design.	The	Housing	Plan	element	of	this	comprehensive	plan	provides	more	
detailed discussion of these development techniques.

The implementation of the Future Land Use Plan is likely to involve the creation of one or more residential 
districts in a given municipality. Multiple districts will allow the ordinances to respond to local development 
patterns. The ranges of densities are:

•	 Single	family	detached	dwellings	–	4	to	6	units	per	acre,
•	 Single	family	semi-detached	dwellings	–	6	to	7	units	per	acre,
•	 Single	family	attached	dwellings	–	8	dwelling	units	per	acre,
•	 Multi-family	dwellings	–	8	units	per	acre,	and
•	 Mobile	home	parks	–	4	to	7	units	per	acre.

Urban Residential

The intents of the Urban Residential areas mirror those of the Suburban Residential area. The statements 
in	the	first	paragraph	of	text	under	Suburban	Residential	are	incorporated	as	part	of	the	Urban	Residential.	The	
difference between the two areas is that the development in the Urban Residential areas is occurring at higher 
densities than in the Suburban Residential areas. The higher densities reflect the more urban character of the 
Urban Residential areas.

The	Future	Land	Use	Plan	depicts	Urban	Residential	areas	in	six	municipalities,	three	boroughs	and	three	
townships. The boroughs are Bath, Nazareth and Tatamy. The townships are East Allen, Lower Nazareth and 
Upper Nazareth. The recommended housing types include single family detached dwellings, single family semi-
detached	dwellings	(aka	twin	or	duplex),	single	family	attached	dwellings	(townhouses),	multi-family	dwellings	
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(apartments and condominiums) and mobile home parks. Means of promoting new well planned residential 
development will include cluster housing, Planned Residential Development, Traditional Neighborhood Devel-
opment and Conservation Design.

The implementation of the Future Land Use Plan is likely to involve the creation of one or more residential 
districts in a given municipality. Multiple districts will allow the ordinances to respond to local development 
patterns. The ranges of densities are:

•	 Single	family	detached	dwellings	–	4	to	7	units	per	acre,
•	 Single	family	semi-detached	dwellings	–	6	to	10	units	per	acre,
•	 Single	family	attached	dwellings	–	8	to	15	dwelling	units	per	acre,
•	 Multi-family	dwellings	–	8	to	15	units	per	acre,	and
•	 Mobile	home	parks	–	4	to	7	units	per	acre.

Institutional

The	Institutional	area	 is	 intended	 to	provide	appropriate	 locations	 for	extensive	 freestanding	public	and	
quasi-public uses. Such uses include governmental offices and facilities, emergency facilities, and government 
operated housing and health care facilities for the elderly. An area of Upper Nazareth Township, to the west of 
Nazareth,	has	been	designated	as	an	Institutional	area.	Northampton	County’s	Gracedale	complex	occupies	this	
area. The area is served by public sanitary sewer and community water services. Further development of this 
area is intended to use these services.

Office/Business

Office/Business areas are one of three types of employment districts that are part of the Future Land Use 
Plan. Office/Business areas provide locations for the development of offices and other employment uses in an 
environment that does not include manufacturing, warehousing or wholesaling. One of the distinguishing char-
acteristics of Office/Business areas, as compared to the industrial areas, is the relative absence of truck traffic. 
Most of the vehicles accessing Office/Business areas will be passenger cars.

Three Office/Business areas are depicted on the Future Land Use Plan map. Two are located in Lower 
Nazareth Township. The other is located in East Allen Township. The area to the east of Route 191 in Lower 
Nazareth Area is a suitable location for an office park. The use of public sanitary sewer and community water 
system	facilities	is	intended.	The	two	other	Office/Business	areas	largely	reflect	areas	with	existing	land	uses	
typical of Office/Business areas.

Retail Commercial

Retail Commercial areas are intended to provide places where residents’ needs for goods and services can 
be met at convenient locations that can be easily and safely reached. Retail Commercial areas include varied 
types of areas. These include solidly commercial downtown areas, such as is found in Nazareth. (Other central 
business	areas	that	include	a	mix	of	commercial	and	other	uses	have	been	designated	as	mixed	use	areas.)		Other	
areas	include	areas	near	highway	interchanges	and	existing	concentrations	of	commercial	uses.	Retail	Com-
mercial areas represent concentrations of planned commercial activity rather than strips that abut arterial roads 
and other major highways. This construct is intentional, as it supports the objectives of this comprehensive plan 
relating to access management.

Retail Commercial areas are not evenly distributed among the ten municipalities. These areas are found 
in seven of the municipalities, reflecting highway networks, travel patterns and historic development patterns. 
Mixed	use	areas	can	serve	commercial	needs	in	the	other	three	municipalities.	Retail,	business	and	office	uses	
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are appropriate in Retail Commercial areas. Connection to public sanitary sewer and community water systems 
is intended for development in Retail Commercial areas.

Mixed Use/Village

Mixed	Use/Village	areas	are	composed	of	three	separate	components,	namely	residential,	commercial	and	
other	non-residential	uses.	Where	areas	within	boroughs	have	been	designated	for	Mixed	Use/Village	(Bath,	
Chapman and Stockertown), the designation reflects largely developed areas that have a variety of uses. At a 
minimum, they include commercial and residential uses. Other non-residential uses may also be included. The 
purpose	of	the	designation	is	to	recognize	the	existing	land	use	patterns	and	to	promote	infill	development	that	
is compatible with surrounding land uses. 

The	Mixed	Use/Village	areas	in	Bushkill,	East	Allen	and	Moore	townships	are	intended	to	help	preserve	
villages as part of the heritage of the Nazareth Area’s physical environment. Also, villages are intended to pro-
vide for development opportunities for those uses needed to serve the surrounding rural or agricultural areas. 
Villages are also places where some residential development would be appropriate. Lastly, the Village designa-
tion is intended as a recognition of the unique development patterns that distinguish them from the surrounding 
rural or agricultural areas.

The	third	situation	covered	by	the	Mixed	Use/Village	classification	involves	a	unique	need	and	opportunity	
in Lower Nazareth Township. A substantial property to the south of Nazareth is available for redevelopment, 
due	to	the	closing	of	the	existing	land	use,	the	Nazareth	Raceway,	an	automobile	race	track.	The	property	is	suit-
able for many types of development, including but not limited to retail, office and residential uses. The property 
could	be	developed	for	a	combination	of	these	uses.	In	this	case,	the	Mixed	Use/Village	classification	provides	
the	flexibility	to	promote	the	redevelopment.

Each	of	the	Mixed	Use/Village	areas	would	provide	for	a	variety	of	land	uses.	At	a	minimum,	these	include	
residential, retail, office, and public and quasi-public uses. Other uses may also be appropriate. In areas served 
by public sanitary sewers, a variety of residential uses like single family detached dwellings, single family semi-
detached dwellings, single family attached dwellings, multi-family dwellings and mobile home parks would be 
appropriate. In areas served by on-lot sewage disposal systems, higher density residential housing types would 
not be appropriate. 

In	the	village	areas	located	in	Bushkill,	East	Allen	and	Moore	townships	and	in	the	mixed	use	area	of	Chap-
man,	on-lot	sewage	disposal	systems	will	be	used.	In	these	areas,	a	maximum	density	of	one	dwelling	unit	per	
acre	is	planned.	For	non-residential	uses,	the	amount	of	sewage	generated	should	not	exceed	one	equivalent	
dwelling unit per acre. In Bath, Stockertown and the Nazareth Raceway area, development will connect to public 
sanitary sewers and community water systems. Densities in these areas should be four to seven units per acre 
for	single	family	detached	dwellings,	six	to	ten	units	per	acre	for	single	family	semi-detached	dwellings,	eight	
to	fifteen	units	per	acre	for	single	family	attached	dwellings	and	six	to	fourteen	units	per	acre	for	multi-family	
dwellings.

Light Industrial

The Light Industrial area is intended to provide high quality areas for the location of employment uses with 
limited environmental and community impacts. Appropriate uses in Light Industrial areas include industries with 
limited impacts, offices, warehousing, wholesaling and research facilities. Light Industrial areas can be found 
in most of the municipalities. Only Chapman and Bushkill lack such areas. Many of these areas are the sites of 
industrial	parks	or	existing	industrial	facilities.	Public	sanitary	sewers	and	community	water	systems	should	be	
used to service further development of Light Industrial areas. Not all Light Industrial areas are close to these 
services.	In	these	Light	Industrial	areas,	infill	development	where	the	amount	of	sewage	does	not	exceed	one	
equivalent dwelling unit per acre may be served by on-lot sewage disposal systems.
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Heavy Industrial

The	Heavy	Industrial	area	is	intended	to	provide	appropriate	locations	for	industrial	and	other	uses	that	re-
quire buffering and for mining operations. (Other uses that require buffering include sanitary landfills and other 
solid waste facilities and power generating plants.)  These uses create a variety of environmental effects that 
would constitute nuisances for neighboring land uses. With appropriate environmental controls and buffering, 
the	negative	impacts	of	these	uses	can	be	minimized.	In	the	Nazareth	Area,	Heavy	Industrial	areas	are	designated	
in	six	municipalities,	Bath,	Bushkill,	East	Allen,	Nazareth,	Stockertown	and	Upper	Nazareth.	Most	of	this	land	
is associated with past, ongoing or anticipated limestone quarrying and cement making operations. Connection 
to public sewer and community water systems is not an issue for these uses as they typically provide their own 
systems.	This	comprehensive	plan	recognizes	that	lawful	activities	such	as	extraction	of	minerals	impact	water	
supply	sources	and	such	activities	are	governed	by	statutes	regulating	mineral	extraction	that	specify	replacement	
and restoration of water supplies affected by such activities.

goal, Policies and imPlementation stRategies

Goal

To provide a regional framework that protects environmentally sensitive areas and agricultural areas, that co-
ordinates development with adequate infrastructure, promotes compatible land uses and strengthens existing 
communities.

Policies

•	 Meet	the	needs	for	different	land	uses	on	a	region	wide	basis	rather	than	on	a	municipality	by	municipal-
ity basis.

•	 Protect	environmentally	sensitive	areas	and	significant	natural	areas	from	new	development.
•	 Promote	compatibility	between	environmentally	sensitive	features	and	development	by	following	the	

goals and policies in the Natural Resources Plan.

 agriculture

•	 Preserve	prime	agricultural	land	and	farmland	in	areas	where	contiguous	clusters	currently	exist.
•	 Support	the	purchase	of	agricultural	easements	and	the	formation	of	agricultural	security	areas	in	areas	

where farmland preservation is recommended.
•	 Discourage	development	not	related	to	farming	in	areas	recommended	for	farmland	preservation.
•	 Discourage	the	extension	of	water	and	sewer	services	and	new	roads	into	areas	recommended	for	farm-

land preservation.
•	 Support	regulations	that	facilitate	viable	agricultural	operations.
•	 Encourage	farm-related	business	in	areas	where	farming	is	recommended.
•	 Protect	agricultural	uses	from	residental	development	and	non-farm	activities	that	interfere	with	or	are	

bothered by normal farming practices in areas where farming is recommended.
•	 Support	efforts	of	farm	operators	in	areas	designated	for	agricultural	preservation	to	ensure	participation	

in Northampton County’s Purchase of Agricultural Easements Program.
•	 Support	the	inclusion	of	properties	in	areas	designated	for	Agricultural	Preservation,	Rural	or	Environ-

mental Protection within Agricultural Security Areas when property owners present a petition for such 
inclusion.

•	 Support	legislative	efforts	that	create	or	maintain	preferential	property	tax	programs	for	farm	operators	
who agree to retain the property in agricultural uses.
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 existing developed areas

•	 Promote	infill	development,	redevelopment	and	reuse	of	vacant	properties	and	brownfield	sites.
•	 Promote	the	reuse	of	properties	that	are	considered	under	utilized	or	under	valued.
•	 Encourage	 neighborhood	 revitalization	 and	 provide	 services	 to	 improve	 residential	 living	 environ-

ments.
•	 Promote	compatibility	between	infill	development	and	the	adjacent	land	uses,	both	relating	to	architec-

tural characteristics and function.
•	 Revise	zoning	regulations	where	necessary	to	better	reflect	existing	land	use	patterns.

 areas for development

•	 Designate	areas	1)	served	by	public	sewer	and	water	services	or	areas	adjacent	to	those	services,	where	
these	services	can	be	efficiently	extended,	2)	with	adequate	roads	and	3)	which	are	not	environmentally	
sensitive areas or natural areas, as areas for development.

•	 Require	public	infrastructure	improvement	concurrent	with	new	development.
•	 Provide	for	a	variety	of	housing	types,	commercial	development,	industrial	development	and	institutional	

uses in areas for development.
•	 Encourage	the	use	of	residential	development	techniques	like	planned	residential	development,	tradi-

tional neighborhood development, conservation design and cluster development to provide high quality 
attractive residential living environments.

 rural areas and villages

•	 Provide	for	development	opportunities	while	protecting	agriculture	and	natural	resources	through	the	
use of conservation design.

•	 Designate	maximum	development	densities	consistent	with	the	long-term	use	of	on-lot	sewage	disposal	
systems and wells.

•	 Refrain	from	the	development	of	public	sewer	and	water	systems	except	where	necessary	to	resolve	
existing	health	problems.

•	 Designate	villages	as	the	preferred	location	for	local	convenience	establishments	and	community	facili-
ties.

 Commercial areas

•	 Provide	an	adequate	choice	of	shopping	opportunities	at	convenient	locations.
•	 Reinvigorate	existing	commercial	areas,	including	the	business	districts	of	Bath	and	Nazareth.
•	 Direct	new	commercial	development	to	locations	in	development	areas	with	superior	access	and	where	

the roads have capacity to handle the traffic.
•	 Oppose	strip	commercial	development	extended	along	arterial	or	collector	roads.
•	 Establish	controls	for	commercial	development	to	create	attractive	commercial	areas	and	to	avoid	nega-

tive impacts.

 Industrial, employment and mining areas

•	 Provide	industrial	development	opportunities	that	create	jobs	and	tax	base	growth,	through	the	reuse	of	
existing	buildings	and	sites	and	the	construction	of	new	facilities.

•	 Direct	new	industrial	and	employment	facilities	to	locations	in	areas	for	development	with	good	access	
and adequate utilities.

•	 Facilitate	the	redevelopment	and	reuse	of	existing	vacant	industrial	buildings	and	sites.
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•	 Provide	for	the	continuation	of	existing	mineral	extraction	operations	within	the	region.	Advocate	the	
operation of these facilities in an environmentally responsible fashion that minimizes negative impacts 
such as noise, air pollution and vibration.

Implementation Strategies

•	 Municipalities	will	adopt	or	amend	zoning	ordinances	or	a	single	multimunicipal	zoning	ordinance	as	
follows:

1. The zoning maps should be revised as necessary to be consistent with the Future Land Use Plan 
map. The Future Land Use Plan includes the following land use categories:

  a. Environmental Protection,
  b. Agricultural Preservation,
  c. Rural,
  d. Rural/Potential Future Suburban Residential,
  e. Suburban Residential,
  f. Urban Residential,
  g. Institutional,
  h. Office/Business,
  i. Retail Commercial,
	 	 j.	 Mixed	Use/Village,
  k. Light Industrial, and
	 	 l.	 Heavy	Industrial.

In implementing these land use categories, some municipalities will use a single zoning district, 
while others will use multiple districts. The use of multiple districts will reflect refinements to the 
overall category, reflecting differing circumstances and objectives within the municipality. Never-
theless, the municipalities should work together to achieve appropriate consistent provisions within 
equivalent districts.

2.	 The	environmental	protection	provisions	should	be	amended	where	they	are	inconsistent	with	the	
Future Land Use Plan. The plan states that no development should take place in Environmental 
Protection areas. Therefore, the regulations should prohibit development in the following areas. 
These prohibitions should be tied to the establishment of a transfer of development rights program 
and/or the use of clustering type provisions. The clustering provisions would permit development 
to be shifted to the portions of the site that are not characterized by the specified conditions. Where 
the entirety of a property is included within the Environmental Protection areas, the use of a transfer 
of development rights program is necessary. Absent such a program, municipalities may need to 
purchase the property and/or its development rights. Land with the following conditions is recom-
mended for Environmental Protection:

  a. Floodplains,
  b. Wetlands including a 50 foot buffer,
  c. Blue Mountain Natural Area,
	 	 d.	 Slope	of	greater	than	25%,
  e. 1st,	2nd and 3rd Order Streams and Water Bodies including a 50 foot buffer,
  f. 4th	Order	and	Higher	Streams	including	a	100	foot	buffer,
	 	 g.	 All	Very	High	or	High	Conservation	Value	Areas	,
  h. All riparian woodlands (woodlands within 100 feet of streams),
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  i. All woodlands that are within other significant natural areas, and
  j. The Jacobsburg Environment Education Center.

Some of these zoning provisions should be adopted as a zoning district. For other conditions, an 
overlay zoning district should be used.

3. Effective agricultural zoning provisions should be considered in those municipalities where the 
Future Land Use Plan designates the area for Agricultural Preservation. The Future Land Use Plan 
contains a detailed description of the development limitations.

4. Promote the economic viability of agricultural operations by permitting businesses that support 
agricultural operations, like farm equipment sales and service, farm supply stores and other busi-
nesses related to agriculture. Allow farm operators to supplement incomes through farm related 
businesses. These measures should be used in all zoning districts where agricultural operations are 
a recommended land use.

5. In Rural and Rural/Potential Future Suburban Areas, the district regulations should be revised if 
necessary to eliminate uses other than single family detached housing, agricultural uses, businesses 
related to agriculture and industry, businesses, stores, offices and community facilities that by their 
nature require a rural location or are designed to mainly serve the surrounding rural area. District 
regulations	should	also	be	revised	if	necessary	to	provide	for	a	maximum	density	of	one	dwelling	
unit or equivalent per acre.

6.	 In	areas	designated	for	Suburban	Residential,	Urban	Residential	and	the	Mixed	Use/Village	areas	
in Bath, Stockertown and Lower Nazareth, the district regulations should be revised if necessary 
to provide, collectively, for the full range of housing types. Where the lot size requirements and 
densities fall outside of the range set forth in the Future Land Use Plan, these standards should be 
adjusted to conform to the plan.

7.	 In	the	remaining	areas	designated	as	Mixed	Use/Village,	the	district	regulations	should	be	revised	as	
necessary to allow their continued development for uses serving the surrounding rural agricultural 
areas and for residential development. The lot size and density requirements should be adjusted, if 
necessary, to provide for a minimum lot size of one unit per acre per dwelling unit or per equivalent 
unit.

8.	 In	areas	designated	for	Institutional,	Office/Business,	Retail	Commercial,	Light	Industrial	and	Heavy	
Industrial, the district regulations should be revised if necessary to reflect  the land uses appropriate 
for the given land use designation.

9. Traditional Neighborhood Development (TND) provisions should be inserted into zoning ordinances 
for	municipalities	in	areas	designated	as	Suburban	Residential,	Urban	Residential	or	Mixed	Use/Vil-
lage.	In	boroughs,	TNDs	should	reflect	existing	building	setbacks,	mixed	uses,	usage	of	alleys	and	
lotting patterns rather than suburban development models. In townships, TNDs can create desirable 
living environments by providing a sense of community and place, providing for a secure, safe 
environment, promoting social integration, providing for affordable housing, minimizing traffic 
congestion and creating a pedestrian scale community.

10. Planned Residential Development (PRD) provisions should be inserted into zoning ordinances for 
townships	in	areas	designated	as	Suburban	Residential,	Urban	Residential	or	Mixed	Use/Village.	
PRDs	allow	development	that	responds	to	the	natural	features	and	site	limitations,	that	create	extensive	
open space, reduce development costs, meet a variety of housing needs and involve the coordinated, 
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integrated development of property. PRD provisions are included as a separate section of the zoning 
ordinance.

11. Zoning ordinances should provide for Conservation Design in those municipalities with areas des-
ignated as Rural, Agricultural Preservation or Environmental Protection. Conservation design is a 
means of accommodating development carried out in an environmentally sensitive manner, while 
simultaneously preserving significant amounts of open space. The primary goal of conservation de-
sign is to preserve open space and to protect environmental features. It can also be used to preserve 
farmland. These goals are met by clustering development in areas that lack environmental limitations 
while simultaneously setting aside at least half of the site for permanent open space.

12.	 Municipalities	should	consider	the	use	of	the	Transfer	of	Development	Rights	(TDR)	process.	The	
TDR process can be undertaken either by individual municipalities or by multiple municipalities. 
The TDR program allows landowners in the sending area (the area designated for preservation) to 
sell the development rights connected with the land (but not the land itself) to developers, builders 
and investors. The development rights would be deleted from the number of units that could be 
developed on the parcel in the sending area, thus helping to preserve that area. The buyers of the 
development rights could apply those rights to properties in receiving areas (areas designated for 
growth). These rights would increase the number of dwelling units that could be built on a parcel 
or the intensity of non-residential development. The TDR process requires that appropriate sending 
and	receiving	areas	both	exist	within	the	jurisdiction	carrying	out	the	process.	In	the	Nazareth	mul-
timunicipal planning area, the Agricultural Preservation and Environmental Protection areas would 
be the desired sending areas. Appropriate receiving areas include the Suburban Residential, Urban 
Residential,	Mixed	Use,	Office/Business,	Retail	Commercial,	Light	Industrial	and	Heavy	Industrial	
areas.

•	 Municipalities	will	coordinate	sewage	facility	planning	with	the	Future	Land	Use	Plan.	Municipalities	and	
authorities should coordinate the planning for sewage facilities with the Future Land Use Plan through 
the	Act	537	sewage	planning	process.	The	Act	537	plans	should	be	revised	to	conform	with	and	support	
the	Future	Land	Use	Plan.	This	coordination	should	include	the	planned	expansion	of	sanitary	sewers	
to areas recommended for growth, the absence of sanitary sewers in areas recommended for preserva-
tion and the provision of adequate treatment capacity and allocation to provide for the needs of future 
development.

•	 Municipalities	will	consider	the	establishment	of	a	municipally	funded	Agricultural	Conservation	Ease-
ments Program to purchase the development rights of properties designated for Agricultural Preserva-
tion.

•	 Municipalities	will	consider	the	use	of	municipal	funding	to	supplement	Northampton	County	funding	
for the purchase of development rights.

•	 Municipalities	will	consider	the	establishment	of	a	municipally	funded	program	to	purchase	properties	
designated for Environmental Protection.

•	 Municipalities	will	budget	and	provide	municipal	funding	for	the	required	match	connected	with	the	
Open	Space	component	of	the	Northampton	County	21st Century Open Space Initiative. This program 
can be used to purchase properties designated for Environmental Protection.

•	 Municipalities	will	consider	the	adoption	or	amendment	of	an	official	map	to	protect	and	acquire	proper-
ties designated for Environmental Protection.



80 Nazareth Area Multimunicipal Comprehensive Plan



Nazareth Area Multimunicipal Comprehensive Plan 81



82 Nazareth Area Multimunicipal Comprehensive Plan



Nazareth Area Multimunicipal Comprehensive Plan 83

eConomIC develoPment

Economic development issues within this comprehensive plan deal with providing appropriate strategies 
for natural features preservation, future land use, adequate park and open space resources, historic preservation 
and tourism and adequate infrastructure including roads, community water facilities and public sewage disposal 
facilities linked to the recommended land use plan. Goals, policies and implementation strategies associated 
with these issues are provided in other sections of this comprehensive plan. The overall economic development 
goal along with policies and implementation strategies not covered in other sections of this plan are presented 
below.

Goal

To promote a strong economy that improves the standard of living and enhances the fiscal well being of the 
municipalities.

Policies

•	 Facilitate	retention	and	expansion	of	businesses	with	above-average	wages.
•	 Strengthen	the	tax	base	of	municipalities	with	declining	or	stagnant	tax	bases	by	redeveloping	and	reus-

ing	existing	vacant	buildings	and	sites.
•	 Provide	suitable	areas	for	siting	new	businesses	and	industry	consistent	with	this	comprehensive	plan.

Implementation Strategies

•	 Municipalities	will	adopt	zoning	regulations	consistent	with	the	future	land	use	plan.
•	 Municipalities	will	provide	adequate	areas	for	employment	uses.
•	 Municipalities	will	cooperate	with	economic	development	entities	in	promoting	the	retention,	recruit-

ment	and	expansion	of	employers.
•	 Municipalities	will	seek	and	utilize	grant	programs	to	aid	in	the	retention,	recruitment	and	expansion	of	

employers.
•	 Municipalities	will	enable	the	redevelopment	and	reuse	of	existing	vacant	buildings	and	sites	for	em-

ployment uses by adopting appropriate zoning regulations in such areas.
•	 Municipalities	will	promote	tourism	activities	related	to	the	unique	physical,	historic	and	cultural	features	

of the multimunicipal area.
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HoUSInG Plan

BackgRound data

The Nazareth multimunicipal planning area has been the site of considerable housing growth between 1980 
and	2000.	As	can	be	seen	from	Table	30,	the	housing	stock	has	increased	from	11,326	units	to	15,516	units.	This	
4,190	unit	increase	represents	37%	of	the	1980	housing	stock.

The	share	of	the	housing	stock	that	is	in	the	townships	has	grown	between	1980	and	2000.	In	1980,	boroughs	
held	one	third	of	the	housing	stock.	By	2000,	the	boroughs’	share	has	fallen	to	29%.	Four-fifths	of	the	housing	
growth in the intermediate period has been in the townships.

The	number	of	units	by	municipality	in	year	2000	ranges	from	3,464	units	in	Moore	Township	to	91	units	
in	Chapman.	All	municipalities	excepting	Chapman	saw	an	increase	in	housing	stock	between	1980	and	2000.	
Numerically,	the	greatest	increases	are	found	in	Bushkill	Township	(894	units),	Moore	Township	(735	units)	and	
East	Allen	Township	(708	units).	On	a	percentage	basis,	four	municipalities	saw	increases	of	over	50	percent.	
They	were	Bushkill	(59%),	East	Allen	(also	59%),	Lower	Nazareth	(53%)	and	Bath	(51%).	

The housing stock in the Nazareth Area is considerably more oriented to ownership than is the case throughout 
Northampton	County.	In	the	Nazareth	Area,	82%	of	the	housing	stock	is	owner	occupied.	This	figure	compares	
with	the	73%	for	the	County	as	a	whole.	This	high	rate	of	ownership	can	be	viewed	as	a	positive	attribute	of	the	
Nazareth	Area’s	housing	character.	Home	ownership	is	often	attributed	as	contributing	to	higher	maintenance	
levels.

As can be seen from Table 31, ownership rates vary from municipality to municipality within the Nazareth 
Area.	The	townships	have	very	high	ownership	rates.	They	range	from	85%	in	Upper	Nazareth	to	94%	in	East	
Allen.	The	boroughs	have	a	wider	range	of	ownership	rates.	The	lowest	rate	can	be	found	in	Nazareth	(55%).	The	
highest	rate	is	in	Tatamy	(82%).	(The	number	of	owner	occupied	units	plus	the	number	of	renter	occupied	units	
cited in Table 31 does not equal the total number of units. The unaccounted units are vacant dwelling units.)
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Table	32	provides	data	about	median	housing	unit	values	and	rents.	The	rent	figures	are	provided	for	both	
contract rent and for gross rent. As defined by the U.S. Census, gross rent includes both the cost of the dwelling 
unit itself plus the estimated cost of the utilities. Contract rent differs from gross rent in that it does not include 
the	estimated	cost	of	the	utilities.	The	Census	Bureau	explains	the	development	of	the	two	measures	as	follows,	
“Gross rent is intended to eliminate differentials which result from varying practices with respect to the inclusion 
of utilities and fuels as part of the rental payment.”

The higher median housing values can be found in the townships. They range from $136,900 in Upper Nazareth 
to	$167,100	in	Lower	Nazareth.	The	median	values	in	the	boroughs	are	in	a	lower	range.	They	start	at	$89,000	
in Chapman and reach $118,000 in Stockertown. The relative housing values correlate with the data regarding 
percentage of housing by age. The boroughs have a higher portion of their housing stock in older housing. 
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In general, the higher average gross rents are found in the townships, although the distinctions are not as 
clear cut as they are with median housing values. In the townships, the average gross rents range from $588 
in Bushkill to $814 in East Allen. In the boroughs, the average gross rents range from $513 in Bath to $654 in 
Stockertown.

Several data items can be used to identify areas with potential housing deficiencies. Identified areas can be 
targeted for further investigation of housing conditions to learn whether coordinated rehabilitation efforts are 
warranted. Table 33 provides data in connection with these data items, age of housing, housing units with more 
than one person per room and housing units lacking complete plumbing.

As housing ages, maintenance and upgrading are necessary. Areas with concentrations of older housing are 
often areas with a greater likelihood of including housing in need of rehabilitation. In the Nazareth Area, 4,338 
housing	units	(28%)	of	the	total	were	built	prior	to	1949.	Of	these,	3,696	or	24%	of	the	total	were	built	prior	to	
1939. Seven of the block groups have significant concentrations of older housing. All four of the block groups 
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that	constitute	Nazareth	have	much	of	their	housing	stock	in	older	housing.	Block	groups	168-7	and	168-8	each	
have	70%	of	their	housing	built	prior	to	1949.	Stockertown	and	Tatamy	each	have	more	than	half	of	their	housing	
dating	prior	to	1949.	In	Stockertown,	56%	of	the	housing	is	so	characterized.	In	Tatamy,	the	percentage	is	52.	
Lastly,	40%	of	the	housing	in	one	of	Bath’s	two	block	groups	(group	166-1)	was	built	prior	to	1949.

Housing	units	with	more	than	one	person	per	room	are	considered	overcrowded.	According	to	the	2000	Cen-
sus,	only	70	units	in	the	Nazareth	Area	were	so	classified.	These	units	constitute	only	0.5%	of	the	total	housing	
stock, leading to the conclusion that overcrowding is not a widespread concern. The greatest concentration of 
overcrowded	units	is	located	in	census	block	group	166-02	in	Bath.

Housing	units	lacking	complete	plumbing	are	considered	a	proxy	for	units	lacking	necessary	infrastructure.	
The	2000	Census	reports	that	85	units	in	the	Nazareth	Area	lacked	complete	plumbing.	These	units	constitute	
0.5%	of	the	Nazareth	Area	housing	stock,	also	leading	to	the	conclusion	that	inadequate	facilities	are	not	a	wide-
spread problem. The greatest concentration of housing units lacking complete plumbing were in census block 
group	166-2	in	Bath	and	census	block	group	158-4	in	Bushkill	Township.

Three of the five census block groups that have the highest levels of families living in poverty are also census 
block groups that the statistics in Table 33 call to attention. Of the five census block groups with family poverty 
rates	of	5.1%	or	higher,	three	are	among	the	census	block	groups	with	the	highest	percentage	of	older	housing.	
These	are	block	groups	168-6	(Nazareth),	170-5	(Stockertown)	and	166-1	(Bath).	These	areas	should	receive	
initial	attention	in	examining	the	need	for	housing	rehabilitation.	The	other	two	census	block	groups	with	family	
poverty	rates	of	5.1%	or	greater	are	in	Moore	Township	(block	groups	159-2.3	and	159-1.1).

Groups	such	as	the	elderly	and	the	poor	have	particular	housing	issues	and	needs.	An	examination	of	the	
available	data	demonstrates	that	although	programs	and	facilities	exist	that	meet	some	of	these	particular	needs,	
other needs remain unfulfilled.

Although the poverty status of Nazareth Area residents occurs only at the rate of one half of the rate in 
Northampton County, a notable number of Nazareth Area residents are living in poverty. U.S. Census data from 
1999	shows	that	325	Nazareth	Area	families	are	recorded	as	living	in	poverty	and	that	1,620	individuals	hold	
that	categorization.	Housing	assistance	for	low	and	moderate	income	persons	in	the	Nazareth	Area	is	provided	
by	the	Northampton	County	Housing	Authority.	The	Authority	helps	meet	housing	needs	through	two	means.	
First,	the	Authority	owns	and	operates	buildings	and	complexes	which	are	dedicated	to	housing	the	disadvan-
taged. Second, the Authority administers two Section 8 programs. In the first program, the tenant is granted a 
certificate by the Authority. The certificate can be used in any rental unit that has a monthly rent at or below the 
fair	market	rent	as	established	by	the	Department	of	Housing	and	Urban	Development.	The	tenant	pays	30%	
of his or her income toward the rent. The remainder represents the public subsidy. In the second program, the 
tenant	is	granted	a	voucher	by	the	Authority.	Vouchers	are	more	flexible	than	certificates.	For	rental	units	which	
are	at	or	below	the	fair	market	rent,	vouchers	operate	the	same	as	certificates.	However,	vouchers	also	give	the	
recipient	the	option	of	renting	an	apartment	which	is	more	expensive	than	the	fair	market	rent.	In	this	case,	the	
recipient must pay the full difference between the rent and the fair market rent. This payment is in addition to 
the	30%	of	their	income	otherwise	required.

Four	subsidized	housing	complexes	are	located	in	the	Nazareth	Area.	Table	34	provides	information	about	
them.	The	four	complexes	total	181	units	of	which	36	are	for	families	and	145	are	for	the	elderly.

According to the Lehigh Valley Planning Commission report, Housing Assistance Needs in the Lehigh Val-
ley,	the	Northampton	County	Housing	Authority	has	900	vouchers	and	certificates	available.	These	vouchers	
and certificates are available to residents throughout the County, including those living in the Nazareth Area. 
The number of available vouchers and certificates is insufficient to fully meet the housing needs. Waiting lists 
are used when applications for vouchers and certificates are unavailable. The LVPC report stated that the wait-
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ing	list	for	the	Northampton	County	Housing	Authority	Section	8	certificates	and	vouchers	was	142	per	100	
available certificates and vouchers.

Increasing consideration must be given to meeting the housing needs of the elderly, as the numbers of the 
elderly	are	expected	to	increase.	In	the	year	2000,	6,335	Nazareth	Area	residents	(15.5%	of	the	total	popula-
tion) were age 65 and over. Population projections prepared by the Lehigh Valley Planning Commission for 
Northampton	County	show	major	increases	between	years	2000	and	2030	in	the	number	of	persons	age	65	and	
over.	In	the	65	to	69	age	bracket,	an	increase	of	49.5%	is	forecast.	In	the	70	to	74	age	bracket,	an	increase	of	
80.9%	is	forecast.	In	the	75	and	over	age	bracket,	an	increase	of	70.6%	is	forecast.

The housing needs of the elderly have been met in a number of ways. Some of these ways solely deal with 
housing, when health care and living assistance are not required. Other solutions meet both the housing and health 
care or living assistance needs. Most of the elderly are able to remain in their own homes. A growing demand 
exists	for	other	housing	arrangements	including	subsidized	housing,	life	care	retirement	facilities,	personal	care	
homes and assisted living arrangements. Table 34 showed that 145 subsidized apartments are available for the 
elderly in the Nazareth Area.

Six	assisted	living	facilities	are	licensed	in	the	Nazareth	Area.	These	facilities	have	253	available	beds.	Table	
35 provides information about these facilities.

alteRnative develoPment FoRms

Conventional development forms and subdivision practices are not always the best means for creating desirable 
living environments. The orientation of these forms and practices are often insufficiently oriented toward creat-
ing communities with the following desirable characteristics among others:

•	 Sensitivity	toward	a	site’s	natural	features,
•	 Integration	of	varied	housing	types	and	land	uses,
•	 Minimization	of	infrastructure	costs,	and
•	 A	sense	of	community.
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Alternate development approaches are available to better meet these objectives. They include Traditional 
Neighborhood Development, Planned Residential Development and Conservation Subdivision Design. Each of 
these approaches has its own orientation and applicability. Depending on one’s objectives and the circumstances 
of an area, one or more of these approaches can be advantageously applied.

Traditional Neighborhood Development

The MPC defines the term as follows. “Traditional neighborhood development, an area of land developed 
for	a	compatible	mixture	of	residential	units	for	various	income	levels	and	nonresidential	commercial	and	work-
place	uses,	including	some	structures	that	provide	for	a	mix	of	uses	within	the	same	building.	Residences,	shops,	
offices, workplaces, public buildings, and parks are interwoven within the neighborhood so that all are within 
relatively	close	proximity	to	each	other.	Traditional	neighborhood	development	is	relatively	compact,	limited	in	
size and oriented toward pedestrian activity. It has an identifiable center and a discernable edge. The center of the 
neighborhood is in the form of a public park, commons, plaza, square or prominent intersection of two or more 
major streets. Generally, there is a hierarchy of streets laid out in a rectilinear or grid pattern of interconnecting 
streets and blocks that provides multiple routes from origins to destinations and are appropriately designed to 
serve the needs of pedestrians and vehicles equally.”

The TND concept emphasizes physical development patterns. TNDs seek to return to pre-World War II devel-
opment patterns by employing their best elements. TNDs are designed to accomplish the following objectives:

•	 To	provide	a	sense	of	community	and	place,
•	 To	provide	for	a	secure,	safe	environment,
•	 To	promote	social	integration	of	different	age	groups	and	economic	groups,
•	 To	provide	for	affordable	housing,
•	 To	minimize	traffic	congestion,	and
•	 To	create	a	pedestrian	scale	community.

TNDs strive to meet these objectives through the following means:

•	 Arrange	the	land	uses	so	that	different	land	uses	are	placed	near	each	other,	not	separated	from	each	
other.	The	mixture	of	land	uses	includes	basic	land	use	types	such	as	housing,	workplaces,	community	
facilities	and	stores.	The	mixture	of	land	uses	also	includes	different	housing	types	like	single	family	
homes, apartments and condominiums.

•	 Use	a	gridiron	street	pattern	or	a	variation	thereof	to	disperse	traffic.	Use	alleys	to	provide	access	to	
off-street parking and garages.

•	 Promote	a	pedestrian	scale.	Trip	destinations	such	as	shopping,	schools	and	other	community	facilities	
and workplaces are designed to be within walking distance.

•	 Create	a	distinctive	and	attractive	physical	design	through	the	arrangement	of	land	uses	and	roads.	Parks	
and community facilities are to be placed where they can be focal points for the community. Prominent 
locations draw attention to these land uses.

•	 Erect	buildings	in	distinct	architectural	styles	that	mimic	the	prevalent	indigenous	architectural	style	of	
the area. Strict architectural controls are employed to create the desired look.

•	 Place	buildings	relatively	close	to	the	roads.	Porches	are	utilized	to	promote	interaction	between	the	
residents and pedestrians. 

TND development involves the following prerequisites:

•	 TNDs	represent	sizeable	developments.	As	such,	TNDs	require	the	presence	of	relatively	large	parcels	
of land. TNDs are unlikely to be viable if they lack the critical mass needed to support the higher front 
end development costs. 
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•	 As	forms	of	urban	development,	TND	development	requires	the	availability	of	adequate	infrastructure,	
particularly public sewer and community water services.

•	 TNDs	need	a	supportive	municipal	government.	The	municipality	needs	to	be	comfortable	with	the	cre-
ation of and reliance on a homeowners association, the adoption and enforcement of strict architectural 
controls,	the	mixture	of	land	uses	and	the	use	of	a	more	traditional	street	network.	Key	governmental	
facilities such as schools and offices should be sited within the TND.

•	 Surrounding	 roads	are	needed	 that	 can	handle	 the	 traffic	generated	 from	a	 relatively	 large	develop-
ment.

Municipalities within the Nazareth region that meet the above prerequisites should incorporate TND provi-
sions into their land use regulations. Conversely, municipalities lacking the prerequisites should not consider 
separate TND provisions.

The	boroughs	lack	the	large	parcels	needed	to	create	a	new	TND.	However,	these	boroughs	should	consider	
incorporating	some	of	the	TND	features	into	their	existing	zoning	and	subdivision	ordinances.	For	instance,	the	
TND	provisions	can	be	used	to	extend	the	existing	development	patterns	in	the	boroughs.	The	boroughs	may	
consider	reflecting	existing	building	setbacks,	mixed	uses,	usage	of	alleys	and	lotting	patterns	in	their	zoning	
and subdivision ordinances instead of replicating suburban models.

Those townships with lands designated as Suburban Residential or Urban Residential by the land use plan 
and	where	larger	parcels	exist	should	incorporate	TND	provisions	into	their	land	use	regulations.	Those	townships	
that are recommended for rural type residential uses, agricultural preservation and natural resource protection 
should not use TND provisions.

Figure 1 depicts Kentlands, a pioneering TND that has been built in Gaithersburg, Maryland. Kentlands 
features a variety of housing types, a shopping center and community facilities. Common open space and rec-
reation facilities are also found.

Figure 1: Kentlands
Courtesy of Andres Duany and Elizabeth Plater-Zyberk, Associates.
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Planned Residential Development

Planned	Residential	Developments	(PRDs)	are	a	form	of	mixed	use	development	undertaken	within	 the	
context	of	an	overall	flexible	plan.	The	MPC	describes	PRDs	in	Section	701	as	“a	procedure	which	can	relate	
the type, design and layout of residential and nonresidential development to the particular site and the particular 
demand	for	housing	existing	at	the	time	of	development	in	a	manner	consistent	with	the	preservation	of	the	
property	values	within	existing	residential	and	nonresidential	areas,	and	to	insure	that	the	increased	flexibility	
of regulations over land development … is carried out…”

The	PRD	process	is	structured	to	provide	a	flexible,	innovative	method	of	meeting	multiple	planning	objec-
tives by the following means:

•	 PRDs	involve	the	detailed	analysis	of	a	site’s	natural	and	manmade	settings.	The	analysis	allows	the	
design to take particular advantage of a site’s strengths while avoiding problem areas.

•	 PRDs	provide	extensive	open	space	for	 the	benefit	of	 its	 residents.	The	open	space	 is	distributed	 to	
maximize	its	convenience	to	the	residents.	Responsibility	for	maintaining	this	open	space	is	typically	
assigned to a homeowners association rather than to the municipality.

•	 PRDs	use	the	clustering	of	housing	on	smaller	lots	as	an	essential	design	element.	This	allows	the	creation	
of the common open space within a moderate or high density development. Clustering can be density 
neutral. Thus, it would not increase overall densities.

•	 PRDs	allow	reduced	development	costs	as	a	result	of	the	clustered	housing	which	uses	infrastructure	
more efficiently, and avoids costs due to the harmony between the design and the site’s natural features. 
These reduced development costs allow lower housing costs.

•	 PRDs	provide	a	mixture	of	housing	and	land	use	types.	Multiple	housing	types	meet	many	different	
housing needs. Neighborhood shopping areas, perhaps linked to residential areas by pathway systems, 
will reduce the residents’ travel needs. PRDs integrate the different uses with sensitive design.

•	 PRDs	involve	the	coordinated,	integrated	development	of	property.	Efficiencies	result	from	this	approach	
as compared to piecemeal development.

Figure	2	illustrates	how	the	PRD	concept	would	be	applied	to	a	property.	Note	the	use	of	clustering.	Most	of	
the site remains as common open space. The development does not disturb the more environmentally sensitive 
lands. Multiple housing types meet a variety of housing needs. A community center and neighborhood com-
mercial area are provided.

PRD development involves the following prerequisites. In reading these prerequisites, one notices that they 
parallel the prerequisites for TND development.

•	 PRDs	represent	sizeable	developments.	As	such,	PRDs	require	the	presence	of	relatively	large	parcels	
of land, although PRDs may be feasible on smaller parcels than would be associated with TNDs. PRDs 
need a certain critical mass to support the higher front end development costs.

•	 As	forms	of	urban	development,	PRDs	require	the	availability	of	adequate	infrastructure,	particularly	
public sewer and community water services.

•	 PRDs	need	a	supportive	municipal	government.	The	municipality	needs	 to	be	comfortable	with	 the	
creation of and reliance on a homeowners association.

•	 Surrounding	 roads	are	needed	 that	 can	handle	 the	 traffic	generated	 from	a	 relatively	 large	develop-
ment.

PRD provisions should be considered by those townships within the Nazareth region where large parcels 
exist	in	areas	recommended	for	Suburban	Residential	or	Urban	Residential	by	the	land	use	plan.	PRD	provi-
sions should not be considered for townships in areas recommended for rural uses or farmland preservation. The 
boroughs should not consider the adoption of PRD provisions.



92 Nazareth Area Multimunicipal Comprehensive Plan

Conservation Subdivision Design

Conservation subdivisions have been described as “ a subdivision in which the lot sizes are reduced below 
those normally required in the zoning district in which the development is located, in return for the provision 
of permanent open space.” 

The primary goal of conservation subdivision design is to preserve open space and to protect environmental 
features. This goal is met by clustering development in areas that lack environmental limitations while simul-
taneously setting aside at least half of the site for permanent open space. The use of the clustering allows site 
development in a density neutral fashion as compared to traditional development. That is, the amount of dwell-
ing units that can be built in a conservation subdivision would be the same as could have been achieved in a 
conventional subdivision layout. 

Given the open space objectives of conservation subdivision design, the concept is most applicable to rural 
areas. The concept is also applicable to agricultural preservation areas. Conservation subdivision design usually 
involves	single	family	detached	dwellings.	However,	the	concept	does	not	preclude	the	incorporation	of	several	
housing types within the subdivision. 

The creation of a conservation subdivision requires the adoption of provisions in both the municipal zoning 
ordinance and subdivision and land development ordinance. These provisions would enable the conservation 

Figure 2: Planned Residential Development Subdivision Plan
Source: Chester County Planning Commission, 1990.
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subdivision design approach. In planning for conservation design, municipalities need to identify those areas 
that are to be protected and preserved. These are composed of Primary Conservation Areas which correspond 
to the recommended preservation areas on Map 15. Secondary Conservation Areas are other significant features 
which correspond to the development restriction areas on Map 15.

The start of the conservation subdivision design process is to establish the number of units allowed on the 
property to be subdivided. This number is established by the preparation of a yield plan. This plan shown in 
Figure 3 is based on the application of conventional zoning regulations to the property including environmental 
protection provisions. The resulting number of units becomes the number of units that would be allowed in the 
conservation subdivision. The conservation subdivision design process itself involves four steps. These steps are 
illustrated in the accompanying figures. 

Step one
Identify the land that should be permanently protected. Site mapping locates the various site characteristics 
previously identified as the Primary Conservation Areas and the Secondary Conservation Areas. The identified 
areas are those areas where development is constrained.

Figure 3: Yield Plan
Source: Growing Greener: Conservation by Design, Natural Lands Trust.

Figure 4: Potential Development Areas
Source: Growing Greener: Conservation by Design, Natural Lands Trust.
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Step two
The locations of the individual houses are set. These locations are within the Potential Development Area, the 
area	outside	of	the	constraint	areas	identified	in	step	one.	The	siting	of	the	houses	should	also	attempt	to	maxi-
mize the views of the open space.

Step three
Step three involves the siting of the streets needed to provide access to the houses. This step has been described 
as “connecting the dots.”

Figure 5:  Locating House Sites
Source: Growing Greener: Conservation by Design, Natural Lands Trust.

Figure 6:  Aligning Streets and Trails
Source: Growing Greener: Conservation by Design, Natural Lands Trust.
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Step four
This step involves the drawing of the lot lines. 

Conservation subdivisions are an effective means for accomplishing the stated objectives. They result in the 
protection of sensitive natural areas. Further, they result in the preservation of significant amounts of open space 
and farmland. Additional benefits of conservation subdivisions include a potential reduction in development 
costs. The lower costs result from the more compact improvements required for serving the lots and lower site 
preparation costs by avoiding areas with environmental limitations. Conservation design can aid in preserving 
the rural atmosphere by reducing the visual prominence and therefore impact of the houses. Also, conservation 
subdivisions can provide better habitat for plants and wildlife through the creation of the larger blocks of open 
space. 

The use of conservation subdivision design requires the resolution of several issues. These include the 
provision of water and sewer services and the ownership and maintenance of the common open space. As was 
previously noted, this development concept is most applicable in rural and agricultural preservation areas, where 
public sewer and water services are unavailable. Therefore, conservation subdivisions must rely upon individual 
wells and other means of sewage disposal. The use of clustering results in a more limited area being available 
on the given lot for sewage disposal purposes than is typically involved with conventional zoning and develop-
ment. Therefore, the suitability of the soils becomes a very critical criteria for development. Alternate means 
of sewage disposal such as community on-lot systems, spray irrigation of sewage effluent and the siting of the 
sewage disposal facilities within the common open space area may be needed in order to provide for adequate 
sewage disposal. Fewer areas are available for siting on-lot wells, given the isolation distance requirements from 
the locations of the sewage disposal systems.

The conservation subdivision will create large areas of common open space. A reliable and workable method 
for assuring the proper maintenance of this area must be devised. Options for such maintenance responsibility 
include a homeowners’ association, a land trust or similar entity or the municipality. 

Municipalities within the Nazareth Area that include areas recommended as Rural, Environmental Protection 
and Agricultural Preservation in the land use plan should consider the adoption of zoning ordinance and subdivi-
sion ordinance provisions that enable conservation subdivision design in those areas. Conservation subdivision 
design provisions are not recommended for other areas. 

Figure 7:  Drawing in the Lot Lines
Source: Growing Greener: Conservation by Design, Natural Lands Trust.
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Comparison and Summary

TNDs,	PRDs	and	Conservation	Subdivisions	all	represent	advantageous	means	for	land	development.	How-
ever, they have different orientations and represent different approaches. Table 36 compares some of the key 
components of these approaches.

Townships that have areas that have land designated as Suburban Residential or Urban Residential by the 
land use plan and which have large parcels in these areas should consider adopting both TND and PRD provi-
sions.	The	boroughs	should	consider	TND	features	relating	to	existing	building	setbacks,	mixed	uses,	usage	of	
alleys and lotting patterns in their zoning and subdivision ordinances. Conservation subdivision design is rec-
ommended in areas of the townships with land designated as Rural, Environmental Protection and Agricultural 
Preservation in the land use plan.

neighBoRhood PRotection

Housing	and	the	neighborhoods	that	they	occupy	are	central	in	their	importance	to	the	Nazareth	Area	mu-
nicipalities. They will decline unless properly protected. Numerous threats to housing areas and neighborhoods 
exist.	They	include	environmental	impacts,	such	as:

•	 Noise	from	passing	trucks	and	vehicles,	from	airport	operations	and	factories,		
•	 Glare	and	light	pollution	from	nearby	stores	and	businesses,		
•	 Air	pollution	from	industrial	or	mining	operations,		
•	 Visual	blight	from	signs	or	structures	out	of	scale	with	the	area,	and
•	 Offensive	odors	from	solid	waste	facilities	or	certain	manufacturing	processes.	
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Other potential threats to residential neighborhoods include overcrowding, as buildings are put to intensive 
uses.	Overcrowding	is	often	manifest	by	the	increased	parking	demand	that	exceeds	available	space.	

The prevention of such degradation and the protection of the residential areas and neighborhoods is a core 
objective of this comprehensive plan. The ways in which our communities continue to develop directly influ-
ences the ability to maintain the livability of our residential areas. Zoning ordinances contain numerous means 
of protection. They include:

•	 The	separation	of	incompatible	uses	from	residential	areas,
•	 Required	buffers	where	separation	of	incompatible	uses	is	minimal,
•	 Performance	standards	for	environmental	impacts,
•	 Parking	standards,
•	 Sign	regulations,	and
•	 Architectural	or	design	regulations.

Subdivision	and	land	development	ordinances	can	protect	existing	residences	by:

•	 Controlling	stormwater	runoff,
•	 Creating	traffic	circulation	patterns	that	minimize	through	traffic	in	neighborhoods,	and
•	 Minimizing	light	pollution	from	nearby	non-residential	land	uses.

Property maintenance is also of vital importance to the health of residential areas and neighborhoods. 
Poorly maintained properties affect surrounding properties. Code enforcement programs are an effective means 
for municipalities to promote proper property maintenance. Some property owners need financial assistance in 
order to undertake needed maintenance. To assist these property owners, Nazareth Area municipalities should 
take advantage of programs and grants offered by the Federal and State governments. The use of programs such 
as	the	Community	Development	Block	Grant	program,	federal	housing	programs	for	rehabilitation	of	existing	
housing and neighborhood improvement programs administered by the Pennsylvania Department of Community 
and Economic Development should be considered.

goal, Policies and imPlementation stRategies

Goal

To meet the housing needs of residents and those who wish to reside in the area.

Policies

•	 Provide	adequately	sized	areas	for	new	housing	construction	to	meet	the	housing	needs	as	identified	
through the population projections.

•	 Locate	housing	 consistent	with	 the	 land	use	 element	 and	 the	other	 elements	 of	 this	 comprehensive	
plan.

•	 Meet	the	varied	housing	needs	of	people,	including	the	handicapped,	elderly	and	other	special	needs	
groups, by providing opportunities for appropriate housing types and arrangements and a range of af-
fordability levels.

•	 Facilitate	well-designed,	desirable	living	environments	and	neighborhoods.
•	 Protect	neighborhoods	and	housing	areas	from	adverse	impacts.
•	 Protect	the	existing	investments	in	housing.
•	 Promote	the	adequate	maintenance	of	housing.
•	 Revitalize	residential	areas	where	the	quality	of	the	residential	environment	has	deteriorated.
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Implementation Strategies

•	 Municipalities	will	amend	their	zoning	ordinances	as	necessary	to	be	consistent	with	the	land	use	plan	
map	and	text.

•	 Municipalities	will	incorporate	provisions	for	Traditional	Neighborhood	Design,	Planned	Residential	
Development and Conservation Design into their zoning ordinances as appropriate, in the types of areas 
where recommended by this comprehensive plan.

•	 Municipalities	 will	 review	 their	 zoning	 ordinances	 to	 identify	 possible	 inadequacies	 for	 protecting	
neighborhoods and housing areas from adverse impacts such as environmental impacts.

•	 Municipalities	will	consider	adopting	building	code	ordinances,	where	none	are	currently	in	place,	and	
will engage in a systematic enforcement program.

•	 Municipalities	will	identify	high	priority	areas	for	housing	improvements.
•	 Municipalities	will	utilize	grant	programs	as	appropriate	to	facilitate	housing	maintenance	in	low	and	

moderate income areas.
•	 Municipalities	will	provide	appropriate	services	to	support	residential	development	in	areas	where	the	

land use plan recommends housing.
•	 Municipalities	will	coordinate	with	abutting	municipalities	when	considering	development	and	permit	

applications to assure that adverse impacts are minimized to the degree possible across municipal bound-
aries.
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tranSPortatIon Plan

Transportation resources affect land use decisions; land use decisions may drive the need to improve the 
transportation	network.	A	safe,	reliable,	and	efficient	transportation	network	minimizes	costs	while	maximizing	
productivity in the community. Transportation issues are often named as key factors when assessing the qual-
ity of life in a community. Given the prevailing development patterns in the Nazareth Area, it is projected that 
highway issues will continue to be in the forefront over the life of this plan. Transit, bicycle, and pedestrian 
opportunities are limited in the study area.

Growth in travel is attributed to many factors. Population and employment growth are often mentioned as 
reasons why Lehigh Valley highways carry more vehicles than ever. Increases in traffic result from a number of 
other relationships, including:

•	 Average	household	size	–	Household	size	has	been	declining	for	decades.	According	to	the	2000	Census,	
the	average	Lehigh	Valley	household	contained	2.5	people.	As	household	size	declines,	opportunities	to	
share trips also decline, resulting in more trips.

•	 Average	number	of	vehicles	per	household	–	Even	with	household	size	declining,	vehicles	per	household	
continue	to	increase.	The	average	Lehigh	Valley	household	had	1.73	vehicles	in	2000.	When	the	vehicle	
per driver ratio increases, more trips result.

•	 Two-worker	households	–	Growth	in	two-worker	households	have	increased	trips	being	made.
•	 Decentralization	(sprawl)	–	As	housing	densities	decrease	and	become	more	rural,	trips	previously	made	

by other means (e.g. walking) are typically made by personal auto.

The Lehigh Valley Surface Transportation Plan: 2003 – 2022 (Lehigh Valley Transportation Study, November 
2002)	notes	that	growth	in	vehicle	miles	traveled	in	the	Lehigh	Valley	occurred	at	nearly	three	times	the	rate	as	
that	of	population,	employment,	licensed	drivers,	and	vehicle	registrations	from	the	early	1990s	to	early	2000s.	
Table	37	shows	the	updated	data	for	the	Lehigh	Valley.	With	the	personal	auto	being	the	transportation	choice	of	
residents and workers in the Nazareth Area, the results of these factors are an increase in the number of vehicles 
on the highways and congestion occurring in areas previously uncongested.

According	to	the	2000	Census,	95.8	percent	of	residents	in	the	Nazareth	Area	that	do	not	work	at	home	use	
personal vehicles to commute to work, 3.3 percent walk while only 0.1 percent use transit. These percentages 
generally	reflect	commuter	choice	in	the	Lehigh	Valley	as	a	whole.	Over	the	past	20	years,	the	regional	trend	has	
been moving toward more people driving to work alone. The duration of work trips is relatively short. Nearly 
28	percent	of	Nazareth	Area	residents	work	in	the	Nazareth	Area;	more	than	62	percent	work	in	Northampton	
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County, and 85 percent work in the Lehigh Valley. As for workers employed in Nazareth Area businesses, nearly 
42	percent	live	in	the	Nazareth	Area;	75.8	percent	live	in	Northampton	County;	and	87.9	percent	live	in	the	Lehigh	
Valley. The relationship of the locations of residences and employers has a significant impact on peak hour travel 
on Nazareth Area highways, since work trips make up a high percentage of trips at those times of the day.

The purpose of the transportation section is to ensure that the Nazareth Area transportation network can safely 
and	conveniently	accommodate	the	demands	put	on	it	by	existing	and	expected	traffic.	To	that	end,	a	capital	
plan	is	put	forth	that	addresses	both	existing	deficiencies	and	anticipated	deficiencies	caused	by	new	demands	
both within and from outside the Nazareth Area. Deficiencies were identified using various sources of pertinent 
information, including local municipal officials, PennDOT data, and planning tools such as the regional travel 
demand model and CommunityViz, both of which were applied to the Nazareth Area by the LVPC. Lower 
Nazareth	Township	has	the	most	extensive	data	available	regarding	transportation	improvements	through	creation	
of a transportation impact fee ordinance and a traffic circulation plan. Key Elements of the traffic circulation 
plan	are	part	of	this	comprehensive	plan	as	included	in	Appendix	A.

overall transportation Goal

To provide for the safe and efficient movement of people and goods.

The	recommended	transportation	projects	can	be	found	on	Map	20	and	in	Table	38.	A	discussion	of	the	
individual elements follows.

highways

The function of a highway varies depending on its design and access to it. Arterial roads are designed to 
move traffic; they are generally high speed roadways that carry traffic relatively long distances. Collector roads 
are hybrids; i.e. they serve a function of both mobility and access to adjacent properties. Local roads are intended 
to	provide	access	and	are	typically	designed	for	low	speeds.	Map	21	depicts	the	functional	classification	of	the	
highway	system	in	the	Nazareth	Area.	Examples	of	each	roadway	type	are:

	 •	 Arterial	Roads	–	Route	33,	Route	248,	Route	191,	Route	329,	Route	512,	Route	946	(part)
	 •	 Collector	Roads	–	Route	946	(part),	Route	987,	Bushkill	Center	Road,	Newburg	Road	(part)
	 •	 Local	Roads	–	West	Scenic	Drive,	Mountain	Drive,	Old	Carriage	Road,	Yost	Road,	Grouse	Drive

It	is	important	to	preserve	the	function	of	a	roadway	as	growth	occurs.	For	example,	if	mobility	on	an	arterial	
road is compromised by adding driveways and intersections, an unsafe condition can result by allowing many 
turning movements on a road that was designed for high speeds. Conversely, a local road intended to provide 
access to each property it abuts should not be over-designed, thus creating a speed problem. Traffic calming 
measures such as speed bumps can be used to slow traffic along local roads in residential neighborhoods. To 
make efficient use of scarce transportation funds, the Lehigh Valley Transportation Study has limited areas where 
congestion mitigation projects are supported to areas that are recommended for urban development in the Lehigh 
Valley comprehensive plan. Transportation improvements that address safety and maintenance issues can be 
supported by LVTS outside of urban areas.

Congestion

Average	daily	traffic	of	Nazareth	Area	roads	are	shown	on	Map	22.	Numbers	shown	represent	the	average	
24	hour	vehicle	count	on	a	“typical”	day.	Route	33	south	of	Route	248	carries	the	highest	amount	of	traffic	in	
the study area with an estimated 44,500 vehicles per day. Generally, state traffic routes in the study area carry 
the highest volume of traffic.
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Time Source of
Map # Location Problem Recommended Improvement Element Funds *
Bath Borough

1 Rt. 987/Barrall Rd. Crashes Install 3-way stop signs Short Local
2 Rt. 512/Barrall Rd. Crashes Signalize Medium Fed./State
3 Rt. 512/Rt. 248 Crashes Signal upgrade Medium Fed./State
4 Rt. 512/Main St. Crashes Widen turning radii on north side Long Fed./State

Bushkill Township
5 Jacobsburg Rd./Bushkill Center Rd. Sight Distance Signalize Medium Fed./State
6 Henrys Woods Bridge Storm Damage Replace Short Fed./State
7 Keller Road Bridge Storm Damage Replace Short Fed./State

Chapman Borough
8 Rt. 987 Sight Distance Reduce speed limit Short Local

East Allen Township
9 Rt. 329/Seemsville Rd. Sight Distance Signalize Medium Fed./State
10 Airport Rd. Congestion/Crashes Mitigation study/improvements Long Fed./State/Local
11 Rt. 512/Silvercrest Rd. Congestion Signalize, add turning lanes Short Private
12 Bath Connector Crashes Connector between Rt. 329 and Rt. 512 Medium Fed./State

Lower Nazareth Township
13 Georgetown Rd./Newburg Rd. Crashes Signalize, add turning lanes Medium Impact Fee
14 Hanoverville Rd./Twp. Line Rd. Lack of Signalization Signalize, add turning lanes Medium Impact Fee
15 Hanoverville Rd./Keystone Rd. Lack of Signalization Signalize, add turning lanes Medium Impact Fee
16 Georgetown Rd./Steuben Rd. Additional Lanes Needed Add turning lanes Medium Impact Fee
17 Hanoverville Rd./Georgetown Rd. Lack of Signalization Signalize, add turning lanes Short Impact Fee
18 Georgetown Rd. Railroad Grade Crossing Crashes Upgrade crossing Short Fed./State
19 Hanoverville Rd./Longwood Dr. Lack of Signalization Add turning lanes Medium Impact Fee
20 Rt. 191/Hanoverville Rd./Hecktown Rd. Geometry/Congestion Realign, add turning lanes Short Fed./State/Local
21 Hecktown Rd./Butztown Rd. Lack of Signalization Signalize, add turning lanes Medium Impact Fee
22 Route 191/Steuben Rd. Congestion/Alignment Signalize, add turning lanes Short Fed./State/Local
23 Rt. 191/Butztown Rd. Geometry/Alignment Realign, add turning lanes Short Fed./State/Local
24 Rt. 191/Newburg Rd. Crashes/Congestion Retime signal, add turning lanes Short Fed./State/Local
25 Rt. 191/Rt. 946 Crashes/Geometry Add turning lanes, signalize, realign Short Fed./State/Local
26 Rt. 191 Congestion Mitigation study/improvements Short Fed./State/Local
27 Rt. 191/Gradwohl Switch Rd. Lack of Signalization Signalize, add turning lanes Medium Fed./State/Local
28 Rt. 191/Lonat Dr. Lack of Signalization Signalize, add turning lanes Medium Fed./State/Local
29 Rt. 191/Hollo Rd. Congestion Signalize, add turning lanes Short Fed./State/Local
30 Rt. 191/Christian Springs Rd. Lack of Signalization Signalize, add turning lanes Medium Fed./State/Local
31 Newburg Rd./Gradwohl Switch Rd. Lack of Signalization Signalize Medium Impact Fee
32 Newburg Rd./Country Club Rd. Crashes/Sight Distance Signalize, add turning lanes Short Impact Fee
33 Newburg Rd./Northwood Ave. Crashes Signalize Short Impact Fee
34 Hecktown Rd./Country Club Rd. Signal Timing Retime signal, add turning lanes Short Impact Fee
35 Rt. 33 S.B. Ramps to/from Hecktown Rd. Additional Lanes Needed Signalize, add turning lanes Medium Impact Fee
36 Hollo Road Relocation Geometry Relocate from Rt. 248 to Twp. Line Short Private
37 Rt. 248/Hollo Rd. Congestion Signalize, add turning lanes Medium Impact Fee
38 Hanoverville Rd./Hecktown Rd. Corridor Congestion Mitigation study/improvements Long Fed./State/Local
39 Jandy Boulevard Congestion Connector Road Completed Private

Moore Township
40 Rt. 248/Valley View Dr. Crashes Realign intersection to 90o; signalize Medium Fed./State
41 Rt. 248/W. Beersville Rd. Crashes Reduce speed limit; signage Short Local
42 Rt. 248/Allen Dr. Crashes Reduce speed limit; signage Short Local
43 Rt. 248/Dannersville Rd. Crashes Reduce speed limit; signage Short Local
44 Grouse Dr. Crashes Road realignment Long Fed./State
45 Rt. 987/Rt. 946 Crashes Install blinking red light Short Local
46 Rt. 512/Yost Rd. Crashes Improve speed enforcement; signage Short Local
47 Rt. 946/Cherry Hill Rd. Crashes Realign intersection to 90o Long Fed./State
48 Rt. 512/Rt. 946 Crashes Warning signs Short Local

Nazareth Borough
49 Mauch Chunk St./Green St. Crashes/Sight Distance Install 4 way stop Short Local
50 Walnut St./S. Whitfield St. Crashes Install 4 way stop Short Local
51 Walnut St./Broad St. Sight Distance Signalize Short Private

* Note: The "Source of Funds" column reflects the most likely funding source for the type of improvement recommended.  A designation of "Federal/State"
   does not guarantee that the project will be given a high priority by the Lehigh Valley Transportation Study, nor does it guarantee that the project will be
   100% funded with Federal and/or state funds.  A designation of "Private" indicates that improvements are necessitated by an associated land development.

TABLE 38
TRANSPORTATION PLAN
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 To predict future corridors where congestion is expected, the LVPC used its regional travel demand forecast-
ing model. The model uses inputs such as population, households, employment, the physical characteristics of 
the highway network, and trip-making characteristics of various land uses to replicate travel patterns. Those pat-
terns are then checked against actual characteristics (e.g. 24 hour traffic volumes, peak hour volumes) to validate 
the model. Once a model is validated, scenarios can be tested. These scenarios could include a closed highway 
(such as the situation when the Route 33 Bridge was closed due to a sinkhole) and the effects of new highways 
on the existing network. For the purposes of this plan, future land use scenarios were tested for their  impact on 
the transportation network and to discern what additional improvements might be necessary as a result of the 
Nazareth Area growing in a prescribed way.

The highway network in the Nazareth Area performs reasonably well with the exception of peak hour con-
gestion, particularly in the southern half of the study area and the boroughs. Areas of congestion for the year 
2000 and those anticipated in 2030 based on land use projections are illustrated in Map 23. A review of the 
information reveals that areas affected by congestion along corridors in 2000 (e.g. Route 191, Route 987, Main 
Street in Stockertown) will likely grow in length by 2030 as a result of growth in the study area. These corridors 
will also be affected by general growth in traffic attributed to development outside the study area. Improvements 
recommended in this plan involve either relief at choke points (i.e. intersections) or studies of longer corridors 
to identify needed improvements. Details can be found in Table 38. 

The Hanoverville Road/Hecktown Road corridor doesn’t currently experience recurring congestion but is 
anticipated to be a congested corridor in 2030. This congestion is largely due to anticipated growth along the 
corridor. Since much of the growth has yet to take place, the municipalities can plan for the needed improvements 
by requiring developers to contribute toward building the improvements either through the collection of transpor-
tation impact fees or as a condition during the land development process. Examples of this arrangement already 
exist in the Nazareth Area. A developer constructed Jandy Boulevard (Map 20, Project Number 39), a connector 
road between Route 191 and Route 248 intended to relieve traffic congestion in the Borough of Nazareth. The 
Hollo Road Relocation (Map 20, Project Number 36) is also proposed to be constructed by a developer.

Wherever congestion relief improvements are needed, it is important to carefully consider the scope of im-
provements being pursued. This is necessary because transportation funds are limited at all levels (Federal, state, 
and local) and because of the potential community impacts that result from highway widenings and relocations. 
Other means are available to relieve congestion. They include strategies such as operational improvements and 
access management.

Time Source of
Map # Location Problem Recommended Improvement Element Funds *
Stockertown Borough

52 Rt. 33 S.B. Ramps/Rt. 191 Congestion Signalize Short Private
53 Rt. 33 N.B. Ramps/Rt. 191 Congestion Signalize Short Private
54 Rt. 191/Main St. Congestion Add turning lanes Medium Fed./State
55 Main St./Bushkill St. Crashes/Sight Distance Signalize, widen radii if possible Long Fed./State
56 Stockertown Bridge Sinkhole Damage Replace Short Fed./State

Tatamy Borough
57 Main St./Eighth St. Congestion Signalize Short Private
58 Tatamy Bridge Structurally Deficient Replace Short Fed./State

Upper Nazareth Township
59 Rt. 248/Rt. 946 Crashes/Geometry Signalize Short Private

* Note: The "Source of Funds" column reflects the most likely funding source for the type of improvement recommended.  A designation of "Federal/State"
   does not guarantee that the project will be given a high priority by the Lehigh Valley Transportation Study, nor does it guarantee that the project will be
   100% funded with Federal and/or state funds.  A designation of "Private" indicates that improvements are necessitated by an associated land development.

TABLE 38 (cont.)
TRANSPORTATION PLAN
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Operational improvements focus on making the existing highway network more efficient. Traffic signals 
can be coordinated to allow traffic along a corridor to flow better. Closed loop traffic responsive signal systems 
can make the corridor even more efficient by allowing for “real time” signal timing that reflects existing traffic 
conditions. Real time motorist information allows motorists to avoid congested areas and find alternate routes. 
All of the strategies mentioned result in the more efficient use of existing highway capacity.

Access management is a tool that can enhance traffic flow and safety through the careful planning of the 
location, design and operation of driveways, median openings, interchanges, and street connections. The principle 
behind access management is to preserve the traffic-carrying capacity of arterial roadways by minimizing con-
flict points (driveways, median breaks, side streets) and concentrating turning movements at major intersections 
only. This can be achieved through site design (internal driveways, use of parallel roads for access), highway 
design (access provided only to public streets, turning lanes at major intersections), and planning (maintaining 
the intended functional classification of a roadway, specifying larger minimum lot widths along arterial roads). 
Municipalities should review their arterial roads for access management opportunities.

Widenings and relocations of highways are very difficult to implement. Low cost means such as the strategies 
listed above should be exhausted before a municipality pursues costly capacity adding solutions.

Safety

A goal of this plan is to enhance the safety of the transportation network. In an effort to identify key safety 
concerns in the study area, the local chiefs of police were interviewed and crash data from PennDOT was 
analyzed. As a result, 31 project locations are listed in Table 38. Map 20 shows the locations of those projects. 
Projects eligible for Federal or state transportation funding should be submitted to the Lehigh Valley Transporta-
tion Study for prioritization. Information submitted should include a crash history, proposed improvement and 
anticipated crash reduction as a result of implementation. Safety improvements can also be made by developers 
as land development occurs.

Maintenance

Maintenance of the highway and bridge network is an important activity. However, this plan only lists cur-
rently funded maintenance projects because conditions can change on an annual basis and often must be ad-
dressed over a short time frame. Because of this, maintenance needs should be prioritized on an annual basis. A 
strategic planning approach that includes preventive maintenance should be developed and priorities revisited on 
an annual basis. Preventive maintenance activities on roads and bridges can prolong the life of the transportation 
network and delay more costly rehabilitation work. 

Goal

To provide and maintain a highway and bridge network that meets the mobility needs of the area in a safe and 
convenient manner.

Policies

•	 Locate	development	in	areas	where	the	roads	can	handle	the	traffic	either	as	the	road	network	currently	
exists or through improvements. Conversely, discourage development where the roads cannot handle 
the traffic and where needed road improvements are not provided.

•	 Improve	the	road	network	in	areas	with	safety	deficiencies.
•	 Mitigate	congestion	problems	only	 in	areas	designated	 for	urban	development	 in	 the	Lehigh	Valley	

comprehensive plan.
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•	 Promote	traffic	safety	and	preserve	traffic	capacity	along	arterial	roads	by	using	access	management	
techniques.

•	 Minimize	traffic	impacts	in	existing	neighborhoods	and	residential	areas	by	diverting	through	traffic	and	
by using traffic calming techniques.

•	 Implement	a	systematic	method	to	analyze	and	prioritize	highway	and	bridge	maintenance	needs	on	an	
annual basis.

Implementation Strategies

•	 Municipalities	will	coordinate	land	development	with	available	road	capacity	and	transit	service.
•	 Municipalities	will	deny	development	that	causes	or	aggravates	congestion	unless	the	impact	can	be	

mitigated through timely improvements.
•	 Municipalities	 will	 address	 safety	 issues	 through	 municipal	 sponsorship	 of	 safety	 improvements	 or	

coordinating improvements as development occurs.
•	 Municipalities	will	implement	access	management	programs	along	major	corridors	to	preserve	capacity	

and improve safety.
•	 Municipalities	will	implement	traffic	calming	techniques	in	residential	neighborhoods	to	reduce	speeds	

and discourage “shortcut” traffic.
•	 Municipalities	will	implement	an	annual	review	of	road	and	bridge	conditions	and	address	the	highest	

priority areas as financial resources allow.
•	 Municipalities	will	consider	implementation	of	single	or	multimunicipal	transportation	impact	fee	or-

dinances.

Public TransPorTaTion

Public transportation is provided by the Lehigh and Northampton Transportation Authority (LANTA). Fixed 
route service is limited in the study area. Service is provided along the “S” Route and covers the boroughs of 
Stockertown, Nazareth, and the Route 191 and Route 248 corridors south of Nazareth. Gracedale, the county 
home for the aged, is also served by the S Route. Service to Tatamy is also provided by a shuttle route that has 
a destination of the Forks Industrial Park and Palmer Industrial Park.

Expansion of fixed route service in the study area is doubtful given the development densities that exist. Resi-
dential development in areas not currently served is not dense enough to even be considered a secondary service 
area. The lack of concentrations of employment centers or retail (with the exception of the Route 248 corridor 
in Lower Nazareth Township) also make it unlikely that LANTA would expand its fixed route service.

In the case of corridors that currently have fixed route service, new development along those corridors should 
be transit-friendly. Buildings should be situated near the road with parking in the rear of the building to shorten 
the walking distance for transit users. If internal roads exist for the development, road geometry should allow 
buses to easily navigate within the site.

Paratransit service, targeted to the elderly and handicapped who cannot use the fixed route system because 
of disabilities, is also provided by LANTA through its Metro Plus service. Under the Americans with Disabili-
ties Act, LANTA is required to provide affordable paratransit service in all areas currently served by fixed route 
service. Clients outside that service area can also used the paratransit service but must pay full fare. Metro Plus 
uses a trip reservation system and can be used for all types of trip purposes.

Goal

To support adequate mobility for the elderly, handicapped, the poor, and those who do not own an automobile.
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Policies

•	 Support	convenient	and	reliable	fixed	route	service	between	high	density	residential	areas,	major	employ-
ment concentrations, important shopping areas, key government facilities, medical facilities and other 
activity areas.

•	 Advocate	in	favor	of	coordinated	specialized	public	transportation	for	people	who	cannot	use	conven-
tional bus service.

•	 Along	transit	served	corridors,	promote	site	plans	and	subdivisions	that	make	the	use	of	transit	easy,	
safe, and convenient.

Implementation Strategies

•	 Municipalities	will	advocate	for	transit-friendly	site	design	along	corridors	served	by	transit.
•	 Municipalities	will	investigate	with	LANTA	the	possibility	for	new	transit	service	in	areas	where	densi-

ties and activity can support fixed route service. 

PedesTrians and bicyclisTs

As mentioned at the beginning of this section, only 3.3 percent of the people living in the study area walk 
to work. 0.2 percent of the people bike to work. Both activities are important forms of recreation. The focus 
of this plan is to provide opportunities for those people who choose to walk or bike as a way to commute and 
recreate.

The majority of bike/pedestrian activity in the study area takes place on the existing road and sidewalk net-
works. A separate path network (multiuse trail) is only now beginning to take shape. A trail that stretches from 
the Lehigh River to Route 512 in Plainfield Township will traverse the boroughs of Tatamy and Stockertown; 
however, these sections have yet to be built. Only a portion of the Nor-Bath Trail in East Allen Township has 
been built. Missing links in the trail network should be built as financial resources become available.

The study area sidewalk network lies mostly in the boroughs. The existence of sidewalks within subdivisions 
in the townships is sporadic. Continuous networks seldom connect adjacent residential developments. Sidewalks 
should be required for larger, denser residential developments. The sidewalk network not only provides for rec-
reational opportunities, it also provides school children a safer area to access school buses.

Facilities for bicyclists and pedestrians can be provided using financial resources offered under PennDOT’s 
Transportation Enhancement/Hometown Streets/Safe Routes to School Program. Under this program, projects 
such as trail development, streetscape enhancement and missing sidewalks can be funded. Bath Borough and 
Tatamy Borough have been successful in garnering funds from this program.

Goal

To provide safe and convenient facilities for bicyclists and pedestrians.

Policies

•	 Incorporate	sidewalks	into	the	design	of	higher	density	residential	developments.
•	 Identify	and	undertake	the	construction	of	missing	links	in	the	bicycle	and	pedestrian	networks.
•	 Utilize	rails	to	trails	projects	for	both	recreation	and	transportation	purposes.
•	 Submit	applications	under	PennDOT’s	Transportation	Enhancement/Hometown	Streets/Safe	Routes	to	

School Program to fund bicycle and pedestrian facility improvements.



Nazareth Area Multimunicipal Comprehensive Plan 111

Implementation Strategies

•	 Municipalities	will	require	sidewalks	in	high	density	residential	developments	as	part	of	their	land	de-
velopment regulations.

•	 Municipalities	will	map	the	existing	sidewalk	and	trail	network	in	their	community	and	pursue	the	build-
ing of any “missing links” to the networks through funding by the state.

Parking

Adequate and convenient parking is an important issue for businesses and homeowners. While it is seldom a 
problem in suburban and rural settings, parking in urban areas and areas where a mix of land uses exist is often 
a contentious issue. Convenience and availability are important to both residents and business owners.

Parking can be provided on streets, in centralized surface lots (both publicly and privately owned) and in 
structures (parking garages). Parking can be free or metered. Parking can be restricted in terms of the length of 
time a stall can be used and who can use it (e.g. permit programs). These controls/restrictions can help a com-
munity to meet its parking needs. For instance, on street parking on a block that’s largely lined with commercial 
uses can have a one hour time limit to discourage long term usage. If the area also includes residences, parking 
restrictions can be in place only during business hours.

Municipalities in the Nazareth Area, particularly the boroughs, need to assess their parking needs, making 
sure that they obtain input from businesses and residents. If parking is found to be inadequate, parking controls 
must be investigated as a potential solution along with increasing capacity.

Goal

To provide adequate parking in the central business districts and villages for all users including shoppers, em-
ployees and residents.

Policies

•	 Manage	existing	parking	facilities	and	spaces	in	the	most	efficient	manner.

Implementation Strategies

•	 Municipalities	will	assess	parking	needs	in	their	business	district(s).	Capacity	and	time	of	day	issues	
will be addressed in this assessment.

•	 Municipalities	with	 an	 identified	parking	need	will	 review	 the	 appropriateness	of	 a	parking	control	
program as a way to meet the need.
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CommunIty utIlItIeS Plan

SewaGe DISPoSal Plan

exisTing FaciliTies

There are three public sewage treatment plants and four central sewage systems operating in the Nazareth 
Area. A public sewage system is defined by the LVPC as a publicly-owned system that serves a generalized 
service area that is designed independently of specific land developments or subdivisions. A central sewage 
system is defined by the LVPC as a publicly or privately-owned system designed to serve a single subdivision, 
land development or rural public use involving two or more lots or domestic sewage disposal in excess of one 
equivalent dwelling unit on a single lot. In addition, the Wind Gap and Easton treatment plants provide treat-
ment to several municipalities in the study area. There are two public sewage systems that do not provide current 
service within the study area but may serve future needs. These systems are Bethlehem and Catasauqua. The 
Bethlehem and Catasauqua systems will be impacted by future development in the study area as identified later 
in this section. The existing service areas for these treatment plants are shown on Map 24. A brief description of 
existing sewage facilities for each municipality is provided below. Tables 39 and 40 provide existing flow data 
for public and central sewage systems, respectively.

Bath

Bath Borough and a portion of East Allen Township are currently served by the Bath sewage treatment facil-
ity. The plant is owned by the Bath Borough Authority and is operated by the Borough of Bath. The treatment 
plant was re-rated to 0.51 million gallons per day (MGD) in 1993. The Bath Borough Authority has an agree-
ment with East Allen Township Municipal Authority to serve the Greenbriar Village mobile home park, Route 
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512 Industrial Park and the proposed Arcadia East Industrial Park. A separate agreement is in place to serve an 
initial 35 homes in the Jacksonville Village area of the Township due to malfunctioning on-lot systems. Twenty 
additional homes in the area are allowed to connect by 2006 if they choose to. In 2003, Bath Borough Authority 
and Upper Nazareth Township signed an agreement whereby the Authority would provide direct sewer service 
to 138 units in the proposed Redcliffe subdivision east of the Borough. 

Bushkill 

Currently, public sewers serve several small areas of the Township. These areas include the Estates of Rose 
Inn and Cherry Hill Townhouse developments served by the Nazareth treatment plant. The majority of the Cherry 
Hill Townhouse development is located in Upper Nazareth Township. The Wind Gap treatment plant provides 
service to Country Junction and Bushkill Plaza just outside of Wind Gap along Route 512. The Township has 
agreements in place with both Nazareth Borough Municipal Authority and Wind Gap Municipal Authority to 
serve these developments with the exception of the Cherry Hill townhouse development. This area has been 
served by the Nazareth plant since before the  service agreement was put into place between Bushkill Township 
and Nazareth Borough Municipal Authority. 

Chapman

There are currently no public or central sewers in the Borough. All sewage disposal is by on-lot systems.

East Allen

The Township Authority has an agreement in place with Bath Borough Authority to serve several areas of 
the Township. The Bath plant serves the Route 512 Industrial Park and Greenbriar Village mobile home park 
immediately to the south of the Borough. There is also an agreement in place to serve the proposed Arcadia East 
Industrial Park in the Township. A separate agreement is in place to serve up to 55 homes in the Jacksonville 
Village area of the Township.

Lower Nazareth

There are several areas of the Township currently served by public sewers. Existing sewers are located im-
mediately south of Nazareth Borough with treatment at the Borough treatment plant. Also, existing sewers are 
located along Route 33 with treatment at the Easton treatment plant. Current information on allocation and sewage 
flow to Easton was not available. According to data from the LVPC 2000 Sewer and Water Plan Supplement, the 
Township has an allocation agreement of 0.20 million gallons per day (MGD) at the Nazareth treatment plant. 
Also, the Township had an agreement with Palmer to set aside 0.125 MGD of its allocation at Easton for use 
by Lower Nazareth. There is one existing central sewage system located in the Township that serves the Lower 
Nazareth Elementary School.
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Moore

There are currently no public sewers in the Township. There are three existing central sewer systems in the 
Township serving Moore Elementary School, Old Orchard Development and Whispering Hollow North mobile 
home park.

Nazareth

The Nazareth Borough Municipal Authority plant serves Nazareth Borough and portions of Upper Nazareth, 
Lower Nazareth and Bushkill townships. The Authority does not currently have an allocation agreement with 
Bushkill Township. However, there is an agreement to serve a limited area in Bushkill Township that includes 
the Estates of Rose Inn and Cherry Hill Townhouse developments. In February 2003, the DEP approved a plant 
re-rate to a 1.6 MGD maximum monthly design flow. The allocation limits for the plant are still based on aver-
age daily flow as follows:

  Allocation Limit (MGD)
 Municipality Average Daily Flow
 Nazareth 0.90 
 Upper Nazareth Township 0.20
 Lower Nazareth Township 0.20
                                            Total 1.30

Stockertown

The Borough completed construction of the sewage collection system and treatment plant in May 1995. The 
plant has a capacity of 86,500 gallons per day. The treatment plant only serves the Borough. 

Tatamy

Public sewers have served portions of the Borough with treatment at the Easton plant since the completion 
of a collection system in 1995. Tatamy has an allocation of 0.125 million gallons per day (MGD) at the plant. 
This allocation is subtracted from the Easton, West Easton and Wilson allocations. 

Upper Nazareth 

Currently, sewers exist in the eastern portion of the Township and are also extended to the Gracedale County 
Home and the Creekside Estates development to the west of Nazareth Borough. The Township’s current treatment 
plant allocation at the Nazareth plant is 0.20 million gallons per day (MGD) average daily flow. In 2003, the 
Township entered into an agreement with Bath Borough Authority whereby the Authority would provide direct 
sewer service to 138 units in the proposed Redcliffe subdivision to the east of the Borough.

Major issues

Sewage Facilities Planning

The Pennsylvania Sewage Facilities Act (Act 537) was enacted by the state in 1966. The act requires that every 
municipality develop and maintain an up-to-date sewage facilities plan. An Act 537 plan is a tool for municipali-
ties to address the existing and future sewage needs of a municipality. A sewage facilities plan must evaluate the 
operation and maintenance of public, central and on-lot sewage systems. The plan must determine the adequacy 
of collection, conveyance and treatment facilities and allocation of plant capacity to meet existing and future 
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needs. The identification and documentation of sewage disposal needs is one of the most important components 
of an Act 537 Plan. It is necessary for all subsequent work involving identification of sewage disposal alternatives 
and solutions. An Act 537 plan needs to identify the most effective methods of sewage disposal that could avert 
more costly solutions to problems in the future. The plan must establish guidelines for resolving existing sewage 
disposal problems, for maintaining existing sewage facilities and planning for the needs of future development 
through coordination with other municipal land use plans. The coordination of municipal plans is imperative so 
that municipalities can direct new development to areas where adequate sewage facilities are available or will 
be available to prevent future sewage disposal problems. Act 537 plans must clearly specify the method of sew-
age disposal proposed throughout the municipality consistent with other municipal plans. An implementation 
schedule must be included to identify the timeline for completion of the proposed solutions.

The LVPC completed an assessment of municipal Act 537 plans in 2001. The purpose of the assessment was to 
identify the adequacy of the plans in meeting the needs of each municipality. The goal was to help municipalities 
ensure that zoning, comprehensive planning and Act 537 planning are coordinated to properly guide municipal 
growth with the appropriate infrastructure in place. Table 41 is a summary of the status of Act 537 planning for 
the Nazareth Area municipalities including the findings of the LVPC 2001 assessment.

On-Lot Sewage Disposal Systems

Under Act 537, municipalities are ultimately responsible for the provision of safe and reliable sewage dis-
posal for all persons within their borders. The sewage disposal policies in the LVPC Water Supply and Sewage 
Facilities Plan, December 1995 include several policies related to on-lot sewage disposal systems. The Plan 
recommends that a fully tested primary and replacement sewage disposal absorption area be provided for each 
new building lot proposed for on-lot sewage disposal. Fully tested refers to both soil probes and percolation 
testing. The provision of an undisturbed tested replacement area should provide a reasonable safeguard in the 
event of a non-repairable primary area malfunction. Further, the Plan recommends that municipalities establish 
sewage management areas to ensure the proper operation and maintenance of all on-lot systems. These manage-
ment areas could have programs that require all systems to be pumped and inspected on a regular basis to prevent 
failures. At a minimum, municipalities should consider program requirements for areas with potential for on-lot 
problems as verified by the municipality. The LVPC has prepared two informational brochures related to on-lot 
systems that are available for use by municipalities titled Your Septic System: Operation and Maintenance and 
On-Site Sewage Management Programs. These brochures are available from the LVPC.

A review of Nazareth Area municipal ordinances was done to identify those municipalities with requirements 
for a tested replacement area and sewage management program. Seven municipalities require a fully tested and 
undisturbed replacement area: Bushkill, East Allen, Moore and Lower Nazareth townships and Stockertown 
and Tatamy boroughs through their own regulations and Chapman Borough through the Northampton County 
SALDO provisions. Bath and Nazareth boroughs require connection to their public sewer systems. Upper Naza-
reth Township does not have an ordinance requirement for a replacement area. None of the municipalities have 
an ordinance for a sewage management program.

The identification and documentation of sewage disposal needs is a vital component of an Act 537 plan. 
In our 2001 assessment of Act 537 plans, we identified those municipalities in need of a complete, up-to-date 
needs study for on-lot systems. From Table 41 these municipalities are Bushkill, Lower Nazareth, Moore and 
Upper Nazareth townships and Chapman, Stockertown and Tatamy boroughs. Bushkill Township identified the 
Cherry Hill area as a priority area to study for public sewers in their plan due to increased development on un-
suitable soils. However, it does not appear that field surveys were actually completed for this area. Several other 
areas of the Township were also evaluated for connection to public sewers but were determined to be infeasible. 
The Lower Nazareth plan recommends completing a study of on-lot systems to identify problem areas. Moore 
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Township studied only three areas of the Township for sewage needs. Continued use of on-lot systems for the 
three areas was the final plan recommendation. It does not appear that on-lot system studies were completed 
for Upper Nazareth, Chapman, Stockertown and Tatamy. Further, the following areas are identified as potential 
on-lot sewage disposal problem areas in the LVPC 1995 sewer and water plan:

Bushkill Township

— Cherry Hill area
— scattered along Moorestown Road from Plainfield Township west to Keller Road
— along Cherry Hill Road from Clearfield Road west to Hahn Road

Lower Nazareth Township

— along Route 191 and its intersections with Hecktown, Newburg and Butztown roads
— along both sides of Georgetown Road from Oakwood Lane to Fir Drive
— along the south side of Newburg Road from Manor Drive to Fieldstone Drive
— along the north side of Steuben Road from Park Avenue east to Route 191
— along the west side of Daniels Road from Newburg Road to High View Drive

Moore Township

— Point Phillip area
— scattered along Delps Road from Moser Road to Pine Road
— area surrounding the intersection of Mountain View, Community and Monocacy drives

A different approach to implementing the requirements of Act 537 is through a multimunicipal local agency 
program. Municipal consideration of such a program is a recommendation of the LVPC 1995 sewer and water 
plan. In 1989, the LVPC completed a report titled On-Lot Sewage Permit Program Model Approach for Multi-
Municipal Local Agency Administration. The purposes of the report were to assess the historical operation of the 
permitting program in general and specifically the difference between individual and multimunicipal local agency 
administration and the effectiveness of program implementation within Lehigh and Northampton counties.

According to the report, potential functions to be performed by a model multimunicipal local agency in-
clude:

•	 permitting	of	individual	and	community	sewage	disposal	systems,
•	 percolation	testing/soil	probe	evaluation,
•	 inspections	of	newly	constructed	systems	or	repairs,
•	 enforcement	of	the	Act	537	permit	program	and	regulations,
•	 homeowner	education	for	sewage	system	maintenance,
•	 training	of	system	designers	and	construction	contractors,
•	 routine	sanitary	surveys	and	permit	data	record	keeping,
•	 inspection	of	DEP	permitted	sewage	disposal	systems,	and
•	 water	quality	monitoring.

The 1989 report concluded that implementation of a model multimunicipal local agency should be further 
investigated. In the Nazareth study area there are currently seven different Sewage Enforcement Officers (SEOs) 
serving the ten municipalities. Several municipalities in the study area already employ the same SEO as other 
municipalities in the study area (Bath and Nazareth, East Allen and Tatamy, Lower Nazareth and Stockertown). 
The Nazareth Area municipalities should evaluate the potential benefits of a multimunicipal local agency.
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Central Sewage Systems

Within the Nazareth Area, there are four central sewage systems for which documentation is available. Three 
of the systems are located in Moore Township serving two residential developments (Old Orchard Development 
and Whispering Hollow North MHP) and one school (Moore Elementary School). There is one system in Lower 
Nazareth Township serving the Lower Nazareth Elementary School.

The LVPC completed a central sewage system study in 2000 to identify the performance of each system 
within Lehigh and Northampton counties. Information for the study was obtained from three years of DEP docu-
ments including NPDES compliance inspection reports, non-NPDES inspection reports, discharge monitoring 
reports and notice of violation correspondence. According to the DEP documentation, the Moore Elementary and 
Lower Nazareth Elementary schools had various problems in the past but were to make the necessary repairs. 
Also according to DEP documentation, the Whispering Hollow North system was not receiving proper opera-
tion and maintenance. The system had a history of remedial measures not being implemented. The Old Orchard 
Development system was found to be running well and clean with only a few violations over the study period.

Based on a review of the violation information, it would appear that a relationship exists between type of 
ownership and number of violations. A review of the overall data indicates that publicly-owned central systems 
have fewer violations than privately-owned central systems. Consistent problems had been observed for the 
Whispering Hollow North system. Connection to a large public system is not likely for this system or for the 
other three systems. These systems are not located in areas where sewer extensions would be feasible. The most 
likely solution would be for the municipality to assume ownership of the private systems. Municipal involvement 
is essential in assuring that adequate sewage disposal is provided within municipal borders. For municipalities 
with existing central sewage systems, Act 537 plans should include an evaluation and recommendations to en-
sure the proper long-term operation of these systems. For municipalities that may be subject to the development 
of new or expanded central sewage systems, the Act 537 plan should include standards to regulate any new or 
expanded systems. The Moore Township Act 537 plan does not evaluate or provide recommendations for the 
central systems within the municipality. The Lower Nazareth Act 537 plan briefly discusses the elementary school 
system stating that there had been no documented violations.

FuTure land use scenario iMPacTs

The Land Use Plan section describes three alternative future land use scenarios for the Nazareth Area. The 
three scenarios are termed Current Zoning, Farmland Preservation and Conceptual Land Use Plan. For each sce-
nario, the LVPC developed future sewage flow data based on LVPC 2030 population and employment forecasts. 
The forecasted 2030 sewage flows were compared to current plant capacity to identify future capacity needs.

Current Zoning Scenario

For this scenario, future development is based on current municipal zoning. Natural resource areas such as 
100 year flood plains, slopes greater than 25%, wetlands and water bodies were not included in the land avail-
able for future development. Proposed sewer service areas were created by placing a 3,000 foot buffer around 
existing sewers. The 3,000 foot distance was used as the maximum length that sewers could be cost effectively 
extended.  The proposed service areas were “carved” from the 3,000 foot buffer area around existing sewers to 
remove areas recommended for farmland preservation by the LVPC, to remove areas of contiguous steep slope, 
and to remove areas that do not drain by gravity to either the existing service area or sewage treatment plants. 
Lot densities based on actual development history for each zoning category in each municipality for sewered 
and non-sewered areas were used in this scenario. 

To calculate future residential sewage flows in the proposed sewer service area, 100 gallons per new resident 
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per day was used. In addition, sewage flows for future employment were calculated using 35 gallons per day per 
new employee. Based on the calculations, the 2030 flow to the Nazareth Borough treatment plant is forecasted 
to exceed plant capacity.

Farmland Preservation Scenario

For this scenario, larger areas were identified for farmland preservation as described in the Land Use Plan 
section. Additional natural feature areas were removed from development consideration based on the Natural 
Resources Plan for the Nazareth Area. Future sewage flows were calculated in a similar manner as the Current 
Zoning Scenario. Based on the calculations, the 2030 flow to the Nazareth Borough treatment plant is forecasted 
to exceed plant capacity.

Conceptual Land Use Plan Scenario

The preservation of natural resource areas (as identified in the Farmland Preservation Scenario) and prime 
farmland is an important component of this scenario. However, farmland preservation areas are not as extensive 
as with the Farmland Preservation Scenario. The Conceptual Land Use Plan Scenario better links future urban 
development to the proximity of existing public sewers. This scenario also requires a much higher percentage 
of new housing units to be sewered than the Current Zoning Scenario.

Based on LVPC 2030 forecasts, population and employees were assigned to the proposed sewered and non-
sewered areas. As with the previous scenarios, 100 gallons per new resident per day was used to calculate future 
residential sewage flows. Sewage flows for future employment were calculated using 35 gallons per day per new 
employee. In addition, it can be expected that a portion of the population/employees located within the sewer 
service area that are currently served by on-lot sewage disposal will connect to the public sewer system by 2030. 
Flows were calculated in the same manner as the forecasted new growth in population and employees. Table 42 
indicates plant capacity for each sewage treatment plant and the additional flow generated by both future devel-
opment and existing on-lot system users for this scenario. As indicated in the table, the 2030 forecasted flows 
to the Nazareth and Stockertown treatment plants are shown to exceed plant capacity. Treatment plant capacity 
strategies are based on the Conceptual Land Use Plan as the chosen land use alternative for the Nazareth Area.
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Map 25 indicates the recommended future sewer service areas for the Nazareth Area. The future service 
areas are linked to the Future Land Use Plan (Map 19). Future sewered areas were identified based in part on 
the proximity to existing sewers and the potential for future sewers. In areas where there is potentially more 
than one public sewage system available for possible future connection, the map selection is simply based on 
the likelihood of each system’s extension to the recommended future urban areas.

goals, Policies and iMPleMenTaTion sTraTegies

Goal

To provide environmentally sound sewage disposal for all persons.

Policies

•	 Tested	primary	and	replacement	on-lot	sewage	disposal	absorption	areas	should	be	required	for	each	lot	
proposed for on-lot sewage disposal. The replacement area should remain undisturbed. In cases where a 
typical septic system is not feasible for new development, alternative and/or experimental systems may 
be considered provided they meet DEP requirements.

•	 Adequate	Official	Sewage	Facilities	Plans	should	be	maintained	consistent	with	the	requirements	of	the	
PA Sewage Facilities Act of 1966 (Act 537).

•	 Areas	with	malfunctioning	on-lot	sewage	disposal	systems	or	malfunctioning	central	systems	should	
be provided with adequate sewage disposal. The most cost-effective long-term solution to the problems 
should be implemented after an evaluation of appropriate alternatives is completed.

Implementation Strategies

•	 Upper	Nazareth	Township	will	adopt	replacement	absorption	area	requirements.
•	 Municipalities	will	maintain	an	up-to-date	Official	Sewage	Plan.	Municipal	official	sewage	plans	should	

clearly specify the method(s) of sewage disposal proposed throughout the municipality. Municipalities 
will implement measures to ensure the proper long-term operation and maintenance of all sewage dis-
posal systems within their borders. Municipalities will consider the needs of adjacent municipalities.

•	 Municipalities	will	monitor	the	performance	of	all	sewage	disposal	facilities	within	their	borders	and	take	
corrective measures as needed. Moore Township will evaluate the possible acquisition of the Whispering 
Hollow North system.

•	 Municipalities	will	promote	proper	on-lot	sewage	disposal	system	operation	and	maintenance.
•	 Municipalities	will	consider	adoption	of	a	sewage	management	program	for	the	on-lot	areas	of	the	mu-

nicipality.
•	 Municipalities	will	complete	on-lot	sewage	disposal	needs	assessments	as	recommended.
•	 Municipalities	will	consider	the	concept	of	a	multimunicipal	local	agency	program.

Goal

To coordinate economical, efficient sewage disposal with existing and future development.

Policies

•	 Urban	development	should	be	served	by	public	sewers	and	should	locate	in	areas	consistent	with	this	
comprehensive plan.

•	 Urban	development	should	be	discouraged	in	areas	where	it	can	only	be	served	by	on-lot	sewage	disposal	
or new central sewer systems. However, urban development in areas recommended for rural development 
in this comprehensive plan may be served by existing or expanded publicly-owned sewage facilities 
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under the following conditions:
— the expansion is contiguous with the urban development area designated in this plan and does not 

include areas designated for natural resource preservation or farmland preservation,
— the expanded area is designated for urban development in the municipal comprehensive plan, zoning 

ordinance, and municipal planning for sewer expansions,
— the area will be served by publicly-owned water and its expansion will not create traffic safety or 

congestion problems.
•	 Rural	development	should	be	served	by	on-lot	sewage	disposal	and	should	locate	in	areas	consistent	

with this comprehensive plan.
•	 Where	zoning	allows	clustering	to	preserve	open	space	and	farmland,	publicly-owned central sewer 

systems may be acceptable. Publicly-owned central systems may also be acceptable for recreational, 
institutional or other public uses requiring a rural location.

•	 Public	 sewage	 treatment	plant	expansions	should	be	constructed	 to	accommodate	new	development	
consistent with this comprehensive plan.

•	 In	areas	recommended	for	urban	development	in	this	comprehensive	plan,	interim	on-lot	systems	or	
publicly-owned central systems should be allowed only if there is a viable commitment in place to 
connect to the public sewer system within five years.

Implementation Strategies

•	 Municipalities	will	disapprove	proposals	for	new	or	expanded	privately-owned central sewer systems 
to serve urban land uses in areas not recommended for urban development.

•	 Municipalities	will	consider	assuming	ownership	of	privately-owned	central	systems	within	their	borders.	
In the event these systems remain private, municipalities will require assurances for proper long-term 
operation and maintenance.

•	 Nazareth	Borough	Municipal	Authority	and	Stockertown	should	obtain	additional	treatment	plant	capac-
ity to meet forecasted 2030 sewage needs.

•	 Lower	Nazareth	will	evaluate	allocation	needs	at	the	Nazareth	and	Easton	treatment	plants.
•	 Upper	Nazareth	will	obtain	additional	allocation	at	the	Nazareth	treatment	plant.
•	 Municipalities	will	update	zoning	and	Act	537	plans	to	be	consistent	with	land	use	planning.

water SuPPly Plan

exisTing FaciliTies

There are four community water supply systems that provide service to the Nazareth Area municipalities and 
18 central water systems operating in the area. A community water system is defined as a publicly or privately-
owned system that serves a generalized service area that is designed independently of specific land developments 
or subdivisions. A central water system is defined as a publicly or privately-owned system designed primarily 
to serve a single subdivision, land development or rural public use involving two or more lots or domestic water 
use in excess of one equivalent dwelling unit on a single lot. Map 26 shows the existing community water service 
areas for the Nazareth Area. A brief description of the existing water supply facilities for each municipality and 
the LVPC 1995 sewer and water plan recommendation for water service is provided below. See Tables 43 and 
44 for community and central water system data, respectively. Map numbers listed in Table 44 refer to Map 26 
titled Existing Water Service Areas.

Bath

The Borough of Bath is provided community water service by the Bath Borough Authority. The Bath system 
is supplied by two wells. The Authority serves Bath and has an agreement in place with East Allen Township 
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Municipal Authority (EATMA) to provide up to 35,000 gallons per day (gpd) of water combined to the Route 
512 Industrial Park and, if needed, the Blue Spring Water Company (Greenbriar Village) in East Allen Town-
ship. In addition, the Borough Authority has an agreement with EATMA to set aside 31,050 gpd for the Arcadia 
East Industrial Park. Water service is also provided to several residences in Moore Township and the Dixie Lane 
mobile home park and Essroc Cement Company in Upper Nazareth Township all adjacent to the Borough. There 
are no formal agreements in place with either Township for the current customers. The Borough water system 
has an emergency interconnection with the Blue Spring Water Company in East Allen Township to provide 
emergency water supply to Blue Spring, if necessary. The LVPC 1995 sewer and water plan recommends the 
entire Borough for community water service.

Bushkill

Portions of Bushkill Township are provided community water service by Penn-American  Water Company. 
Penn-American Water Company is regulated by the PA Public Utility Commission (PUC). Penn-American can 
provide water service within their PUC certificated service territory as shown on Map 26. Utilities regulated by 
the PUC must receive PUC approval to expand or to discontinue service within their certificated territory. All of 
Bushkill Township is within Penn-American’s service territory. In 2004, Penn-American began replacing some of 
its aging distribution mains within the central portion of the Township. The replacement lines will follow the road 
network. The proposed Country Chase subdivision on Miller Road will be provided water from Penn-American 
due to the relocation of the lines. The LVPC 1995 sewer and water plan recommends only a small area of the 
Township outside of Wind Gap and an area north of Upper Nazareth for community water service.
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Chapman

Chapman Borough does not have a community water supply system. Water service is provided by individual 
on-lot wells. The LVPC 1995 sewer and water plan does not recommend the Borough for community water 
service.

East Allen

A southwestern portion of East Allen Township is served directly with community water service from the 
City of Bethlehem. This includes the East Allen Manor area. The City of Bethlehem water system is regulated 
by the PUC and their PUC certificated service territory is shown on Map 26. The East Allen Township Municipal 
Authority also purchases bulk water from the City. The Authority then provides water service outside of the City’s 
service territory in the Township. In addition, the Bath Borough Authority sells bulk water supplies to the East 
Allen Township Municipal Authority (EATMA). The Bath Borough Authority has an agreement in place with 
EATMA to provide up to 35,000 gallons per day (gpd) of water combined to the Route 512 Industrial Park and, 
if needed, the Blue Spring Water Company (Greenbriar Village) in East Allen Township. In addition, the Borough 
Authority has an agreement with EATMA to set aside 31,050 gpd for the Arcadia East Industrial Park. The Blue 
Spring Water Company has an emergency interconnection with the Borough Authority to provide emergency 
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water supply to Blue Spring, if necessary. There are nine central water systems serving specific developments in 
the Township as listed in Table 44. The LVPC 1995 sewer and water plan recommends only the area of the Town-
ship to the north, northwest and south of the Borough of Bath to be served with community water supply.

Lower Nazareth

The majority of Lower Nazareth Township that is served with community water service is served by Easton 
Suburban Water Authority. Easton Suburban has an agreement with the Township to serve the entire Township 
except for a small portion of the Township just south of Nazareth that is served by Penn-American. The LVPC 
1995 sewer and water plan recommends only the eastern part of the Township surrounding Route 33 and south 
of Nazareth for community water service. 

Moore

Water service is generally provided by individual on-lot wells in Moore Township. However, there are several 
residences just to the north of Bath that are provided water service from the Borough, and there are eight central 
water systems serving specific developments in the Township as listed in Table 44. The LVPC 1995 sewer and 
water plan does not recommend community water service for the Township.

Nazareth

The Borough of Nazareth is provided community water service by Penn-American Water Company. All of 
Nazareth Borough is within Penn-American’s service territory. The LVPC 1995 sewer and water plan recom-
mends the entire Borough for community water service.

Stockertown

The majority of Stockertown Borough is provided community water service by the Penn-American Water 
Company. All of Stockertown Borough is within Penn-American’s service territory. The LVPC 1995 sewer and 
water plan recommends the entire Borough for community water service.

Tatamy

The majority of Tatamy Borough is provided community water service by the Penn-American Water Com-
pany. All of Tatamy Borough is within Penn-American’s service territory. The LVPC 1995 sewer and water plan 
recommends the entire Borough for community water service.

Upper Nazareth

Portions of Upper Nazareth Township are provided with community water service by Penn-American Water 
Company. This includes the areas east of Nazareth and west to the Gracedale County Home and Creekside Estates 
development. All of Upper Nazareth Township is within Penn-American’s service territory. However, community 
water service is provided by Bath Borough to the Dixie Lane mobile home park and Essroc Cement Company 
just to the east of the Borough within the Township. Further, there are approximately six connections in Upper 
Nazareth along Route 946 south of Georgetown Road that are served by Easton Suburban. There is one central 
water system in the Township serving Kellow’s Mobile Home Park as listed in Table 44. The LVPC 1995 sewer 
and water plan recommends only a portion of the Township to the east of Nazareth to be served with community 
water supply. The areas currently served in this area are within the LVPC recommended service area.
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Major issues

Water Supply Protection

The LVPC prepared a Water Supply/Wellhead Protection Plan in 1995 that provides an overall plan for 
providing safe, reliable water supply within Lehigh and Northampton counties through 2010. The plan includes 
assessments of all community and central water systems. Other components of the plan include a central water 
system ordinance, a wellhead protection program, contingency planning, an evaluation of strategies for provid-
ing safe, reliable water supply to the customers of existing central water suppliers through 2010 and, finally, a 
recommended plan for each water system.

Based on the assessments conducted for the community water systems, the City of Bethlehem water system 
and Blue Mountain Water Company each had a forecasted yield deficiency through 2010. Since the 1995 report, 
the City has rehabilitated its Penn Forest reservoir dam, constructed a 42 MGD water filtration plant and dualized 
its transmission main. Further, with the loss of Bethlehem Steel, water usage has dropped significantly. The Blue 
Mountain water system and its service territory have since been acquired by the Penn American water system, 
which also provides water service within its adjacent Bangor service territory. The Penn American Blue Mountain 
system currently has an interconnection with the Penn American Bangor system and Easton Suburban. 

Based on the assessments conducted for central water systems, most existing central systems in Lehigh and 
Northampton counties are considered non-viable to some degree. Most of the central systems are so small as 
to preclude being upgraded as individual entities to a level where they can achieve viability and adequacy at a 
reasonable expense. Eventually, some form of regionalization is considered essential to enable the existing small 
system to achieve viability at a reasonable cost. However, some central systems may be large enough that needed 
improvements can be provided cost-effectively to defer the need for regionalization beyond 2010. The general 
recommendation of the plan for central systems was that all central systems should eventually be acquired by 
and/or interconnected with a community water system. Individual central water system recommendations fell 
into three categories:

•	 Acquisition/Interconnection with a community water system. This applies to those central systems in 
proximity to a community system where the costs to extend community water service are less than that 
required to upgrade the individual system.

•	 Acquisition/Satellite Operation by a community water system. This applies to those central systems 
not in proximity to a community system where the system size is too small and the individual upgrade 
costs too high to sustain operation by the central system owner.

•	 Independent Upgrade of the central water system. This applies to central systems that have sufficient 
customers to provide needed improvements at a reasonable annual cost to the existing customers through 
2010.

Acquisition by a community water system could include a community water supplier from which service is 
being extended, a newly created municipal water authority or a private water utility. Presented in Table 45 are 
the individual central water system recommendations from the 1995 report for the Nazareth Area.

Since 1995, the Country Wells, East Allen Gardens and Wil-Mar systems have been acquired by East Allen 
Township Municipal Authority. The Pennsylvania Suburban Water Company has acquired the Evanwood system 
in Moore Township.

The 1995 report includes a central water system model ordinance. The ordinance contains provisions that 
should be applied to new small water systems to ensure their long-term viability. Within Lehigh and Northamp-
ton counties, the creation of central water systems has not historically been governed by safeguards to ensure 
their long-term viability. Many central water systems have been created simply to accommodate higher density 
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development in areas not served by large community water systems. Central water systems in many cases were 
for the convenience of the developer who had no real incentive to operate the system after the build-out of the 
development. Municipalities did not have ordinances in place to specify the design, construction, operation, 
management and financial standards to provide for long-term, safe, reliable water supply. Problems related to 
these systems include abandonment, financial hardships and unreliable, unsafe water supply. Ultimately, the 
municipality may be forced to acquire the system and upgrade it at a possibly great expense to the customers. 
These problems may worsen as additional monitoring and treatment requirements are enacted under the Safe 
Drinking Water Act. The central water system ordinance was updated by the LVPC in 1997, now titled Small 
Water System Ordinance, to regulate the creation of new central water systems and the expansion of existing 
central systems. It is structured as a stand-alone amendment to a municipal subdivision and land development 
ordinance. This ordinance is available from the LVPC.

The LVPC created a wellhead protection ordinance as part of the 1995 report that was designed to regulate 
land use activities within defined critical recharge areas surrounding individual public water supply wells. It is 
a stand-alone ordinance that includes elements of both zoning and subdivision and land development. This or-
dinance is available from the LVPC. Further, in 1997 the LVPC prepared a brochure on Groundwater/Wellhead 
Protection. This brochure is also available from the LVPC.

The LVPC worked with four municipalities initially to consider adoption of the ordinance. Two public wa-
ter supply wells from each municipality were selected for protection. One of the municipalities was East Allen 
Township. The two wells in the Township selected for protection were the Groff’s Mobile Home Park well and 
one of the three Blue Spring Water Company (Greenbriar Village) wells. In a subsequent report prepared by the 
LVPC in 1996 titled Wellhead Protection Implementation Program, eight additional municipalities were selected 
to consider protection of two wells each through adoption of the ordinance. One of these municipalities was 
Moore Township. The two wells in the Township selected for protection were one of two wells each from the 
Christian Springs and Royal Oaks systems. Detailed wellhead protection areas were delineated for each of the 
wells selected for protection. To date, only three of the 12 municipalities have adopted the wellhead protection 
ordinance for the selected wells. Moore and East Allen townships have not adopted the ordinance. 

An additional protection measure for water supply could include well permitting. A discussion of well 
permitting was included in the LVPC 1995 report titled On-Lot Sewage Permit Program Model Approach For 
Multi-Municipal Local Agency Administration. As reported in the document, the Chester County Health Depart-
ment has a well permitting program in place that establishes minimum standards for the location, construction, 
modification or abandonment of wells, requires a permit for the construction of a water supply well and licenses 
all well drillers and pump installation contractors. The conclusion of the 1995 report was that the installation of 
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individual residential wells or other wells to supply water for human consumption that were not regulated should 
be subject to municipal regulation to protect the health of the general public relying on such sources. 

Contingency Planning

The purpose of contingency planning is to ensure that water systems can continue to provide safe, reliable 
water service to their customers in the event of drought or contamination of sources. Water suppliers should imple-
ment measures to have alternative water sources available in the event of drought or contamination. For systems 
entirely dependent on groundwater sources, the State Water Plan recommends that the systems be able to supply 
maximum day demands with the best source out of service. The 1995 Water Supply/Wellhead Protection Plan 
documented the contingency planning needs for community and central water systems. Needs were identified 
based on safe yield assessments of system sources, possible benefits of water conservation and use of existing 
interconnections with adjacent systems. The report provided recommendations for community and central water 
systems. All water systems were recommended to implement water conservation measures. In 1995, the LVPC 
prepared a brochure on Water Conservation. This brochure is available from the LVPC. Options available for 
central systems are generally more limited due to their small service areas and isolation from other systems. 

According to the 1995 plan for the community systems, the Bath system was determined to have adequate 
safe yield of all sources through 2010, however, not without its best groundwater source. Also, the Bath system 
was determined to have inadequate yield with the “best group” of groundwater sources out of service even with 
water conservation measures reducing the maximum day demand. No interconnections existed to provide emer-
gency water supply to the system. The “best group” of groundwater sources is defined as located within the same 
drainage basin where a single event could contaminate all sources. The “best group” may be a single source if 
that source has a higher safe yield than any other “group”. Bath was recommended to implement a wellhead 
protection program for its best groundwater source. The City of Bethlehem was determined to have inadequate 
safe yield of all sources and inadequate yield without its best groundwater source. Without its “best group” of 
groundwater sources, there would only be adequate yield with water conservation measures in place and with the 
supply supplemented through existing interconnections with adjacent suppliers. The City was recommended to 
develop new water sources. Since the 1995 report, the city has rehabilitated its Penn Forest reservoir dam, con-
structed a 42 MGD water filtration plant and dualized its transmission main. Further, with the loss of Bethlehem 
Steel, water usage has dropped significantly. The Blue Mountain water system was forecasted to have inadequate 
yield under all the conditions. No interconnections existed to provide emergency water supply to the system. 
Blue Mountain was recommended to develop new water sources. The Penn American Blue Mountain system 
currently has an interconnection with the Penn American Bangor system and Easton Suburban. No new water 
sources have been developed since the Penn American water system acquisition of the Blue Mountain system.

For the central water systems, a similar assessment was conducted in the 1995 plan. No yield data was avail-
able for the Herd Manufactured Homes and Whispering Hollow North systems. Three of the central systems did 
not have adequate yield with all sources. The remaining 13 systems did have adequate yield with all sources. 
However, only four of the 13 systems had adequate yield without its best groundwater source. No system had 
adequate yield without its “best group” of groundwater sources. No system would have any remaining sources 
with the loss of its “best group”. Further, one half of all the central systems in the Nazareth Area have only one 
well. The Blue Spring system was found to have adequate yield under the first two conditions since maximum 
day demand could be met through the existing interconnection with Bath. For the two systems without yield data, 
the recommendation was to develop the yield for all sources. For the remaining systems, wellhead protection 
measures were recommended whether for the best groundwater source or best group of groundwater sources. 
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Water Availability

In 1997, the LVPC prepared a draft water withdrawal ordinance for use by municipalities to manage water 
resources. This ordinance is available from the LVPC. The ordinance is designed to regulate new or expanded 
water withdrawals to ensure continuous water availability and prevent adverse impacts on existing users. The 
ordinance does not apply to individual residential wells as a group. Currently, the Delaware River Basin Com-
mission (DRBC) must approve water withdrawal proposals within the Nazareth Area that exceed an average of 
100,000 gallons per day (gpd). The model ordinance was designed to regulate proposed withdrawals between 
10,000 gpd and 100,000 gpd. The 100,000 gpd upper limit coincides with the lower threshold at which a review 
by the DRBC is required. 

The LVPC solicitor completed a legal review of the ordinance. The review raised a significant issue. According 
to the review, the DRBC has broad legal authority to regulate water withdrawals within the Delaware River Basin. 
The LVPC ordinance is designed to regulate withdrawals that fall below DRBC’s minimum threshold down to 
10,000 gpd. The ordinance is not designed to regulate those withdrawals that currently undergo a review by the 
DRBC. However, it is not clear that municipalities can regulate withdrawals even below the DRBC threshold. 
According to the review, there is no case law directly related to municipal regulation of withdrawals that are not 
subject to review by DRBC. However, there are Pennsylvania court decisions that clearly prohibit municipal 
regulation when the river basin commission has the authority. Therefore, even though the situation has not been 
tested in the courts, there may be a legal risk involved with municipal adoption of the ordinance. 

Changes to the Pennsylvania Municipalities Planning Code in 2000 require municipal and county compre-
hensive plans to contain a plan for the reliable supply of water. The plan must consider current and future water 
resources availability as well as the uses and limitations of such resources. Provisions to adequately protect wa-
ter supply sources must be included in the plan. In 2002, the LVPC completed a preliminary assessment of the 
Valley’s water resources to identify both current and future well water users of all types and water availability 
during normal and drought conditions through 2030.

As part of the assessment, an attempt was made to identify all existing water users and average day water 
usage in the Valley. Types of users include community and central water systems and users with their own indi-
vidual well such as residential, commercial/industrial, golf courses, water bottling operations, and commercial 
agriculture production operations, among others. These uses are included in the assessment because they have 
an impact on water resources. Future usage was estimated through 2030 for the different types of users. 

To determine the amount of groundwater available to use, groundwater recharge rates were needed. The 
amount of groundwater recharge that occurs to replenish aquifers is mainly influenced by the amount of pre-
cipitation and geology. Aquifers are water bearing zones in bedrock and, generally, the boundaries between 
aquifers are similar to surface water divides. For this assessment, the LVPC defined 27 groundwater basins based 
on surface water divides and geology. Each existing water supply source was then located in the appropriate 
basin as shown in Map 27. In this way, water usage in each basin could be estimated to compare to the water 
available to use through recharge in the basin. Recharge rates for the different geologic units for average year 
recharge conditions and three different drought year conditions (10-year, 25-year and 50-year) were obtained 
from published data or estimated based on documented procedures defined in the Special Groundwater Study of 
the Delaware River Basin, 1982 prepared by R.E. Wright Associates, Inc. Of the three drought conditions, the 
25-year drought condition was selected for the actual comparison with water usage based on DRBC procedures 
for determining availability of water. This would be a drought that has a chance of occurring once every 25 years, 
on average. In the special groundwater protected areas in southeastern Pennsylvania, the DRBC has adopted 
regulations that identify when a basin has become potentially stressed. A potentially stressed basin is one in 
which the groundwater withdrawals exceed 75% of the 25-year drought condition recharge. This condition was 
also included in the assessment.
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The ten Nazareth Area municipalities fall into six of the 27 basins defined for the assessment as shown on 
Map 27. These basins include the Upper Bushkill Creek, Lower Bushkill Creek, Upper Monocacy Creek, Lower 
Monocacy Creek, Catasauqua Creek and Hokendauqua Creek. From the available data, in comparing year 2000 
well water usage to water available under average (normal) recharge conditions, it was found that water used in 
these six basins was estimated to be at most 3% of the average year recharge. This means that well water usage 
during 2000 under normal precipitation conditions would be well below water recharged to the aquifers. For year 
2000, well water usage in the six basins was estimated to be at most 9% of the 25-year drought condition. For 
year 2030, usage in the six basins is estimated to be at most 12% of the 25-year drought condition. Therefore, 
based on the available data it was found that well water demand would not exceed groundwater supply during 
normal and drought conditions through 2030. However, one of the main findings of the assessment was the lack 
of up-to-date, reliable data on water usage and groundwater recharge. To identify uses and limitations of water 
resources, efforts need to be made by regulatory authorities including DEP and DRBC to create consistent, cur-
rent databases for this information.

These issues may be resolved as part of an updated State Water Plan. In December 2002, the state passed 
the Water Resources Planning Act. The Act mandates that the State Water Plan be updated within five years. The 
State Water Plan is to include an inventory of water resources and their safe yield, an assessment and projection of 
future use, needs and demands, potential conflicts and problems, and the identification of critical planning areas 
and critical area resource plans for such areas. The Plan is to recommend proposed methods for implementing 
various recommended actions, projects, programs, or management activities. 

FuTure land use scenario iMPacTs

As with the Sewage Disposal section, the LVPC developed future water usage data based on LVPC 2030 
population and employment forecasts for each of the three alternative land use scenarios. Future water usage 
was compared to source yield and treated storage capacity. The yield of a system is the water available from the 
source during drought conditions. Under DEP criteria, treated storage adequacy is determined by comparing the 
system’s total treated storage capacity with the system’s average daily demand. The source yield adequacy is 
determined by comparing the yield with the maximum day demand. For systems with large impoundments such 
as the City of Bethlehem, source yield is compared to average day demand. The average day to maximum day 
ratio of 1.5 was used for systems under 10 MGD and a ratio of 1.25 for systems over 10 MGD. The Bethlehem 
system is the only system providing over 10 MGD.

Current Zoning Scenario

The LVPC calculated future water usage similar to the work done for the future sewage flow for this scenario. 
However, to develop proposed water service areas, an unaltered 3,000 foot buffer was created around the exist-
ing water service areas. For future residential water usage, 100 gallons per day per new resident and 35 gallons 
per day per new employee were used based on 2030 population and employment forecasts. Future water usage 
was compared to source yield and treated storage capacity. Based on the calculations, maximum day usage for 
the Penn American system is forecasted to exceed source yield by 2030.

Farmland Preservation Scenario

Future water usage for this scenario was calculated in a similar manner as the Current Zoning Scenario. 
Based on the calculations, maximum day usage for the Penn American system is forecasted to exceed source 
yield by 2030.

Conceptual Land Use Plan Scenario

The LVPC calculated future water usage similar to the work done for future sewage flow for this scenario. 
As with the previous scenarios, 100 gallons per new resident per day was used to calculate future water usage. 
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Water usage for future employment was calculated using 35 gallons per day per new employee. In addition, it can 
be expected that a portion of the population/employees located within the water service area that are currently 
served by on-lot water supply will connect to the community water system by 2030. Usage was calculated in 
the same manner as the forecasted new growth in population and employees. As indicated in Table 46, source 
yield and storage capacity should be available through 2030 with the exception of the Penn American system. 
Forecasted maximum day usage for this system is shown to exceed source yield by 2030. It should be noted 
that the Bethlehem, Easton Suburban and Penn American systems provide service to municipalities outside the 
Nazareth study area. Yield and storage capacity availability will likely be lessened when including the future 
usage needs of these additional municipalities.

Map 28 indicates the recommended future water service areas for the Nazareth Area. The future service 
areas are linked to the Future Land Use Plan (Map 19). Future service areas were identified based in part on the 
proximity to existing water service and the potential for future water availability.

goals, Policies and iMPleMenTaTion sTraTegies

Goal

To provide water supplies of adequate quantity and quality to meet both the existing and future needs of all 
persons

Policies

•	 The	quality	and	quantity	of	existing	ground	and	surface	water	should	be	protected.	Proposed	water	with-
drawals should be accomplished without adversely impacting the present or future uses of the Nazareth 
study area’s water resources during both drought and non-drought conditions. Lawful activities, such as 
extraction of minerals, impact water supply sources and such activities are governed by statutes regu-
lating mineral extraction that specify replacement and restoration of water supplies affected by such 
activities.

•	 Areas	experiencing	problems	with	existing	on-lot	or	central	water	supply	should	be	provided	with	ad-
equate water service. The most cost-effective solution to the problems should be implemented after an 
evaluation of appropriate alternatives is completed. 

•	 Water	conservation	measures	should	be	implemented	by	all	existing	and	future	water	systems	during	
both emergency and non-emergency operations.

64ELBAT

ESUDNALLAUTPECNOC
EGASURETAWERUTUF—OIRANECSNALP

metsySretaW

ecruoS
dleiY

)DGM(

detaerT
egarotS

)GM(

2002
egasU
**)DGM(

toL-nOgnitsixE
egasUmetsyS

)DGM(

-poleveDerutuF
egasUtnem

)DGM(

0302
egasU
)DGM(

.xaM0302
dnameDyaD

)DGM(

*htaB 36.0 37.0 62.0 540.0 960.0 473.0 165.0

mehelhteB 03.62 61.83 56.51 690.0 011.0 658.51 *** 658.51

.buSnotsaE 01.8 34.8 52.4 231.0 619.0 892.5 *** 749.7

.mAnneP 51.3 01.3 70.2 891.0 764.0 537.2 *** 301.4

atad3002*
.aeraecivresmetsyseritneehtrofsi2002rofegasU**

erutuF.seitilapicinumaerAhterazaNehtybdedeentahtsedulcniylno0302rofnwohsegasulanoitiddA***
.dedulcnitoneraaeraecivresmetsysretawehtniseitilapicinumrehtorofsdeen



Nazareth Area Multimunicipal Comprehensive Plan 135



136 Nazareth Area Multimunicipal Comprehensive Plan

•	 Community	and	central	water	facilities	should	be	designed,	constructed,	and	managed	to	provide	long-
term adequate water supply.

•	 Existing	central	water	systems	should	be	operated	and	managed	in	accord	with	DEP	public	water	sys-
tem standards. The central water suppliers should implement improvements necessary to meet these 
standards.

Implementation Strategies

•	 Municipalities	will	implement	surface	and	groundwater	source	protection	programs	to	protect	community	
and central water supply sources.

•	 Municipalities	will	promote	water	conservation	to	all	residents.
•	 Metering	of	sources	and	individual	customer	use	should	be	provided	for	all	central	and	community	water	

systems.
•	 East	Allen,	Moore	and	Upper	Nazareth	townships	will	evaluate	the	central	water	systems	within	their	

borders and consider acquisition/interconnection as recommended in this comprehensive plan. If these 
systems remain private, municipalities should require assurances for proper long-term operation and 
maintenance.

•	 Water	suppliers	should	ensure	adequate	water	supply	during	drought	or	pollution	emergencies.	Water	
suppliers should consider using varied sources of supply, interconnections between systems, emergency 
water transfer agreements and water conservation provisions to meet water supply needs during emer-
gency situations.

•	 Water	suppliers	should	make	improvements	to	their	water	systems	to	meet	the	requirements	of	the	Safe	
Drinking Water Act.

•	 DEP	and	DRBC	should	coordinate	development	of	both	the	State	Water	Plan	and	Delaware	River	Basin	
Commission Comprehensive Plan to provide updated forecasting techniques, water user database and 
recharge data.

•	 DEP	and	DRBC	should,	through	documented	environmental	assessments,	ensure	that	new	or	expanded	
water withdrawals do not adversely impact existing water uses or the availability of water to support 
future water needs during both drought and non-drought conditions.

•	 DEP	should	ensure	that	regulations	for	mineral	extraction	activities	are	enforced	providing	protection	
for water supply sources.

•	 DEP	should	develop	performance	standards	for	the	design,	construction,	location	and	maintenance	of	
individual water supply wells and a mechanism to implement them at the local level.

Goal

To coordinate economical, efficient water service with existing and future development.

Policies

•	 Urban	development	should	be	served	by	community	water	supply	and	should	locate	in	areas	consistent	
with the comprehensive plan.

•	 Urban	development	should	be	discouraged	in	areas	where	it	can	only	be	served	by	on-lot	water	systems	
or new central water facilities. However, urban development in areas recommended for rural develop-
ment in the comprehensive plan may be served by existing or expanded publicly-owned central water 
facilities under the following conditions:
— the expansion is contiguous with the urban development area designated in this plan and does not 

include areas designated for natural resource preservation or farmland preservation,
— the expanded area is designated for urban development in the municipal comprehensive plan, zoning 

ordinance, and municipal planning for water expansions,
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— the area will be served by publicly-owned sewers and its expansion will not create traffic safety or 
congestion problems.

•	 In	areas	recommended	for	urban	development	in	the	comprehensive	plan,	interim	publicly-owned	central	
water systems should be allowed only if there is a viable commitment in place to connect the community 
water system within five years.

•	 Community	water	system	expansions	should	be	constructed	to	accommodate	new	development	consistent	
with the comprehensive plan.

•	 Rural	development	should	be	served	by	on-lot	water	supply	and	should	locate	in	areas	consistent	with	
the comprehensive plan.

•	 Where	zoning	allows	for	clustering	to	preserve	open	space	or	farmland,	publicly-owned	central	water	
systems may be acceptable. Publicly-owned central systems may also be acceptable for recreational, 
institutional or other public uses requiring a rural location.

•	 In	areas	where	on-lot	sewage	disposal	systems	will	be	used	for	more	than	five	years,	the	availability	of	
a central water system should not be used as a basis for permitting urban development.

Implementation Strategies

•	 Penn	American	Water	Company	should	develop	new	water	source(s)	 to	meet	forecasted	2030	water	
supply needs.

•	 Municipalities	will	coordinate	with	community	water	service	providers	to	ensure	a	safe	and	reliable	
water supply is available to meet existing and future needs as recommended in the plan.

•	 Municipalities	will	not	approve	applications	for	new	central	water	systems	to	serve	urban	land	uses	in	
areas not recommended for urban development in the comprehensive plan.

•	 Municipalities	will	adopt	ordinance	provisions	to	regulate	new	or	expanded	central	water	facilities.
•	 Municipalities	will	coordinate	municipal	land	use	planning	with	water	supply	planning.
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Park, reCreatIon anD oPen SPaCe Plan

inTroducTion

One of the questions asked in the Nazareth Area community opinion survey was if additional public parks 
and recreation facilities should be provided in the area. Not quite one half (45%) of the respondents thought 
more parks were needed. Almost 40% did not think more parks were needed. This latter response could show 
that residents of the area are either fairly satisfied with the current park situation or that they are not interested in 
parks and recreation. Persons who answered “yes” to the above question were asked to indicate the most needed 
park and recreation facilities. The three top answers were (1) trails for hiking, biking and horseback riding; (2) 
parks with facilities or areas for fishing, hunting, camping, boating; and (3) nature reserves.

What the May 2003 community opinion survey did reveal was that residents of the Nazareth Area have a 
great interest in open space and farmland preservation. Survey recipients were asked what they like most about 
living in their township or borough. The two responses with the highest number of votes were open space/scenery 
and rural atmosphere. These persons also were asked to list the things they like least about their municipality. 
The two top responses were loss of farmland and loss of open space. Another question asked what are the most 
important planning issues needing to be addressed in the next 10 years. The top response by far was farmland 
and open space preservation.

The park, recreation and open space plan is advisory in nature. It should serve as a policy guide to future 
park development and open space preservation. The plan should be adopted by the governing bodies of the ten 
municipalities. Municipalities that have formally adopted a recreation plan can require the dedication of land for 
recreation purposes or the payment of fees in lieu thereof, as noted in Section 503 of the Pennsylvania Municipali-
ties Planning Code. In the Nazareth Area, none of the boroughs have formally adopted a recreation plan. Two of 
the five townships also lack formally adopted recreation plans. All ten municipalities should be acquiring land 
for recreation purposes or fees in lieu thereof as part of the subdivision and land development process. During 
the development of the park and recreation plan LVPC staff met with persons who were knowledgeable about 
the parks and recreation programs in their respective municipalities.

exisTing Parks and oTher ouTdoor recreaTion siTes

The Lehigh Valley Planning Commission completed its first comprehensive inventory of parks and other 
outdoor recreation sites in 1970. Table 47 compares the findings of the 1970 inventory with data from 2004 for 
local, close-to-home park space and all park space (for a definition of local, close-to-home space, see page 139). 
There has been a sizeable increase in park space in the Nazareth Area since 1970. The amount of all park space 
increased 1,037.8 acres or 20.8%. For comparison, between 1970 and 2000 the population of the Nazareth Area 
grew from 25,090 to 40,795, an increase of 62.2%.

All of the municipalities in the Nazareth Area have expanded their park systems during the past few decades. 
Between 1970 and 2004 the number of acres in local, close-to-home park space has increased from 246 acres 
to 420 acres, an increase of 70.7%

The 10 municipalities in the Nazareth Area contain a large number and wide variety of parks and other 
outdoor recreation sites as listed in Table 48. As of mid-2004 the area had 71 parks and other outdoor recreation 
facilities with a total of 6,024 acres or about 9.4 square miles. The Park and Recreation Plan Map, Map 29 page 
153, shows the location of these parks and outdoor recreation sites.
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For purposes of analysis, the 71 parks and other outdoor recreation sites have been given one of six different 
classifications. The six classifications are further divided into 19 types. These classifications and types of park 
or other outdoor recreation site are summarized below.

Classification and Type of Park or Other Outdoor Recreation Site

1. local, close-to-home space (see description on page 141)
  mini park
  neighborhood park
  community park
2. special use
  ballfield
  educational-other
  regular golf
  golf related
  picnic grove
  riding stables
  sportsmen’s club
  private-multi-purpose
  open space (town square)
  miscellaneous
3. regional
  state park
  regional park (county)
4. state game lands
  state game lands

74ELBAT

SETISNOITAERCERROODTUOREHTODNASKRAPFOYROTNEVNI
)4002-0791EGNAHCEGAERCA(

ytilapicinuM

0791 4002 4002-0791egnahCegaercA

-esolC,lacoL
emoH-ot

ecapS
kraPllA

ecapS

-esolC,lacoL
emoH-ot

ecapS
kraPllA

ecapS

-esolC,lacoL
emoH-ot

ecapS
kraPllA

ecapS

htaB 6.52 6.52 9.43 2.53 3.9 6.9

.pwTllikhsuB 0.02 8.723,2 6.77 2.916,2 6.75 4.192

nampahC 0.0 0.0 5.1 5.1 5.1 5.1

.pwTnellAtsaE 6.14 6.821 8.96 5.781 2.82 9.85

.pwThterazaNrewoL 5.81 8.662 0.83 9.073 5.91 1.401

.pwTerooM 0.36 1.490,2 1.601 8.526,2 1.34 7.135

hterazaN 7.05 0.39 5.06 5.16 8.9 5.13-

nwotrekcotS 2.4 2.92 3.8 3.64 1.4 1.71

ymataT )1( 2.9 2.9 4.01 4.91 2.1 2.01

.pwThterazaNreppU 2.31 2.31 2.31 0.85 0.0 8.44

AERAHTERAZAN 0.642 5.789,4 3.024 3.520,6 3.471 8.730,1

ytnuoCnotpmahtroN 2.608,1 1.953,41 7.760,2 0.015,71 5.162 9.051,3

)1( .pihsnwoTskroFnikrapdenwo-hguoroba,kraPnedarBsedulcnI
:ecruoS .noissimmoCgninnalPyellaVhgiheL



140 Nazareth Area Multimunicipal Comprehensive Plan

84ELBAT

SETISNOITAERCERROODTUOREHTODNASKRAPGNITSIXE

.oN emaNetiS egaercA noitacifissalC kraPfoepyT pihsrenwO
otnepO

cilbuP
HGUOROBHTAB

1 kraPgirheR.LlraC 6.11 emoh-ot-esolc,lacol krapdoohrobhgien hguorob sey

2 dleiFgnilwoCffilC 4.5 emoh-ot-esolc,lacol krapdoohrobhgien hguorob sey

3 kraPenotsyeK 9.5 emoh-ot-esolc,lacol krapdoohrobhgien hguorob sey

4 kraPkeerCycaconoM 3.0 esulaiceps ecapsnepo hguorob sey

5 kraPsrethgiferiFreetnuloV 0.21 emohot-esolc,lacol krapdoohrobhgien hguorob sey

egaercAlatoT 2.53

PIHSNWOTLLIKHSUB

6 notpmahtroNforetneCH-4 8.4 esulaiceps suoenallecsim tiforp-non-etavirp sey

7 evorGs'ydaB 7.9 esulaiceps evorgcincip tiforprof-etavirp sey

8 retneCnoitaerceRpihsnwoTllikhsuB 6.77 emoh-ot-esolc,lacol krapytinummoc pihsnwot sey

9 evorGcinciPzetroC 1.03 esulaiceps evorgcincip tiforprof-etavirp sey

01 muterobrArevarG 1.26 esulaiceps rehto-lanoitacude egelloCgrebnelhuM sey

11 retneCnoitacudElatnemnorivnEgrubsbocaJ 0.861,1 lanoiger krapetats etatS sey

21 kraPweiVniatnuoM 0.32 esulaiceps suoenallecsim tiforp-non-etavirp on

31 floGerutainiM&nnIevirDweivniatnuoM 4.2 esulaiceps detalerflog tiforprof-etavirp sey

41 861.oNsdnaLemaGetatS 5.142,1 sdnalemagetats sdnalemagetats .mmoCemaG.aP sey

egaercAlatoT 2.916,2

HGUOROBNAMPAHC

51 kraPhguoroBnampahC 5.1 emohot-esolc,lacol krapinim hguorob sey

PIHSNWOTNELLATSAE

61 kraPlainnetneciB 8.46 emoh-ot-esolc,lacol krapytinummoc pihsnwot sey

71 bulCnuG&doRhtaBtsaE 6.91 esulaiceps bulcs'nemstrops tiforp-non-etavirp on

81 floGs'OruoF 7.61 esulaiceps detalerflog tiforp-rof-etavirp sey

91 kraPellivnoskcaJ 0.5 emoh-ot-esolc,lacol krapdoohrobhgien pihsnwot sey

02 bulCnuG&doRenotsyeK 5.3 esulaiceps bulcs'nemstrops tiforp-non-etavirp on

12 liarThtaB-roN 3.77 liartraenil liartnoitaercer ytnuoc sey

22 bulCnooccaR 6.0 esulaiceps bulcs'nemstrops tiforp-non-etavirp on

egaercAlatoT 5.781

PIHSNWOTHTERAZANREWOL

32 sgnirpShctuD 4.59 esulaiceps suoenallecsim tiforp-rof-etavirp sey

42 krappihsnwoterutuf 0.09 noitavresnoc ecapsnepo pihsnwot sey

52 kraPdaoRnwotegroeG 4.5 emoh-ot-esolc,lacol krapdoohrobhgien pihsnwot sey

62 kraPwodaeMs'nhaH 4.51 noitavresnoc ecapsnepo pihsnwot sey

72 kraPerooM.WesiuoL 5.601 lanoiger kraplanoiger ytnuoc sey

82 bulCnuG&doRhterazaNrewoL 6.52 esulaiceps bulcs'nemstrops tiforp-non-etavirp on

92 kraPpihsnwoThterazaNrewoL 5.81 emoh-ot-esolc,lacol krapytinummoc pihsnwot sey

03 kraPnelGyrruS 1.41 emoh-ot-esolc,lacol krapdoohrobhgien pihsnwot sey

egaercAlatoT 9.073

PIHSNWOTEROOM

13 sdnaLliarTnaihcalappA 7.491 noitavresnoc aeralarutanlanoitan ASU sey

23 sercAdoowhcriB 5.61 esulaiceps esoprup-itlum-etavirp tiforp-rof-etavirp sey

33 floGerutainiMnretnaLeulB 5.5 esulaiceps detalerflog tiforp-rof-etavirp sey

43 hcnaRegdiReulB 6.11 esulaiceps selbatsgnidir tiforp-rof-etavirp sey

53 tcarTdaoRspleD — )krappihsnwotasadepolevedebot-.pwThgiheLybdenwo(

63 dleifllaBhcruhCnoinUellivsleunammE 3.4 emoh-ot-esolc,lacol dleifllab tiforp-non-etavirp sey

73 dnuorgpmaCekaLneergrevE 1.251 esulaiceps suoenallecsim tiforp-rof-etavirp sey

83 evorGs'remmiTeoJylloJ 4.41 esulaiceps evorgcincip tiforp-rof-etavirp sey

93 kraPnaihcalappApihsnwoTerooM 2.861 noitavresnoc ecapsnepo pihsnwot sey



Nazareth Area Multimunicipal Comprehensive Plan 141

5. conservation
  open space
  future township or borough park
6. linear trail
  recreation trail

The main emphasis of this plan involves an analysis of local, close-to-home space — mini parks, neighbor-
hood parks and community parks. These are the types of parks and recreation facilities for which townships and 
boroughs are responsible. Large facilities such as regional parks, fishing lakes and the like are the responsibil-
ity of county or state government. Most special use facilities such as golf courses and riding stables should be 
provided by the private sector.
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Major Parks and Outdoor Recreation Facilities in Adjacent Areas

The Nazareth Area does not exist in a vacuum when it comes to parks and other outdoor recreation sites. 
There are many parks and recreation sites that are not in the 10-municipality Nazareth Area but are available to 
area residents.

In addition to the Nor-Bath Trail and Appalachian Trail, there are three other recreation trails of note. These 
include the Plainfield Township Recreation Trail, the Palmer-Bethlehem Township Bikeway, and the D & L 
Trail. The D & L Trail eventually will go from Bristol Borough in Lower Bucks County to Wilkes-Barre. The 
trail follows the Delaware Canal and the Lehigh Canal for most of its 150-mile route. All three trails are easily 
accessible to residents of the Nazareth Area.

In Upper Mt. Bethel Township, Minsi Lake provides opportunities for fishing and boating. There is downhill 
skiing at the Blue Mountain Ski Area on the Carbon County side of Little Gap. Other ski areas can be found 
in the Poconos, less than an hour’s drive for Nazareth Area residents. In addition to Southmoore Golf Course 
and Whitetail Golf Course there are seven other 18-hole golf courses in Northampton County available to the 
public.

Northampton County owns two properties that it intends to eventually develop as regional parks. Both proper-
ties are near the Nazareth Area. The 200-acre Weaversville tract is located in Allen Township to the west of the 
Village of Weaversville. The property was formerly part of the Weaversville State Farm. It was acquired in about 
1990. Current plans call for Northampton County to spend between $5 million and $8.5 million to develop the 
site as a regional park. The other property, known as the Gall Farm, is a 156.8-acre site along the Little Bushkill 
Creek in Plainfield Township, about 1.5 miles north of Stockertown. The Gall Farm will someday be developed 
as a county recreation facility but it is not likely to happen for at least 10 years.

There are a number of state parks in nearby counties that are within an hour’s drive for Nazareth Area resi-
dents. These major state parks are listed in Table 49 below. In addition to the six state parks listed in Table 49, 
the 70,000 acre Delaware Water Gap National Recreation Area provides a variety of recreation opportunities 
for Nazareth Area residents.

Park and oPen sPace acreage sTandards

One time-tested method for evaluating the adequacy of a park system is to first determine how many acres 
of parks are available in the municipality. The commonly used approach is to measure the number of acres in 
local close-to-home recreation space for every 1,000 residents in the municipality. Local close-to-home space 
includes mini parks, neighborhood parks and community parks. These are the type of parks for which borough 
and township government should be responsible.
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The long-accepted standard has been that every community should have a “core” system of parklands with a 
total of 6.25 to 10.5 acres of developed recreation space per 1,000 residents. In recent years park planners have 
come to realize that this goal will not work in every community. Other factors such as total population, popula-
tion density and the specific desires of the recreating public have to be considered. In spite of these limitations, 
it is worth analyzing how the local close-to-home parks in each of the 10 municipalities match the recommended 
acreage standard. For the Nazareth Area, this includes mini-parks, neighborhood parks, and community parks. 
Also included are three sites that are classified as “ballfields”. All three ballfields are used for softball and little 
league baseball.

The mini park, or sub-neighborhood park as it is sometimes called, is the smallest park classification used 
by the National Recreation and Park Association (NRPA). Mini parks address limited or isolated recreational 
needs. They have a small service area, generally within less than one quarter mile, and are less than five acres in 
size. There are 11 sites that are considered mini parks in the Nazareth Area. These mini parks range in size from 
0.3 acres to 3.1 acres. All but two mini parks are found in the boroughs and all are in public ownership.

Neighborhood parks are the basic unit of a park system and are intended to serve as the recreational focus 
of the neighborhood. Five acres is considered as the minimum size for a neighborhood park. At least five acres 
are needed to provide space for the variety of activities associated with neighborhood parks. A size of seven to 
10 acres is considered optimal. In an urban setting, a service radius of 0.25 to 0.5 miles is considered acceptable. 
In the Nazareth Area, seven parks have been classified as neighborhood parks. Three of these parks are located 
in Bath. Braden Park, Tatamy’s main park, is located in Forks Township. The seven neighborhood parks range 
in size from 5.0 acres for Jacksonville Park in East Allen Township to 12.0 acres for Volunteer Firefighters Park 
in Bath.

Community parks are intended to meet community based recreation needs. The primary emphasis is on 
active recreation, at least in the Nazareth Area, but open space and unique landscapes can be an element of the 
community park. In the Nazareth Area, the community park currently is the primary park unit for Nazareth and 
for all of the townships except Upper Nazareth which has no community park space.

Community parks have a service radius of 0.5 to 3.0 miles in an urban setting such as a borough or a devel-
oped township. A service radius of over three miles is acceptable in rural townships such as Moore and Bushkill 
because of the low population density. The optimal size for a community park is between 20 and 50 acres, how-
ever the actual size should be based on the land area needed to accommodate desired uses. Community parks 
should offer a wide variety of active and passive recreation uses.

There are five parks in the Nazareth Area that should be considered community parks. These community 
parks range in size from 18.5 acres for Lower Nazareth Township Park to 101.8 acres for the Moore Township 
Recreation Center. These two parks are quite different in character. Lower Nazareth Township Park is highly 
developed for a variety of active recreation pursuits. The Moore Township Recreation Center includes at least 
50 acres devoted to active recreation. It also includes wooded areas and a 44.8-acre tract that was added to the 
park in 2000. Some of this addition of land is being developed for active recreation.

Although the National Recreation and Park Association (NRPA) has moved away from recommending an 
acreage standard for parks and open space, such standards still have use as an analysis tool. We believe it is useful 
to know how many acres of the various types of parks exist in a municipality and how that acreage relates to the 
total population. The NRPA acreage standard was always intended as a guide to planning and not an absolute 
blueprint.

The 2004 park acreage totals, by municipality, for local, close-to-home space and all parks and outdoor 
recreation space were compared to the NRPA suggested standards. The analysis shows that every municipality 
except Upper Nazareth Township meets the suggested minimum acreage standard of 6.25 acres of local, close-
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to-home space for each 1,000 residents. The Nazareth Area as a whole had 9.9 acres per 1,000 residents. The 
townships of East Allen and Moore and the boroughs of Bath and Stockertown even exceed the upper range 
guideline of 10.5 acres per 1,000 persons.

In 2004 there were 141.9 acres of parks and other outdoor recreation space for every 1,000 persons living 
in the Nazareth Area. The total acres and acres per 1,000 persons varies greatly from municipality to municipal-
ity. The number of acres and acres per 1,000 persons for all parks and other outdoor recreation space is much 
higher in the townships of Bushkill and Moore than for any of the other municipalities. As could be expected, 
there are many more acres of parks and outdoor space in the townships than there are in the boroughs. The five 
boroughs contain 163.9 acres of parks and outdoor recreation space, or 15.3 acres per 1,000 persons. The five 
townships have 5,861.4 acres in parks and outdoor recreation space which amounts to 184.7 acres for every 
1,000 persons.

Future needs based on the suggested NRPA acreage guidelines for local, close-to-home space were also 
considered. The Lehigh Valley Planning Commission population forecasts for 2030 for each municipality are 
compared to existing local, close-to-home space acreages to determine future acreage needs. From the analysis, 
only the townships of Lower Nazareth and Upper Nazareth currently lack enough acreage in local, close-to-home 
park space to meet the 2030 NRPA suggested acreage guideline. For Lower Nazareth Township, the minimum 
acreage guideline could easily be met by the development of the 90-acre tract the township recently acquired 
near the intersection of Georgetown Road and Newburg Road. For Upper Nazareth Township, the development 
of the 36-acre West End Recreation Fields at Eagles Landing Development will go a long way towards meeting 
the township’s need for 43.6 acres of additional local, close-to-home park space by 2030.

Park FaciliTy develoPMenT sTandards

The NRPA has suggested outdoor facility development standards. These suggested standards cover recom-
mended size and dimension, recommended space requirements, recommended orientation and service radius 
and location notes. 

Based on an analysis of the existing parks versus the suggested standards, the Nazareth Area as a whole 
meets or exceeds the suggested NRPA development standards for nearly all types of recreation facilities that are 
associated with local, close-to-home parks. However, not all of these facilities are found in every municipality. 
Many of the boroughs, for example, provide a limited amount of recreation facilities primarily because of their 
small size. There is one public swimming pool whereas the suggested NRPA guidelines recommends there should 
be at least two swimming pools. There are no handball courts or ice hockey rinks. The Nazareth Area does not 
need its own archery range since there is one at the Bear Swamp Archery Complex in Upper Mt. Bethel Town-
ship, a 30-minute drive from anywhere in this part of Northampton County. The area has plenty of golf courses 
that are available to the public. There are two 18-hole golf courses in Moore Township that are open to public 
play. There are seven other 18-hole golf courses in Northampton County that are available to the public. The 
surrounding counties also have many golf courses available for public play.

The NRPA guidelines suggest one trail system per region. The Nazareth Area has the Nor-Bath Trail in East 
Allen Township and the Appalachian Trail along the crest of Blue Mountain through the townships of Bushkill 
and Moore. There are a number of other excellent trails within close proximity to the Nazareth Area. The closest 
of these is the Plainfield Township Recreation Trail. The other trails include the Palmer-Bethlehem Township 
Bikeway, the D & L Trail, and the Ironton Rail Trail in Whitehall Township, Lehigh County. Jacobsburg Envi-
ronmental Education Center has a network of 18.5 miles of trails that are used by hikers, all-terrain bicyclists, 
horseback riders and cross-country skiers. Many of the larger parks in Northampton County have their own 
internal pathways that are good for short walks.
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In conclusion, the Nazareth Area does well in meeting the NRPA suggested outdoor facility development 
standards for most recreation activities. The area has some specific needs or desires related to recreation facilities 
that will be discussed on a municipality-by-municipality basis in another section of this plan.

recreaTion PrograMs in The nazareTh area

Recreation programs in the 10 municipalities that comprise the Nazareth Area are provided almost entirely 
by privately-run associations composed of volunteers. Nazareth Borough has a summer recreation program that 
the borough’s Economic/Recreation Committee runs at Nazareth Community Park. No other community has a 
municipally-run recreation program. However, the municipalities strongly support the various recreation associa-
tions. And they provide most of the facilities where the different sports leagues can play. The public schools in 
the area also cooperate with the athletic associations by making playing fields and gymnasiums available during 
non-school hours. In fact this is the only example where the school districts cooperate with the municipalities 
to provide recreation space.

There are at least eight athletic associations/clubs operating in the Nazareth Area. Listed alphabetically, 
these include:

•	 American	Legion	Post	470	(Bath),
•	 Bath-East	Allen	Youth	Club,
•	 Bath	Midget	Football	Association,
•	 Bushkill	Township	Athletic	Association,
•	 Lower	Nazareth	Township	Athletic	Association,
•	 Moore	Township	Athletic	Association,
•	 Nazareth	Area	Soccer	Club,
•	 Stockertown	Youth	Association,	and
•	 Upper	Nazareth	Township	Athletic	Association.

The American Legion Post 470 in Bath sponsors both junior legion and senior legion baseball. The Bath 
Midget Football Association operates a football program for area youth. The association teams play their games 
at Cliff Cowling Field in the borough.

The Bath-East Allen Youth Club is a very active volunteer organization that offers a variety of activities for 
youths in the Bath-East Allen area. The club has an excellent web site with information about its members and 
activities. The club sponsors basketball, baseball for boys, softball for girls, soccer and cheerleading. The club 
has a newsletter that is available at its web site — http://www.beayc.org/. The club uses the facilities at the public 
parks in Bath and East Allen Township.

The Bushkill Township Athletic Association is an organization that was created by the Bushkill Township 
Recreation Board to administer and oversee a variety of recreational and athletic activities in the township. The 
athletic association has a monthly newsletter that can be found at the Bushkill Township web site — http://www.
bushkilltownship.com/parks.html. The athletic association offers a baseball program for boys and a softball 
program for girls. Bushkill Township provides fields at its recreation complex on Bushkill Center Road.

The Lower Nazareth Township Athletic Association sponsors a baseball program for boys and a softball 
program for girls. The association also has a youth football program. The athletic association uses the Lower 
Nazareth Township Park for its activities.

The Moore Township Athletic Association sponsors baseball, soccer, football and summer basketball programs 
for township youth. The association also sponsors a summer recreation program that is primarily for pre-teens. 
The summer recreation program includes arts and crafts, volleyball, softball and similar sports activities. All 



146 Nazareth Area Multimunicipal Comprehensive Plan

sports activities take place at the 101.8-acre Moore Township Recreation Center. The Moore Township Athletic 
Association has a web site (http://mtaa.netfirms.com) that provides information about the association, the pro-
grams it sponsors, and upcoming events.

The Nazareth Area Soccer Club is a not-for-profit youth soccer organization whose purpose is to promote 
and develop an interest in soccer among youth in the Nazareth Area School District. Their soccer programs are 
for youths from five through 19 years old. The Nazareth Area Soccer Club has a web site at http://www.naza-
rethsoccerclub.org/. It is estimated that at least 700 youths from the Nazareth Area School District participate in 
soccer club teams. The club uses fields at parks and public schools throughout the school district.

The Stockertown Youth Association was established in 1959 to promote social and athletic activities for 
the youth of the borough. Boys baseball teams, a girls softball team and Boy Scout troops were a few of the 
groups started. Today borough youths have to go to adjacent municipalities for organized sports activities. The 
Stockertown Youth Association still conducts an egg hunt in the spring and a picnic in the summer for residents 
and former residents.

The Upper Nazareth Athletic Association sponsors the Clippers football program for youth in the Nazareth 
Area School District. The teams play many of their games at the association’s 5.4-acre park east of Newport 
Avenue in Upper Nazareth Township. The association also sponsors girls softball that is available to residents 
of the Nazareth Area School District.

In conclusion, the current system where not-for-profit volunteer associations provide nearly all of the sports 
programs appears to be working well. It will continue to work as long as enough residents are willing to volunteer 
their time. The municipalities in the Nazareth Area must continue to provide the bulk of the sports fields and 
other facilities needed to make the recreation programs a success. The municipalities should provide financial 
support as the need arises. The school districts can do their part by making sports fields and gymnasiums at local 
schools available during times when school is not in session.

Park acquisiTion and develoPMenT Plans For nazareTh area MuniciPaliTies

During the development of the Park, Recreation and Open Space Plan LVPC staff met with staff or recre-
ation board members of each municipality to learn what is being planned in the way of park acquisitions and 
developments. The summary of findings for each municipality is presented below. If the municipalities follow 
through with implementation, the Nazareth Area should have little or no trouble meeting its needs for local, 
close-to-home park space for at least a decade. Only two major park expansion projects are planned for the next 
five years. One involves the development of the 90-acre tract Lower Nazareth Township recently acquired for 
park use. The other will include the development of the 36-acre West End Recreation Fields tract that is being 
given to Upper Nazareth Township as part of the Eagles Landing development. Bushkill Township and Moore 
Township are adding recreation facilities at their community parks. Lehigh Township will be developing sports 
fields and other recreation facilities at its Delps Road Park. About 20 acres of that park are in Moore Township. 
The major park expansion projects in the boroughs involve recreation trails in Tatamy and Stockertown.

Bath

Although they have no set time table, the persons in charge of borough parks have ideas on how to improve 
all of their parks. These improvements include:

Carl L. Rehrig Park
— improve the existing little league baseball field by extending the fencing so that it can be used for adult 

softball
—  add a pavilion and restrooms
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Cliff Cowling Field
—  construct a new drainage system and a new surface for the infield at the baseball field
—  add protective fencing along the first base line of the baseball field
— upgrade the softball field
— replace the electrical system at the pavilion at the northeast corner of the field
— add removable batting cages
— replace the existing bleachers at the football field with new bleachers that include a roof
— acquire a strip of land on the south side of Allen Street to be used as off-street parking during athletic 

events

Keystone Park
— rehabilitate the pavilion
— improve the sand pit at the volleyball court
— make improvements to the kitchen room at the pavilion

Volunteer Firefighters Park
— add equipment to the playground
— make improvements at the little league field so it can be used again
— construct a pedestrian bridge over Monocacy Creek to connect the park with  Old Forge Drive

Monocacy Creek Park
— continue to add improvements and expand the park along Monocacy Creek as money becomes avail-

able
— eventually connect the park with the north end of the Nor-Bath Trail

Bushkill Township

Bushkill Township has decided to concentrate all of its active recreation facilities at the 77.6-acre Bushkill 
Township Recreation Center on Bushkill Center Road. The park was expanded from 44.4 acres to 77.6 acres in 
1999. A site plan has been prepared for the park. Recent additions to the park include a regulation baseball field, 
a little league baseball field, two regulation soccer fields and a tennis court. Facilities to be added within the 
next five years include: a regulation soccer field, a little league baseball field, a playground, a pavilion, a fitness 
station and additional parking. The walking path will be extended around the perimeter of the park and will be 
7,678 feet or about 1.45 miles when completed. There is space for a recreation center building at the south end 
of the park. There are no plans to build a recreation center at this time, however.

Chapman

Chapman had no municipal recreation facilities until recently when the 1.5-acre Chapman Borough Park 
was added. The park contains a very small playground and a picnic pavilion. The borough wants to expand 
the playground by adding a swing set and other play equipment. More off-street parking is needed. Because 
of Chapman’s small size (it had only 234 persons in 2000) and limited budget, the borough does not intend to 
provide more public recreation facilities. The borough will continue its current arrangement of making a yearly 
contribution for use of the Moore Township Recreation Center.

East Allen Township

East Allen Township operates two municipal parks, Jacksonville Park and Bicentennial Park. The only pro-
posed improvements for Jacksonville Park involve rehabilitation work on the picnic pavilion. The pavilion might 
even be moved to another location in the park. Bicentennial Park was expanded from 35.8 acres to 64.8 acres 
in 1996. The park underwent a major expansion that was completed in August 2003. The only major projects 
that are needed at this time include the completion of the park’s trails and the expansion and paving of the east 
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side parking lot. No major projects are anticipated for at least five years. At a future date the township would 
like to acquire the farm field between Hanover Street and Bicentennial Park for future park development. This 
tract is about 40 acres. It is well suited to sports fields and could satisfy East Allen Township’s park needs for 
several decades. 

Lower Nazareth Township

Lower Nazareth Township currently operates four parks. Two of these parks, Lower Nazareth Township Park 
and Surry Glen Park, provide facilities for team sports and active recreation. Lower Nazareth Township Park 
is entirely developed. The township has no plans to expand the park. Surry Glen Park was developed for active 
recreation in 2004. The only plans for that park are to add a planting screen along Georgetown Road.

The township has two passive use parks — Georgetown Road Park and Hahn’s Meadow Park. Hahn’s Meadow 
Park, at 15.4 acres, is the larger of the two parks. It provides access to about 0.4 miles of Monocacy Creek stream 
frontage. The park is difficult to access at this time because there is no convenient off-street parking available. A 
small parking lot should be added at some future date so the park can be enjoyed by area residents. Georgetown 
Road Park also is a streamside park that is intended for passive recreation use only. There are no plans to add 
any recreation facilities at this 5.4-acre park.

Lower Nazareth Township will be undertaking a major expansion to its park system during the next decade. 
The township recently acquired a 90-acre tract at the intersection of Georgetown Road and Newburg Road. A 
Master Site Plan for the site was prepared by Keystone Consulting Engineers, Inc. in 2002. The site plan calls 
for the construction of three soccer fields, three football fields, a baseball field, tennis courts, basketball courts, 
volleyball courts, a playground, a picnic pavilion and a loop walking trail. There are several open space areas 
and a wooded area that will be left in its natural state. Parking space for up to 800 vehicles eventually will be 
provided. There is space for a roller hockey rink, swimming pool, and community center building. Non-recreation 
municipal facilities to be added at a later date include a new municipal building and police station, a municipal 
garage, and areas for salt storage, leaf collection and recycling. The development of these park and municipal 
facilities should meet the township’s needs through 2030.

Moore Township

Moore Township owns two parks. The 168.2-acre Moore Township Appalachian Park east of Smith Gap 
Road is a passive recreation facility that can be used for hiking, nature study and hunting. All sports activities 
take place at the Moore Township Recreation Center near the villages of Klecknersville and Crossroads. It is one 
of the oldest township parks in Northampton County and dates from the 1960s. In 2000, a 44.8-acre tract was 
added to the park bringing its total acreage to 101.8 acres. This makes it the largest township park in the county. 
Moore Township recently got a $380,000 grant from Northampton County to help pay the costs to develop the 
44.8-acre park addition. The project, which totals $448,000, includes the construction of two baseball fields, 
two soccer fields, parking facilities, a road through the park addition, landscaping, and stormwater management 
work. The additions to the park will be completed in 2005.

No additional major projects are planned for Moore Township Recreation Center. For years there has been 
talk of adding a community center that could be used by senior citizens. As with many proposed projects, the 
issue is money. There are no plans to add a community center to the park anytime soon. In conclusion, the rec-
reation facilities that currently exist or are planned at the Moore Township Recreation Center should meet the 
township’s recreation needs for at least the next decade.

Nazareth

The borough operates the 40.5-acre Nazareth Borough Park and a number of much smaller parks and ball-
fields. The only major recreation facilities development planned at this time is the addition of several soccer 
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fields at the 8.9-acre Essroc Tract. Most of the borough’s baseball and softball fields need improvement. There 
is little if any vacant land in the borough that is available for more park development. There are no plans for 
any more parks.

Stockertown

At the time this plan was being prepared Stockertown was working on a five-year action plan for open space, 
parks and recreation. The borough intends to require the dedication of open space or charge a fee of $1,000 per 
new dwelling unit for parks and recreation, as permitted by the Pennsylvania Municipalities Planning Code. 
To do this the borough needs an adopted park and open space plan. The requirement could be met through the 
adoption of this plan or the plan currently being prepared by the borough.

As with many small boroughs, financing a park and recreation program is a challenge. The proposed five-year 
action plan covers a variety of funding methods that might be used. The borough will continue its lease agree-
ment with Stockertown Rod and Gun Club for use of about seven acres of club property for a baseball/soccer 
field, restrooms and a parking lot. Stockertown intends to negotiate with developers for more recreation space 
as housing growth occurs. The borough needs park space for activities such as tennis, volleyball, basketball and 
a playground. One of the most important projects during the next 10 years will be the development of a hiking/
biking trail on the abandoned railroad right-of-way that is owned by the borough. The Stockertown rail-trail is 
important from a regional as well as a local standpoint. It will provide the last link in a major regional recreational 
trail that will run from the Easton area to Pen Argyl.

Tatamy

The only major park and open space project Tatamy intends to undertake anytime soon is the development of 
a hiking/biking trail along the abandoned railroad right-of-way. Tatamy was awarded a Transportation Enhance-
ments Program grant in 2002 to fund the construction of the trail. Right-of-way ownership issues still need to 
be resolved for portions of the trail. However, construction on the southern part of the trail is expected to start in 
2005. Braden Park, the borough’s main park which is in Forks Township, sustained major damage from flooding 
on September 18, 2004 that will need to be repaired. The only other park acquisition or development project at 
this time is a 1.45 acre tract associated with the proposed Tatamy Farm development.

Upper Nazareth Township

Considering its population and growth potential, Upper Nazareth Township has the fewest park and recre-
ation facilities of any of the 10 municipalities in the Nazareth Area. As of late 2004, the township owned just 4.8 
acres of local, close-to-home recreation space. Another 8.4 acres of local, close-to-home recreation space were 
in private or association ownership. NRPA recommends a minimum of 6.25 acres of local, close-to-home space 
(mini parks, neighborhood parks/playgrounds and community parks) for every 1,000 residents. If the NRPA 
suggested minimum is used, Upper Nazareth Township should have at least 27.7 acres of local, close-to-home 
space. Although the township has nowhere near this acreage in local, close-to-home park space, the situation is 
about to change.

Upper Nazareth Township is getting about 36 acres of open space as part of the 299-unit Eagles Landing 
development. The land is located on the north side of Route 248. It is suitable for a variety of sports fields and 
other active recreation facilities. The developer has agreed to grade and seed one adult baseball field, two softball 
fields and one soccer field within 15 months after home building starts. The developer also will build two park-
ing lots with spaces for 196 vehicles and an 1,800 square foot building that includes restrooms, a concession 
stand and storage space. The master site plan calls for the addition of two soccer fields, volleyball, basketball 
and tennis courts, a playground, a pavilion and a third parking lot at a future date. Space has been reserved for 
a recreation building if the township decides it needs this type of facility. Members of the township recreation 
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board would like to acquire another tract of 50 to 100 acres for a future township park. The best place to locate 
this park would be on the east side of Nazareth, provided a suitable tract of land can be found.

Two rivers area greenway Plan

In 2004 the Urban Research and Development Corporation completed a report Two Rivers Area Greenway 
Plan. The plan was prepared for the Two Rivers Area Chamber of Commerce. It includes the Bushkill Creek 
watershed which covers all or parts of seven of the 10 municipalities in the Nazareth Area.

The Two Rivers Area Greenway Plan describes two types of greenways for the area — conservation greenways 
and recreation greenways. Conservation greenways are intended primarily to protect natural resources such as 
environmentally significant features, wildlife habitat, migration corridors, floodplains and other environmental 
or ecological sanctuaries. Limited or no public access is envisioned for conservation greenways.

Recreation greenways contain trails and other means of access for human use. These corridors are designed 
for low-impact, non-motorized recreation activities such as hiking, cycling, horseback riding, nature watching 
and canoeing. Depending on the location and size of the greenway, they may provide hunting and fishing op-
portunities or preserve significant cultural facilities.

The concept plan for the Two Rivers Area Greenway Plan employs the “hubs” and “spokes” concept rec-
ommended in the report Pennsylvania Greenways: An Action Plan for Creating Connections. The Two Rivers 
plan works to establish connections between the hubs of Blue Mountain, the Reading Prong, Jacobsburg Envi-
ronmental Education Center, the Delaware and Lehigh National Heritage Corridor and Trail, Easton and many 
other population centers in the study area. The wildlife habitat “hubs and spokes” concept and the recreation 
greenways “hubs and spokes” concept are presented in Figures 8 and 9, many of the greenway hubs and spokes 
are located in the Nazareth Area.

The overall concept and purposes of the two rivers area greenway network include: (1) to create a contiguous 
greenway along the Bushkill Creek corridor with emphasis on protecting the headwater areas of the Bushkill 
Creek, (2) to provide recreation opportunities in the urban core, middle and upper watershed areas, (3) to preserve 
the riparian buffers along the tributaries within the watershed, (4) to create a greenway in Williams Township 
along the Reading Prong, and (5) to reinforce the connection to the Delaware & Lehigh National Heritage Cor-
ridor and Trail.

The Two Rivers Area Greenway Plan contains recommendations that were taken into consideration during 
the preparation of the park and open space plan for the Nazareth Area. The greenway plan favors the protection 
of the Blue Mountain and the Bushkill Creek and its tributaries. The greenway plan also has recommendations 
for recreational greenway projects that link existing parks, trails and population hubs in the region. The two 
most important recommendations have been incorporated into the Nazareth Area Park, Recreation and Open 
Space Plan. These include the establishment of an unpaved, multiple use trail on the PPL utility ROW connect-
ing Jacobsburg Environmental Education Center to Blue Mountain and the establishment of a multiple use trail 
connecting Jacobsburg Environmental Education Center, Plainfield Township Trail and Tatamy Trail through 
Stockertown.

Park and Recreation Plan Map

Map 29 represents the parks plan for the Nazareth Area. To be shown as existing county, township and 
borough parks and open space, the site has to be owned by one of these three forms of government. Three sites 
are shown as “proposed parks”. These sites include the future park site in Lower Nazareth Township, west end 
recreation fields in Upper Nazareth Township and the Delps Road tract on the border between Moore Township 
and Lehigh Township. The Delps Road tract will be developed by Lehigh Township although almost one half of 



Nazareth Area Multimunicipal Comprehensive Plan 151



152 Nazareth Area Multimunicipal Comprehensive Plan



Nazareth Area Multimunicipal Comprehensive Plan 153



154 Nazareth Area Multimunicipal Comprehensive Plan



Nazareth Area Multimunicipal Comprehensive Plan 155

the site lies in Moore Township. Two proposed county parks — Weaversville County Park and the Gall Farm 
— are shown. Development of Weaversville County Park should start within a few years. Development of the 
Gall Farm will take place further into the future.

Special use facilities include some sites that function as ballfields, mini-parks or neighborhood parks. These 
sites are in private or semi-public ownership. These sites are separated from the existing county, township and 
borough parks and open space category because they are less likely to remain as recreation space. The munici-
palities have little or no control over what happens to them.

Two types of recreation trails are shown. The existing trails include the Nor-Bath Trail and the Appalachian 
Trail. Proposed trails include east and west extensions of the Nor-Bath Trail, the Tatamy and Stockertown rail 
trails, a trail connecting the Stockertown rail trail with Jacobsburg Environmental Education Center, and a trail 
that will lead north from Jacobsburg to Plainfield Township.

Open Space ReSOuRceS

Open space is defined as land or water that is primarily undeveloped. It can be either publicly or privately 
owned. Open space comes in many forms that include woodlands, stream corridors and watersheds, agricultural 
lands, mountain ridges, lakes, ponds and wetlands. The open space resources of the Nazareth Area have been 
identified, described and analyzed previously in this report. That work will not be duplicated here. Instead, we 
will reference and summarize the findings of previous studies that relate to open space resources in the study 
region.

Natural Areas Inventory

In 1999 the Pennsylvania Science Office of The Nature Conservancy completed a report titled A Natural 
Areas Inventory of Lehigh and Northampton Counties, Pennsylvania. The Lehigh Valley Planning Commission 
prepared a Natural Areas Inventory Summary report that same year. The inventory identified a number of natural 
areas of statewide or local significance in the Nazareth Area. These natural areas were described in Table 24 and 
shown on Map 11 earlier in this comprehensive plan. Rismiller Woods and Moorestown Wetland are statewide 
significant sites with a county rank of 2. This makes them very important from a county standpoint. There is 
only one site in Northampton County with a county rank of 1 — Mt. Bethel Fens. Only seven sites rate a county 
rank of 2 and two of them are in the Nazareth Area.

Blue Mountain is considered one of two exceptional natural features (the other is the Delaware River) in the 
Lehigh Valley by The Nature Conservancy. The Blue Mountain is the most extensive relatively contiguous area 
of natural habitat in the two counties. It is also one of the major corridors for the movement of biota in eastern 
Pennsylvania. The Blue Mountain also is the only Pennsylvania Important Bird Area (IBA) in the Lehigh Valley. 
Pennsylvania was the first state to develop an IBA program. So far 73 IBA sites have been identified in the state. 
These sites include migratory staging areas, winter feeding and roost sites, and prime breeding areas for song-
birds, wading birds and other species. The Blue Mountain is important as a breeding area for several species of 
continental concern. It is also internationally known as an important migration corridor for hawks and eagles.

Natural Resources Plan

The Natural Resources Plan contains a description (including maps), a goal, policies and implementation 
recommendations for the following natural features:

•	 surface	terrain	and	steep	slopes,
•	 streams	(including:	stream	quality	designations,	headwaters	streams,	and	riparian	buffers),
•	 floodplains,
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•	 wetlands	(including	potential	hydric	soils),
•	 carbonate	bedrock,
•	 woodlands	(including	interior	woodlands	and	riparian	woodlands),
•	 prime	agricultural	land,
•	 significant	natural	areas,
•	 mineral	resources,	and
•	 groundwater.

The policies and implementation recommendations cover the different ways these natural resources can be 
protected.	Although	some	natural	resources	should	be	protected	through	acquisition,	others	can	be	protected	by	
federal regulations (wetlands, for example) and local zoning ordinances and subdivision and land development 
ordinances	(floodplains	and	prime	agricultural	land,	for	example).

Map 15 described previously is the Natural Resources Plan for the Nazareth Area. The map shows a variety 
of natural features that are recommended for preservation. The map also shows other areas that were determined 
to have development restrictions but still could be used for development. Our main objective is to keep develop-
ment out of the most important areas recommended for preservation.

Data from the natural areas inventory and the Natural Resources Plan were used to create a recommended 
open space plan, Map 30, for the Nazareth Area. This map shows five features:

1. parks and other outdoor recreation areas,
2. natural resource areas recommended for preservation,
3. remaining natural areas and woodlands,
4. farms preserved by agricultural conservation easements,
5. areas recommended for agricultural preservation.

Table 50 gives data on the number of acres, by municipality, that are recommended for open space preserva-
tion. The acreages only include areas that are not already developed or protected as parks or open space or by 
agricultural conservation easements.
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The table shows that 8,511 acres or about 12.8% of the Nazareth Area are in natural resource areas that are 
recommended for preservation. The number of acres and the percentage of the municipality recommended for 
preservation varies considerably. The townships of Bushkill and Moore account for 7,369 acres or 86.6% of the 
total acreage shown as natural resource areas recommended for preservation. Only 161 acres are found in the 
area’s	five	boroughs.	Nearly	all	of	this	land	in	the	boroughs	is	in	floodplains	or	steep	slopes.

There are a variety of methods by which the natural resource areas recommended for preservation can be 
protected. The most important natural areas — Rismiller Woods and Moorestown Wetland — should be protected 
by	simple	acquisition	or	a	conservation	easement.	Natural	resource	areas	recommended	for	preservation	that	
abut	the	state	game	lands	on	Blue	Mountain	also	should	be	acquired	as	the	opportunity	arises.	These	lands	would	
make a good addition to the state game lands. The Blue Mountain is recognized as the most extensive relatively 
contiguous area of natural habitat in Northampton County. Protection of the wooded, lower slopes of the Blue 
Mountain is important to several birds of continental concern that nest in this area. The lower slopes of the Blue 
Mountain also contain wetlands and soils with hydric components that are not suitable for home construction.

There	are	some	natural	resource	areas	that	can	be	protected	by	local	zoning	ordinances.	These	include	flood-
plains and areas with slopes that are over 25%. Bushkill Township recently adopted an official map that includes 
the	major	woodlands	in	the	township.	The	official	map	gives	the	township	up	to	one	year	to	acquire	any	wooded	
area shown on their official map before it is developed.

There are 2,506 acres of undeveloped remaining natural areas and woodlands in the Nazareth Area (see Map 
30 and Table 50). Most of these natural areas and woodlands — 2,050 acres or about 82% are in the townships 
of	Bushkill	and	Moore.	The	remaining	natural	areas	and	woodlands	are	not	a	high	priority	for	acquisition	or	
preservation unless they can serve as connectors between parks and other outdoor recreation areas, greenways, 
natural areas recommended for preservation, watersheds, or any combination of these three type areas. Lands 
identified as remaining natural areas and woodlands can, in some instances, serve as wildlife corridors.

The Nazareth Area multimunicipal comprehensive plan recommends 15,332 acres for farmland preservation 
(see Map 30 and Table 50). This figure does not include 1,590 acres of farmland that have been preserved through 
the agricultural conservation easement program as of December 1, 2004. The majority of the recommended 
farmland — 10,654 acres or 69.5% — is in the townships of East Allen and Moore. The areas recommended for 
farmland preservation do not have the development limitations found in the natural resource areas recommended 
for preservation. Nevertheless, farms are an important element in the open space fabric of the Nazareth Area.

The most sure way to preserve farmland is through agricultural conservation easement purchases. Additional 
easements beyond those through 2004 will be purchased in future years, but this program is not likely to protect 
more than 15 to 25% of the areas recommended in the plan for agricultural preservation. The best way to preserve 
the remaining areas recommended for agricultural preservation is through strong agricultural zoning.

GOalS, pOlicieS and implementatiOn StRateGieS

Parks and Recreation

Goal

To provide and maintain adequate space and facilities to meet the recreation needs of all Nazareth Area resi-
dents.
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Policies

•	 Meet	the	minimum	National	Recreation	and	Park	Association	suggested	guidelines	for	close-to-home	
park space and recreation facilities.

•	 Establish	or	complete	trails	that	connect	to	larger	trail	systems	and/or	other	recreation	facilities.

Implementation Strategies

This section contains the specific implementation strategies for each of the 10 municipalities in the Nazareth 
Area. In general, the municipalities in the Nazareth Area have done a good job in providing the types of parks 
and park facilities for which local government should be responsible. As noted previously, park acreage and 
facility standards are met or exceeded in nearly every municipality. The development of major, new parks in 
Lower Nazareth Township and Upper Nazareth Township should close the gap between the existing park acreage 
and recommended park acreage for these two townships. In addition to the recommendations listed below by 
municipality, the recently completed Two Rivers Area Greenway Plan contains a number of good recommenda-
tions for the Bushkill Creek watershed portion of the Nazareth Area such as the designation of a Sober’s Run 
Greenway. The municipalities should implement these recommendations as the opportunity arises.

•	 Bath	Borough

Bath will continue with its efforts to make improvements to the facilities at Carl L. Rehrig Park, Cliff 
Cowling Field, Keystone Park, and Volunteer Firefighters Park. No expansion of these parks is planned 
or needed at this time. The borough’s newest park, Monocacy Creek Park, should be expanded as op-
portunities arise. Eventually, the park should connect to the Nor-Bath Trail if that trail gets extended to 
the southern edge of the borough.

•	 Bushkill	Township

Bushkill Township will complete the development of the 77.6-acre Bushkill Township Recreation Center. 
The recreation center will serve the needs of the township for many years. The status of the recreation 
center will be re-evaluated in about six to eight years to determine if it still satisfies local park needs or 
if	more	land	should	be	acquired.

•	 Chapman	Borough

Because of its small population, Chapman cannot be expected to provide a wide range of parks and rec-
reation facilities for its residents. The 1.5-acre Chapman Borough Park should continue as the borough’s 
only recreation facility. Chapman will use whatever monies are available to it from the Northampton 
County 21st Century Open Space Initiative to further develop Chapman Borough Park. It is estimated at 
this	time	that	nearly	$20,000	may	be	available	to	the	borough	through	the	Municipal	Park	Acquisition	
and Development section of the open space initiative.

•	 East	Allen	Township

East Allen Township has an exceptionally fine, large community park in Bicentennial Park. The recent 
expansion of Bicentennial Park provides enough sports fields and other recreation facilities to meet 
the park needs of the township for many years. Although not needed for a park expansion at this time, 
the	acquisition	of	the	40	acres	between	Bicentennial	Park	and	Hanover	Street	would	insure	East	Allen	
Township of having land for future park development sometime in about 15 to 20 years.
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•	 Lower	Nazareth	Township

Lower	Nazareth	Township	is	in	an	excellent	position	to	meet	its	future	park	needs.	The	recently	acquired	
90-acre tract at Newburg and Georgetown roads will be developed over the next 10 years providing 
the township with recreation space that should last for several decades. A master site plan for the tract 
already	exists	and	now	only	needs	to	be	implemented.	Hahn’s	Meadow	Park	will	be	made	usable	by	the	
construction	of	an	access	drive	and	parking	lot	off	Hanoverville	Road.	The	park	provides	15.4	acres	of	
attractive, passive open space along the Monocacy Creek that could be enjoyed by township residents if 
access to the site is improved. The other parks in the township should continue to serve in their current 
capacity.

•	 Moore	Township

When the current expansion is completed, the Moore Township Recreation Center should be able to meet 
the Township’s needs for active recreation space for at least another decade. The township will evaluate 
its park needs in six to eight years to determine if more park space is needed.

•	 Nazareth	Borough

Nazareth has little opportunity to add to its existing park acreage and will have to get by with the parks 
it already possesses. This should not be a problem as long as the current park system is maintained and 
upgraded as needed. Most of the borough’s baseball and softball fields need improvement. Nazareth 
will develop a schedule of needed park improvements. Financing of these improvements should come 
from a combination of borough funds, monies provided by the Northampton County 21st Century Open 
Space Initiative, and State grants.

•	 Stockertown	Borough

At the time this plan was being prepared Stockertown was developing a five-year plan for open space, 
parks	and	recreation.	The	most	important	park	project	for	now	is	the	development	of	a	hiking/biking	
trail along the abandoned railroad right-of-way that is owned by the borough. This trail, which may need 
to include areas that are not part of the former railroad right-of-way, should provide a link between the 
proposed Tatamy Rail Trail and the Plainfield Recreation Trail. Stockertown also will try to get more 
land for active recreation if the opportunity arises through the subdivision process. The borough only 
has a few acres of park space that are available for active recreation.

•	 Tatamy	Borough

The	most	important	park	project	in	Tatamy	is	the	development	of	the	hiking/biking	trail	along	the	former	
railroad right-of-way and whatever other alignment is necessary to provide a continuous trail from Palmer 
Township on the south to Stockertown Borough on the north. Like Stockertown, Tatamy has little park 
space available for active recreation. The borough will obtain more active recreation space through the 
subdivision process as the opportunity arises (such as proposed Tatamy Farm).

•	 Upper	Nazareth	Township

Of the 10 municipalities in the Nazareth Area, Upper Nazareth Township currently has the least number 
of acres of local, close-to-home park space per 1,000 residents. The township will correct this situation 
through	the	development	of	the	33	acres	that	were	acquired	for	park	development	as	part	of	the	299-
unit	Eagles	Landing	development.	Upper	Nazareth	will	acquire	at	least	25	acres	of	land	to	the	east	of	
Nazareth Borough for future park development if land is available. The township should negotiate with 
the cement industries to explore property donations or leases for park purposes.
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Open Space

Goal

To create and preserve, in perpetuity, an open space network that connects the area’s important natural areas, 
major woodlands, steep slopes and stream valleys.

Policies

•	 Acquire	and	preserve	important	natural	areas	such	as	the	Blue	Mountain	and	the	natural	features	of	
statewide significance within the Moorestown Wetland and Rismiller Woods as opportunities arise.

•	 Support	the	recommendations	of	the	Two	Rivers	Greenway	Plan	pertaining	to	the	multimunicipal	area	
where appropriate.

•	 Support	the	establishment	of	conservation	greenways	and	greenbelt	corridors,	along	the	Bushkill	Creek,	
Sober’s Run and other appropriate locations.

Implementation Strategies

•	 Municipalities	in	the	Nazareth	Area	will	take	advantage	of	any	funding	available	through	the	open	space	
and natural areas element of the Northampton County 21st Century Open Space Initiative.

•	 Municipalities	will	take	advantage	of	grants	that	may	be	available	through	the	newly	formed	(late	2004)	
Two Rivers Area Greenway Partnership Initiative. The Pennsylvania Department of Conservation and 
Natural Resources provided the region with a challenge grant of about $200,000 in 2005. This grant 
has to be matched by local monies. Eligible projects include feasibility studies, start up funds to create 
Environmental Advisory Councils (EACs) and public outreach. All projects must relate to projects in 
the Bushkill Creek watershed.

•	 Rismiller	Woods	and	Moorestown	Wetland	contain	important	natural	features	that	should	be	targeted	
immediately for preservation. Privately-owned lands as these sites may be protected through a combina-
tion	of	conservation	easements	and	fee	simple	acquisition.

•	 Lower	ranked	natural	areas	also	should	protected,	but	a	conservation	easement	or	some	type	of	tax	in-
centive	may	be	more	appropriate	than	fee	simple	acquisition.	Conservation	easements	are	designed	to	
allow landowners the current use of their land while protecting the owner and the resource from outside 
development pressure.

•	 Natural	resource	areas	recommended	for	preservation	that	abut	the	state	game	lands	on	Blue	Mountain	
should	be	acquired	as	the	opportunity	arises.	These	areas	would	make	a	good	addition	to	the	state	game	
lands.

•	 The	townships	of	Bushkill	and	Moore	will	follow	the	example	set	recently	by	Williams	Township	and	
establish a separate funding mechanism to preserve open space, important natural areas and farmland. 
Both Bushkill and Moore have thousands of acres in natural resource areas that are recommended for 
preservation. Two of the top significant natural areas in Northampton County are found in Bushkill 
Township. In Williams Township, a 0.25% increase in the earned income tax to pay for open space and 
farmland preservation is expected to generate about $300,000 each year.

•	 Not	all	natural	resource	areas	that	are	recommended	for	preservation	need	to	be	acquired.	Areas	such	as	
floodplains	and	slopes	over	25%	can	be	protected	from	development	by	local	zoning	ordinances.
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•	 Municipal	officials	will	encourage	landowners	whose	land	includes	waterways	to	maintain	vegetated	
buffer zones along streams. Vegetated buffers help reduce erosion and sedimentation and help to shade 
and	cool	the	water.	This	in	turn	benefits	aquatic	animal	life.	These	buffers	also	provide	habitat	for	other	
wildlife species and help create a diversity of habitats along the stream.

•	 Farms	in	areas	that	are	recommended	for	agricultural	preservation	should,	whenever	possible,	be	pre-
served through the agricultural conservation easement program. The townships will consider adopting 
strong agricultural zoning for areas recommended for agricultural preservation.
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HIStorIc reSourceS Plan

intROductiOn

The Nazareth Area has a wealth of historic buildings, structures and sites that are worthy of recognition and 
preservation. These resources add to the beauty and attractiveness of the area, increase understanding and ap-
preciation	of	its	heritage	and	improve	the	quality	of	life.	Residents	of	the	Nazareth	Area	expressed	concern	for	
preserving historic resources through their responses to the Community Opinion Survey that was conducted in 
2003. Nearly 88% of the respondents agreed with the statement that it is important to preserve historic resources 
in that part of Northampton County. Only 5% of the respondents did not agree with the statement. The remainder 
of the respondents, 7%, were not sure or had no opinion.

Another	opinion	survey	question	asked	residents	what	is	the	most	important	natural	or	man-made	feature	
to	protect/preserve	in	this	part	of	Northampton	County.	Historic	structures	and	sites	was	the	third	most	listed	
response. The top two responses were woodlands followed by streams and creeks.

This	Historic	Resources	Plan	contains	a	description	of	the	development	of	the	Nazareth	Area	since	the	time	
the first European settlers arrived. The emphasis is on the early (pre-1920s) development of the area. Information 
was taken from a variety of reports on the local history. The Plan also contains information on historic features 
that	are	on	or	have	been	deemed	eligible	for	the	National	Register	of	Historic	Places.	The	Pennsylvania	State	
Historical	Markers	program	also	is	covered.	There	are	a	great	variety	of	National	and	state	efforts	and	legisla-
tion	for	historic	preservation.	These	are	discussed	in	some	detail	in	the	separate	Historic	Resources	Plan	report	
and are not reproduced here. Numerous programs provide funding for historic preservation. These funding op-
portunities are also described in the separate report along with their applicability to the Nazareth Area. Lastly, 
the	Historic	Resources	Plan	contains	recommended	strategies	and	implementation	measures	that	can	be	used	
by municipalities and historic preservation organizations to increase the historic database, pursue preservation 
strategies, and capitalize on cultural and historic resources to improve the economy of the region.

eaRly HiStORy Of nORtHamptOn cOunty

The region that is currently Northampton County was sparsely occupied by the Lenni-Lenape or Delaware 
Indians, a branch of the Algonkians, when first visited by Europeans. The Lenape Indians were divided into three 
tribes, two of which shared the area. By the time European settlers arrived in eastern Pennsylvania the Lenape had 
come	under	the	domination	of	the	Iroquois.	The	Indians	established	few	permanent	villages	within	Northamp-
ton County. The only one there is any information on is Welogamika which was located between Nazareth and 
Schoeneck in what is currently Upper Nazareth Township. The site appeared to have been occupied for some 
time since the Moravian settlers found groves of peach and plum trees and fields of corn and pumpkins. The 
Indians abandoned Welogamika in 1742, just two years after the first Moravians arrived.

There are no authentic records of the earliest appearance of Europeans in Northampton County. As early as 
1701 a German, John Steihman, is reported to have come into the region with supplies to trade with the Indians. 
The earliest white settlers probably located in the southern part of Williams and Lower Saucon townships. Eu-
ropean settlers located in Durham, Bucks County, a few miles south of the Northampton County line, as early 
as 1682. Settlers from that area probably pushed northward into Williams Township in the early 1700s.

In 1737, the famous Walking Purchase established the territory of Northampton. As the territory became 
settled, a movement developed to have a new county formed. This was accomplished on March 11, 1752 when 
the county was separated from Bucks County by the Act of the Assembly of the County of Northampton. At 
the time of its creation, Northampton County included what today are the counties of Lehigh, Carbon, Monroe, 
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Pike	and	Wayne,	and	parts	of	Luzerne,	Wyoming	and	Susquehanna.	By	subsequent	acts	in	1812,	1836	and	1843,	
Northampton County was reduced to its present size. At the time of its formation in 1752, Northampton County 
had a population estimated at 5,900. About two-thirds lived in present day Northampton County.

HiStORy Of tHe nazaRetH aRea

The first permanent settlement in Northampton County took place in what is now East Allen Township in 
1728. Scotch-Irish immigrants, under the leadership of Thomas Craig, established Craig’s Settlement in the area 
of Weaversville. By the 1730s German settlers began to establish farms in the area between present Bethlehem 
and Nazareth. This area, which is now Lower Nazareth Township, was known as the “Dry Lands” because the 
limestone rock beneath the soil was so porous that very few surface streams were formed.

In	1740,	the	first	Moravians	reached	Nazareth.	In	the	same	year	Jacob	Hunter	settled	near	Jacobsburg	in	present	
day Bushkill Township. By the 1760s German farmers began to settle Bushkill Township. Farming continued as 
the primary source of employment well into the 1800s. It remained a major economic activity until the 1960s.

While most early settlers relied on agriculture for a living, Nazareth was developing as the religious and 
educational center for the region because of the Moravians. The Gray Cottage, shown in Figure 10, the oldest 
existing	building	in	Northampton	County,	was	built	in	1740.	This	was	followed	in	1743	by	the	Whitefield	House,	
a	communal	church-home	for	32	newly-married	couples,	as	pictured	in	Figure	11.	Nazareth	Hall	was	built	in	
1754 and five years later became a boarding school for sons of Moravian parents. In 1807 it became Moravian 
College and Theological Seminary.

Figure 10: Gray Cottage, Nazareth
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In addition to farming, one of the earliest industries to take place outside of Nazareth was the making of 
firearms.	 In	1778,	William	Henry	established	a	gunmaking	 shop	 in	Christian	Springs	 in	present	day	Upper	
Nazareth Township. The Village of Filetown in Bushkill Township got its name because of lock and gunsmiths 
whose	tool	was	the	file.	In	1808,	William	Henry	II	built	a	forge	at	Jacobsburg	for	the	manufacture	of	the	bar	iron	
for	his	guns.	The	Boulton	Gun	Works	was	built	in	1812	and	started	operation	a	year	later.	Henry	trade	rifles	that	
were made at the Boulton Gun Works accounted for over one-half of the trade guns used in the American West 
during the first half of the 1800s.

Two mineral resources, slate and dolomite or limestone, played an important role in the development of the 
Nazareth	Area.	The	first	slate	quarry	in	Northampton	County	opened	in	Bushkill	Township	in	1812.	Although	the	
major part of the slate industry developed in the area between Wind Gap and East Bangor, there were a number 
of	slate	quarries	in	the	townships	of	East	Allen,	Moore	and	Bushkill.	By	1850	there	were	three	slate	quarries	in	
the northern part of East Allen Township. The Borough of Chapman, originally called Chapman Quarries, was 
founded in 1850 with the opening of the Chapman Slate Quarries. In spite of their early importance, all slate 
quarry	operations	in	the	Nazareth	Area	ceased	long	ago.

The	other	important	mineral	resource	to	be	found	in	the	Nazareth	Area	is	limestone/dolomite.	One	of	the	early	
uses	of	limestone	was	the	making	of	lime	for	fertilizer.	Farmers	quarried	and	burned	limestone	during	seasons	
when there was little work to be done in the fields. Old lime kilns like the one that can be seen on the north side 
of Route 329 west of Franks Corner, as shown in Figure 12, still exist within the region. Limestone also served 
as a building stone for houses and barns. It was most popular as a building stone in the 1800s.

The most important use of limestone has been for the production of cement. The large-scale production of 
cement in the Lehigh Valley started in the late 1880s and 1890s. The first cement produced in the Nazareth Area 

Figure 11: Whitefield House, Nazareth
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took place at the Pennsylvania-Dixie Cement Corporation east of Bath in 1900. By 1910 there were six cement 
plants in operation in the area from East Allen Township to Stockertown. Eleven cement plants eventually were 
built in the Nazareth Area between 1900 and 1935. By 2004 all but four of these plants had ceased operation.

There was some mining of iron ores in the Nazareth Area. The type of iron ore mined was limonite, a low 
grade ore locally known as “valley ore” because it was found away from South Mountain, the location of hema-
tite or “mountain ore”. The first limonite ore mining in the Nazareth Area took place near Jacobsburg in 1805. A 
number of small iron ore mines were developed in the limestone areas of East Allen and Lower Nazareth. These 
mines were all abandoned by the late 1800s.

Early travel in the Nazareth Area had to be accomplished by foot, on horseback, or by wagon or stage coach. 
In those days it could take hours just to get between Nazareth and Bethlehem. Nearly all of the villages had 
hotels and taverns that catered to travelers who needed a meal and place to stay for the night. Early maps show 
the road pattern that served horses and wagons is still with us today. Only now those roads carry cars.

The introduction of railroads to the area meant major improvements for both passenger and freight trans-
portation. The Northampton and Bath Railroad was incorporated in 1861. In 1880, the first rail service between 
Nazareth and the Bangor area was offered by the Bangor and Portland Railroad. The Bethlehem Branch of the 
Lehigh and New England Railroad began operation along the Monocacy Creek between Bethlehem and Chap-
man in 1882. The Easton and Northern Railroad commenced service between Easton and Stockertown in 1890. 
Nearly all of the early railroads have ceased operation. The former Bethlehem Branch of the Lehigh and New 
England Railroad (now called the Cement Secondary) still provides limited rail service between Bethlehem, 
Bath, Nazareth and the Forks Industrial Area in Forks Township. The former Northampton and Bath Railroad 
is now the Nor-Bath Trail. The former Easton and Northern Railroad should become a rail-trail within the next 
ten years.

For a time, street railways or street car lines provided passenger service within the Nazareth Area. The 
Bethlehem and Nazareth Passenger Railway Company was granted a franchise to operate in the Nazareth Area 
in 1899. In 1905, the Allen Street Railway Company began service between Bath and Nazareth. In 1918, the 

Figure 12: Preserved lime kiln along Route 329, East Allen Township
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Slate Belt Trolley Company connected Nazareth with the boroughs in the Slate Belt. Trolley service within the 
Nazareth Area came to an end in 1932 when the Lehigh Valley Transit Company ceased operation in that part 
of Northampton County. 

The biggest historical event in the Nazareth Area during the second half of the 20th century was the growth 
in rural, non-farm development. This development came in the form of residential subdivisions and scattered 
single	family	housing	development.	Eleven	mobile	home	parks	were	built	in	the	five	townships.	However,	the	
majority of the development was single family detached housing.

As recently as 1940 the number of persons living in the five boroughs exceeded the number of persons liv-
ing in the five townships (see Table 51). Although the 1940s experienced an increase in population growth, the 
development of the townships did not really get going until the 1950s. Between 1950 and 1960 the five townships 
added 2,165 persons, an increase of 22.1% for the decade. The rate of growth increased for the next two decades. 
During the 1960s the five townships added 3,634 persons for a 30.3% growth rate. During the 1970s another 
6,924 persons were added to the population of the townships, an impressive growth rate of 44.4%. Moore Town-
ship nearly doubled its 1970 population with an increase of 3,728 persons. The rate of growth for the townships 
declined considerably after 1980 but still exceeds the growth rate for Northampton County. A little over 3,800 
persons were added to the population of the five townships during the 1980s and 1990s. By 2000, 74% of the 
persons in the Nazareth Area lived in the five townships.

The five boroughs have experienced a much different growth pattern. Between 1950 and 1980 the total 
population of the five boroughs declined. Since 1980 the population of the boroughs has shown a moderate 
increase in each decade.
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HiStORic pROpeRtieS

A historic property can be defined as any pre-history or historic building, district, object, site or structure. 
Historic buildings are resources created principally to shelter any form of human activity, such as barns, farm-
houses, industrial works, meetinghouses, office buildings, railroad stations, school buildings, taverns, and the like. 
Historic districts are a significant concentration, linkage, or continuity of sites, buildings, structures or objects 
united historically or aesthetically by plan or physical development. Historic objects are resources primarily 
artistic in nature or relatively small in scale and simply constructed, such as statues or mileposts. Historic sites 
are the locations of a significant event, a prehistoric or historic occupation or activity, or a building or structure, 
whether standing, ruined, or vanished, where the locations themselves possess historic, cultural, or archaeologi-
cal value regardless of the value of any existing structure. Historic structures are functional constructions made 
for purposes other than creating shelter, such as a bridge, a canal or a lime kiln.

National Register of Historic Places

The	National	Register	of	Historic	Places	is	the	Nation’s	official	list	of	cultural	resources	worthy	of	preserva-
tion.	Authorized	under	the	National	Historic	Preservation	Act	of	1966,	the	National	Register	is	part	of	a	national	
program to coordinate and support public and private efforts to identify, evaluate, and protect our historic and 
archaeological resources. Properties listed in the Register include districts, sites, buildings, structures, and ob-
jects that are significant to American history, architecture, archaeology, engineering and culture. The National 
Register is administered by the National Park Service, which is part of the U.S. Department of the Interior. As 
of the end of 2003 there were about 77,000 listings on the National Register.

Generally, properties eligible for listing in the National Register are at least 50 years old. Properties less than 
50 years of age must be exceptionally important to be considered eligible for listing.

National Register standards for evaluating the significance of properties have been developed to guide state 
and local governments, Federal agencies, and others in evaluating potential entries in the National Register. To 
qualify,	the	historic	feature	must	exhibit	one	or	more	of	the	following	criteria:

1. The place is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad pattern of 
our history; or

2. The place is associated with the lives of persons significant in our past; or
3. The place embodies the distinctive characteristics of the type, period or method of construction, or 

that represent the work of a master, or that poses high artistic values, or that represent a significant 
and distinguishable entity whose components may lack individual distinction; or

4. It has yielded or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history.

The	Pennsylvania	Historical	and	Museum	Commission’s	Bureau	of	Historic	Preservation	manages	the	Na-
tional	Register	of	Historic	Places	for	Pennsylvania.	The	Bureau’s	role	is	review	and	advisory	in	nature.	It	does	
not research and document properties. The Bureau reviews submitted information to form an opinion on National 
Register	eligibility,	conducts	site	visits	to	proposed	historic	districts,	reviews	the	adequacy	of	documentation,	and	
assures that the procedures and standards of the National Register program are met. The steps in the National 
Register process are as follows:

1.	 Complete	and	submit	a	Pennsylvania	Historic	Resource	Survey/Inventory	Form	to	the	Bureau.
2.	 The	survey/inventory	form	is	reviewed	by	a	committee	of	Bureau	staff	to	determine	National	Register	

eligibility.
3. If the place proposed for National Register nomination is a historic district, a site visit must be 

conducted by the Bureau.
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4. Prepare a National Register form and submit it to the Bureau.
5. Bureau staff will review the National Register form and accompanying documentation for complete-

ness	and	adequacy.
6.	 Pennsylvania	Historic	Preservation	Board	considers	the	nomination.
7. National Park Service reviews the nomination and decides whether to list the property in the National 

Register.

Under Federal law, owners of private property listed in the National Register are free to maintain, manage or 
dispose of their property as they choose provided that there is no Federal involvement. Owners have no obligation 
to open their properties to the public, to restore them or even to maintain them, if they choose not to do so. In ad-
dition to honorific recognition, listing in the National Register results in the following for historic properties:

•	 Consideration	 in	planning	 for	Federal,	 federally	 licensed,	and	 federally	assisted	projects	—	Section	
106	of	the	National	Historic	Preservation	Act	of	1966	requires	that	Federal	agencies	allow	the	Advisory	
Council	on	Historic	Preservation	an	opportunity	to	comment	on	all	projects	affecting	historic	properties	
either listed or determined eligible for listing in the National Register. In the Lehigh Valley, this provi-
sion often has an impact on highway projects.

•	 Eligibility	for	certain	tax	provisions	—	Owners	of	properties	listed	in	the	National	Register	may	be	eli-
gible for a 20% investment tax credit for the certified rehabilitation of income-producing certified historic 
structures such as commercial, industrial, or rental residential buildings. This credit can be combined 
with a straight-line depreciation period of 27.5 years for residential property and 31.5 years for nonresi-
dential property for the depreciable basis of the rehabilitated building reduced by the amount of the tax 
credit claimed. Federal tax deductions are also available for charitable contributions for conservation 
purposes of partial interests in historically important land areas or structures.

•	 Qualification	for	Federal	grants	for	historic	preservation,	when	funds	are	available.

National Register Properties in the Nazareth Area

The Nazareth Area has only three structures and two districts that are listed on the National Register of 
Historic	Places.	These	structures	and	districts	are	listed	in	Table	52	and	shown	on	Map	31.	Although	the	area	
contains numerous other historical buildings and structures, no new listings have been added from the Nazareth 
Area	since	August	1988.	Figure	13	is	a	picture	of	the	Daniel	Steckel	House	in	Bath.

There are 16 other properties or districts in the study area that have been deemed eligible for National Reg-
ister	listing	as	shown	in	Table	52	and	on	Map	31.	The	Bath	Hotel	is	one	such	property	and	is	shown	in	Figure	
14.	The	required	paperwork	needs	to	be	completed	so	these	properties	can	be	added	to	the	National	Register.	In	
addition to the properties listed in Table 52 there are many other historic properties in the Nazareth Area that may 
be eligible for National Register listing. Two examples are the George Wolf Academy in East Allen Township 
and	Heyer	Mill	in	Bushkill	Township	as	pictured	in	Figures	15	and	16,	respectively.

It should be mentioned that one property deemed eligible for National Register listing has been demolished 
in	the	past	decade.	The	most	recent	loss	was	the	Heinley/Culbertson	Farmstead	on	Route	248	in	Lower	Nazareth	
Township. The farmstead was deemed eligible for National Register listing as recently as August 2002. It was 
demolished in 2003.

pennSylvania State HiStORical maRkeRS

From	1914	to	1933,	the	Pennsylvania	Historical	Commission,	predecessor	to	the	Pennsylvania	Historical	
and	Museums	Commission	(PHMC),	installed	bronze	plaques	to	commemorate	significant	individuals,	events	
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Figure 13: D. Steckel House, Bath
The only building in Bath that is listed on the National Register of Historic Places.

Figure 14: Bath Hotel
One of five buildings in Bath deemed eligible for National Register listing.
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Figure 15: George Wolf Academy, East Allen Township
The Academy, built in 1785, was a school for boys only and was known throughout

eastern Pennsylvania for its fine teachers and commendable education.

Figure 16: Heyer Mill, Bushkill Township
A still standing and well preserved example of the many mills

that were common along the Bushkill Creek in the 1800s.
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and	landmarks	throughout	the	state.	During	the	1920s	and	1930s,	with	faster	automobile	speeds,	the	plaques	
became	hard	to	read	from	a	moving	vehicle.	For	this	reason,	the	PHMC,	created	by	the	state	legislature	in	1945,	
developed the modern style of historical marker in 1946.

Presently,	there	are	about	1,800	historical	markers	in	the	state.	To	qualify	for	the	Pennsylvania	State	Histori-
cal Markers program, a site must meet at least one of the following nine criteria:1

1. That the person, event, or site to be commemorated has had a meaningful impact on its times and 
be of statewide or national rather than only local significance.

2. That only historical subjects (rather than current events) be considered.
3.	 That	significant	subjects	which	have	hitherto	been	given	less	attention	by	the	Historical	Marker	

Program	receive	more	favorable	consideration	(other	factors	being	equal)	than	subjects	which	have	
already had fuller coverage.

4. That people and their activities receive more favorable treatment than buildings or sites.
5. That historically recognized personages shall no longer be living, and that the place of their accom-

plishments in history shall have become established.
6.	 That	churches,	schools,	headquarters	of	societies,	organizations,	institutions,	etc.,	be	encouraged	to	

erect	their	own	signs	or	markers	(consistent	with	legal	requirements)	if	the	subject	does	not	meet	
the	requirements	of	these	guidelines.

7.	 That	requests	for	graveyard	markers	for	war	veterans	be	referred	to	the	Director	of	Military	Affairs	
within the county concerned.

8.	 That	 requests	 for	 marking	 geographical	 or	 topographical	 features	 be	 referred	 to	 an	 appropriate	
agency.

9. That locations or individuals already commemorated with existing monuments or markers receive 
less favorable consideration than those not previously recognized.

There	are	54	Pennsylvania	State	Historical	Markers	in	Northampton	County.	Five	of	these	markers	are	found	
in the Nazareth Area. Four of these are pictured in Figure 17. These markers are described in Table 53 and shown 
on Map 31. Three of the five markers are located in or near the Borough of Nazareth.

There	was	a	sixth	Pennsylvania	State	Historical	Marker	in	the	Nazareth	Area.	This	marker,	which	commemo-
rated the Portland cement industry, was located along Route 248, about 0.2 miles west of Nazareth. Unfortunately, 
it was run over by a truck and has not been replaced.

1Adopted by Resolution of the Pennsylvania Historical and Museum Commission, December 2, 1987.
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Figure 17: Pennsylvania State Historical Markers
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Nominations for historical markers may be submitted annually by any person or organization for approval. 
The deadline for receiving nominations is usually in December or January. Nominations are reviewed by a panel 
of	independent	experts	and	approved	by	PHMC	commissioners	in	April.	Once	approved,	PHMC	staff	works	
with nominators to prepare marker text, select dedication dates, and arrange dedication ceremonies, generally 
within a year of approval. Although limited matching grants may be available for the manufacture of markers, 
nominators should be prepared to assume the costs of their marker’s fabrication.

nORtHamptOn cOunty HiStORic ReSOuRceS SuRvey

In	the	late	1980s	and	early	1990s	the	Northampton	County	Historical	and	Genealogical	Society	undertook	
a historic resources survey of Northampton County. The survey was funded by Northampton County and a 
Cultural	Resources	Survey	Grant	from	the	PHMC	Bureau	of	Historic	Preservation.	The	overall	purpose	of	the	
county historic survey was to identify potentially eligible properties for consideration to be placed onto the Na-
tional	Register	of	Historic	Places.	The	survey	also	was	intended	to	advise	and	assist	local	governments	on	how	
to preserve and protect those resources.

The completed forms from the historic resources survey are housed in the archives of the Northampton County 
Historical	and	Genealogical	Society	at	107	South	Fourth	Street,	Easton.	The	forms	are	filed	by	municipality	and	
provide data in various degrees of completeness for each structure surveyed. No standardized reports for each 
municipality were prepared so the researcher must make due with the raw data. But the survey does provide a 
good start to understanding what features have historic potential.

The file for Tatamy Borough contains a map showing a potential historic district with over one hundred 
buildings with possible historic value. The file for Moore Township has a five-page summary report listing who 
conducted the survey, when the survey was conducted (early fall of 1994), how many properties were surveyed 
(268), and a brief history of the township. The files for the other municipalities in the Nazareth Area contained 
completed survey forms but little else.

HeRitaGe tOuRiSm

The idea of promoting economic development through heritage tourism is not new to Pennsylvania. Some 
of the best examples of this in the southeastern part of the state include Independence National Park in Philadel-
phia, the Amish farm country in Lancaster County, and historic Jim Thorpe in Carbon County. The community 
leaders in Nazareth Borough have had recent discussions on how to best promote the area’s tourist attractions. 
Some of these attractions happen to be historic in nature.

The	Pennsylvania	Department	of	Community	and	Economic	Development	has	a	Heritage	Tourism	Coop-
erative Marketing Grant Program that might be a good source of funding to help promote heritage tourism in 
the	Nazareth	Area.	For	example,	Historic	Nazareth	and	the	Jacobsburg	National	Historic	District	have	enough	
important	historic	properties	to	form	a	heritage	tourism	cluster.	Historic	Bethlehem	could	be	included	to	add	
even	more	historic	properties.	Historic	Nazareth	and	Historic	Bethlehem	are	a	logical	combination	of	historic	
resources because of their Moravian theme.

The Nazareth Area Visitors Center and Chamber of Commerce has a brochure on the self-guided walking 
tour	of	Historic	Nazareth	that	is	quite	good.	The	guide	includes	20	historic	sites	of	interest	near	the	center	of	
the	borough.	The	Visitors	Center	also	has	brochures	on	the	Gray	Cottage,	the	Moravian	Historical	Society	and	
the Barony of the Rose.

Recent	improvements	by	the	Jacobsburg	Historical	Society	at	Boulton	should	improve	that	site’s	heritage	
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tourism	potential.	The	Governor	Wolf	Historical	Society	has	been	promoting	the	history	of	the	Bath-East	Allen	
area	through	such	events	as	the	annual	Christmas	House	Tour	and	their	efforts	to	preserve	the	Siegfried	Log	
Cabin. Bath Borough has a small history museum that includes artifacts and photographs of historical nature.

In conclusion, there have been some fine efforts made at promoting the area’s historic resources. But are there 
enough of these to make the Nazareth Area a major destination for heritage tourism? The answer is probably 
not.	Outside	of	Nazareth,	the	Jacobsburg	Historic	District	(Boulton),	and	possibly	Bath,	none	of	the	other	areas	
have much potential for heritage tourism. The rural parts of the Nazareth Area have lost the type of agricultural 
setting that can still be found in counties like Lancaster, Berks and Lebanon. There are some old mills remain-
ing, and a number of fine farmsteads, but the area has experienced a substantial amount of scattered residential 
development. This type of development spoils the area’s rural agricultural setting. Nevertheless, the Nazareth 
Area municipalities should continue to preserve and promote their remaining historic resources to the fullest 
extent possible.

SummaRy

Several things are evident from the material presented previously in this report. First, the residents of the 
Nazareth Area are interested in preserving their historic resources. This was expressed through the responses to 
the Community Opinion Survey conducted in 2003 as part of the Nazareth Area multimunicipal comprehensive 
plan. Second, there are many historic properties to be found in the ten municipalities. Third, although there are 
hundreds of properties with historic value, only a small number have been placed on the National Register of 
Historic	Places	or	even	been	deemed	eligible	for	National	Register	listing.	Finally,	more	could	be	done	to	further	
identify and promote the area’s historic resources.

The	initial	work	done	for	the	Northampton	County	Historical	Resources	Survey	in	the	late	1980s	and	early	
1990s provides a good starting point. Someone with knowledge about historic properties should organize and 
refine	the	initial	findings.	Having	a	good	inventory	of	a	municipality’s	historic	resources	is	only	a	start.	The	list	
of historic properties should be monitored on a periodic basis to determine if there are any changes to the inven-
tory. For example, it should be noted when historic properties have been altered substantially or demolished.

Eventually, someone should determine what properties appear worthy of inclusion on the National Register 
of	Historic	Places.	The	effort	will	need	to	be	undertaken	on	a	municipality	by	municipality	basis	and	can	be	
done with the assistance of local historical societies. Grant assistance is available for preparing nominations to 
the National Register but there are no grants for studies to determine eligibility.

The municipalities and historical societies in the Nazareth Area should take advantage of grant programs for 
historic	preservation.	The	Transportation	Enhancements	Program	and	the	Pennsylvania	Heritage	Parks	Program	
have been used with success to provide substantial grants involving historic preservation. Additional grants from 
these two programs should be sought in future years.

GOal, pOlicieS and implementatiOn StRateGieS

Goal

To preserve, enhance and promote historic buildings, structures and sites to raise public awareness of the area’s 
unique heritage.

Policies

•	 Organize	and	refine	information	about	historic	properties.
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•	 Promote	economic	development	through	heritage	tourism	in	Nazareth,	the	Jacobsburg	Historic	District	
(Boulton) and Bath.

•	 Avoid	highway	projects	and	other	public	infrastructure	improvements	that	degrade	or	destroy	historic	
properties	that	are	listed	or	are	eligible	for	listing	on	the	National	Register	of	Historic	Places,	unless	
reasonable alternatives are not available.

•	 Give	high	priority	in	restoration	programs	to	historic	structures	and	sites	with	educational	importance	
or value as tourist attractions and to structures that are restored or used by the private sector.

Implementation Strategies

•	 The	municipalities	will	organize	and	refine	an	inventory	of	historic	resources	in	their	communities	to	
update	the	data	in	the	Northampton	County	Historic	Resources	Survey.

•	 The	municipalities	will	monitor	the	inventory	of	historic	resources	on	a	periodic	basis	to	identify	any	
changes in the inventory.

•	 The	municipalities	will	determine	properties	potentially	worthy	of	inclusion	on	the	National	Register	of	
Historic	Places	and	prepare	nominations	to	the	National	Register.
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Plan comPatIbIlIty

Section	301	(a)(5)	of	the	Pennsylvania	Municipalities	Planning	Code	requires	that	multimunicipal	compre-
hensive plans include “A statement indicating that the existing and proposed development of the municipality 
is compatible with the existing and proposed development and plans in contiguous portions of neighboring 
municipalities, or a statement indicating measures which have been taken to provide buffers or other transitional 
devices between disparate uses, and a statement indicating that the existing and proposed development of the 
municipality is generally consistent with the objectives and plans of the county comprehensive plan.” This sec-
tion of the plan explores these subjects. The section is divided into three components. The first is the internal 
compatibility of the Nazareth multimunicipal plan. This involves the evaluation of aspects of the multimunicipal 
plan as they relate to municipal boundaries within the multimunicipal area. The second component is the com-
patibility between the multimunicipal plan and the adopted comprehensive plans of the municipalities that abut 
the Nazareth multimunicipal area. The third component is the compatibility of the multimunicipal plan with the 
comprehensive plan adopted by Northampton County.

inteRnal cOnSiStency

Internally, the Nazareth multimunicipal plan is generally consistent. This consistency applies both to the 
various components of the plan and the plan components as they pertain to abutting municipalities.

The land use plan was constructed by utilizing other elements of the multimunicipal plan. The land use 
plan	reflects	the	natural	areas	and	development	limitations	identified	in	the	natural	resources	plan.	The	land	use	
plan	reflects	the	farmland	preservation	plan.	Areas	identified	for	preservation	in	the	farmland	preservation	plan	
are similarly treated in the land use plan. The land use plan has been designed to provide ample opportunities 
for meeting the area’s housing needs, as identified in the housing plan. The land use plan and the community 
utilities plan have been coordinated. Areas recommended for higher density development coincide with areas 
where public sanitary sewer and community water service are available or are planned. Conversely, areas recom-
mended for low density development or preservation are not planned for public sanitary sewer and community 
water service.

The transportation plan has taken the land use plan into account for the purpose of identifying needed improve-
ments. In turn, the land use plan considered accessibility and transportation capacity as a factor in identifying 
appropriate areas for development. The natural resources plan and the park, recreation and open space plan are 
interrelated. Some of the areas identified in the natural resources plan as significant natural areas are preserved 
through the recommendations in the park, recreation and open space plan.

Because the plan considered the multimunicipal area’s needs as a whole and because the policies in the plan 
apply throughout the area, the plan elements operate seamlessly from one municipality to the next. Differences 
occur only when circumstances support the changes. For example, the protection of important natural features 
continue across municipal boundaries. Road improvements are not discontinued at municipal boundaries. In six 
cases, abutting land use categories vary across municipal boundaries in ways that would not be considered to 
be	compatible	unless	buffered.	In	each	of	these	cases,	these	differences	reflect	historic	land	use	patterns	rather	
than the creation of new incompatibilities. Land in both municipalities is currently developed. In many of these 
cases,	the	industrial	designation	reflects	existing	or	past	limestone	quarrying	operations.	Therefore,	changes	to	
the	land	use	designations	would	not	be	appropriate.	Additional	buffering	is	not	warranted.	These	conflicts	are	
shown in Table 54.
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exteRnal cOnSiStency

The Nazareth multimunicipal area is surrounded by twelve municipalities in four different counties. Map 
32 depicts these municipalities as well as their comprehensive plan land use designations. On the basis of the 
stated purpose of the designations and key information about uses and densities, the designations have been 
converted to the 12 land use categories used in the Future Land Use Plan as part of the Nazareth multimunicipal 
plan. This conversion facilitates a ready comparison between the Nazareth multimunicipal plan and the other 
plans. These municipalities are:

1. Lehigh Township, Northampton County;
2. Allen Township, Northampton County;
3.	 Hanover	Township,	Lehigh	County;
4.	 Hanover	Township,	Northampton	County;
5. Bethlehem Township, Northampton County;
6. Palmer Township, Northampton County;
7. Forks Township, Northampton County;
8. Plainfield Township, Northampton County;
9. Wind Gap Borough, Northampton County;
10. Ross Township, Monroe County;
11. Eldred Township, Monroe County; and
12. Lower Towamensing Township, Carbon County.

Ten of these municipalities have adopted comprehensive plans. Only Ross and Eldred Townships lack adopted 
comprehensive plans at the writing of this text.

The land use elements of the Nazareth multimunicipal comprehensive plan are generally consistent with the 
land	use	designations	of	the	surrounding	municipalities.	Conflicts	exist	in	eight	areas.	In	half	of	the	instances,	the	
land	both	inside	and	outside	the	Nazareth	Area	municipalities	is	mostly	developed.	As	such,	the	conflict	exists	
to the full extent that it will exist. Additional buffering is not appropriate. In the other four circumstances, steps 
should	be	taken	to	avoid	conflicts.	A	summary	of	these	findings	is	presented	in	Table	55.

In comparing aspects of municipal comprehensive plans other than the land use plan, one significant con-
flict	is	identified.	The	transportation	element	of	the	Palmer	Township	Comprehensive	Plan,	adopted	in	2003,	
includes a proposed road that is likely to negatively impact the Nazareth multimunicipal planning area. The 
Palmer Township plan identifies a possible new interchange with Route 33, to be located at the intersection with 
Main Street. Such an interchange would most directly affect Tatamy as it would lead directly into the Borough. 
Traffic studies have predicted that massive improvements to the road network in the Borough would be needed 
in	order	to	forestall	congestion.	However,	these	improvements	would	compromise	the	quality	of	the	Borough’s	
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residential environment. Traffic travelling west from the interchange would enter Upper Nazareth Township 
where the road becomes known as Tatamy Road and Nazareth where the road is known as Walnut Street. This 
traffic would also overwhelm the capacity of the current roads, leading to congestion. Improvements detrimental 
to	the	surrounding	residential	areas	would	also	be	required	to	move	the	traffic.	Therefore,	this	comprehensive	
plan	opposes	the	construction	of	an	interchange	of	Route	33	at	Main	Street,	as	it	conflicts	with	the	policy	of	
protecting neighborhoods and housing areas from adverse impacts.

cOnSiStency witH tHe cOunty cOmpReHenSive plan

The Nazareth Area multimunicipal comprehensive plan is generally consistent with the county comprehensive 
plan. The Comprehensive Plan The Lehigh Valley … 2030 was adopted by the Lehigh Valley Planning Commis-
sion on April 28, 2005 and by Northampton County on June 15, 2005.

Minimal differences exist between the county and the multimunicipal comprehensive plan land use plans. 
The county plan designates certain areas in East Allen, Moore and Upper Nazareth townships for rural uses that 
the	multimunicipal	plan	designates	either	as	Light	Industrial	or	Heavy	Industrial.	In	each	of	the	cases,	the	areas	
are	currently	in	industrial	uses	or	are	associated	with	limestone	quarrying	operations.

The two plans differ in connection with property at the southwest corner of East Allen Township. The mul-
timunicipal plan designates this area for rural uses, while the county plan designates it for urban development.

The two plans are consistent in matters of goals and policies and insofar as they relate to other plan sec-
tions.
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Plan ImPlementatIon

The process of implementation starts upon the adoption of the plan. Some actions can be accomplished 
individually,	but	some	require	continued	cooperative	planning	among	the	municipalities.	Short-term	actions	are	
those that are anticipated within two years of plan adoption. Longer-term actions are those that are anticipated 
after the first two years.

ReGiOnal cOOpeRatiOn

The preparation of this comprehensive plan was a cooperative effort involving ten municipalities, each a 
member of the Nazareth Area Council of Governments (NAZCOG). A steering committee was established to 
facilitate plan preparation. Each municipality was represented on the steering committee. As the participating 
municipalities need to work together to implement aspects of this comprehensive plan, NAZCOG is a logical 
forum for such efforts.

inteRGOveRnmental cOOpeRative implementatiOn aGReement

The adoption of an intergovernmental cooperative implementation agreement (agreement) is the highest 
priority for plan implementation. The Pennsylvania Municipalities Planning Code (MPC) created this measure 
specifically as a means of implementing multimunicipal comprehensive plans. Agreements are to have the fol-
lowing components among others:

•	 Establish	a	process	to	achieve	consistency	between	the	comprehensive	plan	and	relevant	ordinances	like	
zoning ordinances. Ordinances shall be revised to be consistent with the comprehensive plan within two 
years of plan adoption.

•	 Establish	a	mechanism	for	resolving	disputes.
•	 Establish	a	process	for	review	and	approval	of	developments	of	regional	significance.
•	 Establish	the	roles	of	the	municipalities	in	implementing	the	comprehensive	plan.

The agreement may designate growth areas, future growth areas and rural resource areas. The agreement is 
required	to	provide	a	process	for	amending	the	comprehensive	plan	and	redefining	the	growth	areas.

The adoption of an agreement brings about several benefits. Sections 1105 (b) and 1106 of the MPC cite 
additional benefits:

•	 Municipalities	are	no	longer	required	to	provide	for	each	use,	as	long	as	the	comprehensive	plan	reason-
ably provides for the use somewhere within the area.

•	 State	agencies	are	required	to	consider	and	give	priority	to	applications	for	financial	or	technical	as-
sistance for projects in an area covered by an agreement.

•	 State	agencies	shall	consider	and	may	rely	upon	the	comprehensive	plan	and	the	zoning	ordinances	when	
reviewing applications for funding or permitting infrastructure or facilities.

zOninG ORdinanceS

The	revision	of	municipal	zoning	ordinances,	the	creation	of	a	multimunicipal	zoning	ordinance	and/or	the	
drafting and adoption of an ordinance in Chapman is a short-term activity. The purpose of the revisions is to 
achieve or create general consistency with the plan where consistency is currently lacking. 
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The creation of a multimunicipal zoning ordinance should be considered. Such an ordinance would allow for 
the coordinated implementation of the plan. At this time, Chapman has not enacted a zoning ordinance. In order 
to implement this plan, Chapman should adopt a zoning ordinance. This may be accomplished as an ordinance 
only pertaining to Chapman or as a multimunicipal zoning ordinance with Moore Township or with additional 
municipalities.

If individual zoning ordinances are used, the ordinances should be revised as necessary to be consistent with 
the plan with regard to uses and densities. An effort should also be undertaken to make the definitions and other 
provisions consistent.

SubdiviSiOn and land develOpment ORdinanceS

Subdivision and land development ordinances (SALDOs) regulate the creation of lots and the layout of 
non-residential uses and multiunit residential developments. SALDOs are primarily concerned with infrastruc-
ture	issues,	assuring	that	adequate	roads,	utilities,	stormwater	management	systems	and	recreation	facilities	are	
provided. SALDOs also assure that the improvements are properly constructed and are provided in a timely 
manner. Each of the Nazareth Area municipalities has an adopted SALDO, excepting Chapman which is cov-
ered by the Northampton County SALDO. Municipalities should review their SALDOs for consistency with 
this comprehensive plan as a short-term implementation measure. Revisions should be prepared and adopted 
when inconsistencies are discovered. SALDOs cover issues related to access management, natural resources 
protection and community utilities. Some of the utilities covered include sewage disposal, water supply and 
stormwater management. 

Official SewaGe facilitieS planS

The	Pennsylvania	Sewage	Facilities	Act	(Act	537)	was	enacted	by	the	state	in	1966.	The	act	requires	that	
every municipality develop and maintain an up-to-date sewage facilities plan. An Act 537 plan is a tool for 
municipalities to address the existing and future sewage needs of a municipality. A sewage facilities plan must 
evaluate the operation and maintenance of public, central and on-lot sewage systems. The plan must determine 
the	adequacy	of	collection,	conveyance	and	treatment	facilities	and	allocation	of	plant	capacity	to	meet	existing	
and future needs. The identification and documentation of sewage disposal needs is one of the most important 
components	of	an	Act	537	Plan.	It	is	necessary	for	all	subsequent	work	involving	identification	of	sewage	dis-
posal alternatives and solutions. An Act 537 plan needs to identify the most effective methods of sewage disposal 
that could avert more costly solutions to problems in the future. The plan must establish guidelines for resolv-
ing existing sewage disposal problems, for maintaining existing sewage facilities and planning for the needs of 
future development through coordination with other municipal land use plans. The coordination of municipal 
plans	is	imperative	so	that	municipalities	can	direct	new	development	to	areas	where	adequate	sewage	facilities	
are available or will be available to prevent future sewage disposal problems. Act 537 plans must clearly specify 
the method of sewage disposal proposed throughout the municipality consistent with other municipal plans. An 
implementation schedule must be included to identify the timeline for completion of the proposed solutions. 
The municipalities should update their Act 537 plans to be consistent with the Future Land Use Plan and future 
sewer service areas of this plan.

Official mapS

Official maps are a powerful regulatory mechanism authorized by the Pennsylvania Municipalities Planning 
Code in Article 4. Official maps are a method for reserving sites for roads, schools and public facilities. Official 
maps are also a means for establishing a layout for community development. Lastly, official maps can be used to 
protect sensitive natural areas. Three municipalities in the Nazareth Area have adopted official maps: Bushkill, 
East Allen and Moore townships. As a short-term implementation measure, these three townships should review 
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their official maps for consistency with the multimunicipal comprehensive plan. Changes should be adopted in 
order to achieve consistency as needed. The other municipalities should consider the preparation and adoption 
of official maps.

cOnStRuctiOn and maintenance cOdeS

The Commonwealth of Pennsylvania recently adopted a statewide construction code. The administration 
of this code will help achieve safe and well-built structures. This administration is an ongoing implementation 
activity.

Municipal property maintenance codes have been an effective means of assuring that buildings and properties 
are properly maintained. Municipalities should consider the adoption and enforcement of property maintenance 
codes, either separately or regionally, as a means for preventing blight and for community revitalization. This is 
an ongoing implementation activity.

capital impROvementS pROGRamminG

Budgeting for major expenditures is a means for carrying out the recommendations of this comprehensive 
plan. Capital improvements are those improvements that represent a sizable public facility, said improvement 
being expected as having a long-term life span. Bridges, school construction or additions, sanitary sewer plant 
upgrades	and	parkland	acquisitions	are	examples	of	capital	projects.	Such	capital	projects	are	separately	budgeted	
from routine annual expenditures and operating funds.

Capital Improvements Programs are a systematic means for identifying needs, establishing priorities and 
undertaking projects. The use of the Capital Improvements Program process allows for predictable budgeting and 
avoids drastic budget increases every time that the need for a significant improvement has become so pressing 
that it can no longer be avoided. Capital Improvements Programming should be used to budget for facilities and 
improvements recommended by this comprehensive plan, such as those relating to roads, parks and recreation 
facilities and community utilities.

GRantS

Some of the facilities and improvements recommended in this plan represent significant expenditures. Some 
are beyond the financial capabilities of the Nazareth Area municipalities. Fortunately, grants are available from 
county, state and federal sources to help finance these needed projects while easing the financial burden on local 
taxpayers. Nazareth Area municipalities should be alert for grant programs and opportunities and utilize them 
when they are available in connection with programs advocated by this comprehensive plan.
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CIRCULATION PLAN

The development patterns in Lower Nazareth Township are very closely related to the traffic patterns. 
Not only does development generate traffic, but roads are very important factors in determining where 
different types of development choose to locate.

The objective is to develop a well-designed transportation system to efficiently circulate people and 
goods, while maintaining a high level of safety. The road pattern must balance the smooth movement of 
through-traffic with the need to provide access to land.

The Circulation Plan Map shows the major transportation recommendations of this Plan.

AN OVERVIEW OF THE EXISTING MAJOR ROADS AND HIGHWAYS

Lower Nazareth has excellent regional access, especially by two limited-access expressways. The Route 
191 interchange of Route 22 is only one-half mile south of the Township’s border. Westbound Route 22 
provides access to most of the major employment centers in the Lehigh Valley, and eastbound Route 22 
provides access to the employment centers of western and central New Jersey. Two interchanges of Route 
33 are within Lower Nazareth - at Route 248 and at Hecktown Road. Route 33 provides access to the 
north to I-80 and the Pocono’s, and to the south to Route 22 and Interstate 78.

Several other major highways cross Lower Nazareth, including Routes 191, 248 and 946. Route 191 
passes through Lower Nazareth as it connects Bethlehem to Nazareth. Route 248 connects Route 22 and 
the Easton area to Nazareth. Route 946 travels from Newburg to Moore and Lehigh Townships.

FUNCTIONS OF DIFFERENT ROADS

Different roads and highways in Lower Nazareth Township play different roles in carrying traffic. Some 
carry higher speed through-traffic, some carry traffic between neighborhoods and some provide access 
from individual residential driveways.

Classifying roads by their intended function is important for deciding how access onto a road should 
be allowed, including number of access points and how the access is designed. Also, these functional 
classifications can assist in prioritizing roads for future improvements. The functional classifications also 
are used in road design requirements of the Subdivision and Land Development Ordinance.

The following describes the four major types of roads and provides examples of each type. The 
Circulation Plan Map illustrates the function of each road in the Township.

Expressways  - Provide efficient, high-speed connections between regions and parts of a metropolitan 
area, for high volumes of traffic, with access only available at a limited number of interchanges.

	 •	 Route	33
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Arterials - Provide connections for trips of moderate length at moderate speeds, with high volumes of 
traffic. Access is usually available along these roads, but should be carefully located and designed to allow 
through-traffic to flow safely and efficiently. Commercial and other driveways onto arterial streets deserve 
special attention to prevent safety conflicts between vehicles traveling at higher speeds and vehicles 
entering or exiting the arterial road at numerous locations.

	 •	 Route	191	 •	 Hanoverville	Road
	 •	 Route	946	 •	 Hecktown	Road
	 •	 Route	248	 •	 Newburg	Road

Collector Roads - Gather traffic from local roads and bring it to arterial roads. These roads are designed 
for moderate volumes of traffic at moderate speeds.

	 •	 Hollo	Road	 •	 Christian	Springs	Road
	 •	 Georgetown	Road	 •	 Green	Pond	Road
	 •	 Steuben	Road	 •	 Gradwohl	Switch	Road
	 •	 Butztown	Road	 •	 Country	Club	Road

Local Roads - Provide direct access to residential driveways, and channel local traffic to collector streets. 
Should be purposely designed for low speeds to reduce hazards to small children.

	 •	 Local	roads	in	residential	subdivisions

ROAD IMPROVEMENTS

It is essential that Lower Nazareth Township, the Lehigh Valley Transportation Study, Lehigh Valley 
Planning Commission, and PennDOT work to prioritize needed road improvements and have those 
improvements included in the Transportation Improvement Program of the Lehigh Valley Transportation 
Study so funding can be secured. The only project in the Township currently on the program is County 
Bridge No. 102 on Georgetown Road.


