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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION
Planning: a Process

Comprehensive planning is a process of identifying potential problems.  After problems are diagnosed, goals and objectives are determined, alternative solutions explored, and implementation strategies developed to serve as a blueprint for future development. The Plan is a fluid process and is meant to be modified from time to time.  Conditions change, resources are shifted, and goals altered, making it necessary to revise, adapt, and update the plan.  Public participation, through surveys and public meetings, is important in all phases of the planning process.
This Comprehensive Plan highlights the attributes of Jefferson Township and the townships that influence it. These influential townships are those that both surround Jefferson Township and control its access to more urbanized areas. These surrounding townships include Wayne Township, Jackson Township, and Rush Township. Halifax Township has also been included within this Comprehensive Plan because of its main thoroughfare to places of employment and direct impact on any potential growth to Jefferson Township. As a base of comparison, all five of these townships will be referred to as the Core 5 Townships, all located in Northern Dauphin County
History
Jefferson Township, named for  President Thomas Jefferson, formed on April 23, 1842. In 1870, the population was 843. Jefferson Township had previously been part of Jackson Township and it continued until 1879, when the western and most populous portion was divided into a separate township and called Wayne Township. As reported in 1890, Jefferson Township had a population of 317 people. Current population is only slightly more than that at 327 according to the 2000 Census. Clearly the small, rural nature of Jefferson Township has endured over the years. 
The early settlers in Jefferson Township were the Buffingtons, Bordners, Etzweilers, Hoffmans, Shoops, Pauls, Millers, Werts, Runks, Wolfgangs, Enders, Deitrichs, Trawitzs, Lehrs, Hawks, and others of German descent, nearly all of whom still have representatives in the valley. 
According to a Dauphin County atlas from the late 1800’s, “The surface this township is one of the most irregular and abrupt in the County. Its farms, however, are well cultivated and quite noted for the excellence of their root crops.”
Powell’s Creek  rises in Jefferson Township, flows westward, emptying into the Susquehanna River above Clark’s Station. As stated in the book The History of the Counties of  Dauphin & Lebanon (1883), “Powell’s creek and valley, named for a family of that name who settled near it’s mouth about 1760, perhaps at an earlier date. Parts of the valley are quite fertile. Its source is in Jefferson Township.”
Old churches in Jefferson Township, as reported in 1883, were St. James Reformed Church and St. Jacob’s Lutheran Church. Today the only remaining church is St. James. 
Carsonville was the only village in Jefferson Township, and contained a store, church, post office, blacksmith shop, and a schoolhouse. Near the village are the remains of old Shawanese Indian camps and burying grounds, the location being on one of the Shamokin trails, which passes through the limits of Dauphin County.  

Today, the post office and store are gone, replaced by the only commercial establishment in the Township, a restaurant and tavern named the Carsonville Hotel. The St. James Independent Church thrives, but all Jefferson Township children attend school in the Upper Dauphin Area School District. The old one-room schoolhouse in Carsonville is the only public historic building in the Township. It is currently being used as the Township’s municipal building, for meetings of the Boy Scouts and periodically for other community activities. 

Peter’s Mountain has borne the same designation since 1729, named after Peter Allen who came into what is now Dauphin County  from Conestoga and Chester Townships which are now part of Lancaster County.
CHAPTER 2: NATURAL RESOURCES
To assist in providing orderly, intelligent, and efficient growth for Jefferson Township, it is essential that features of the natural environment be delineated, and that this information be integrated with all other planning tools and procedures. To that end, this chapter provides a compilation of available environmental data as an aid to planning in Jefferson Township.

Climate
Weather elements or activities of the atmosphere, such as precipitation, temperature, wind direction and speed, relative humidity, and sunshine are measurable quantities that affect all of Dauphin County, including Jefferson Township.

Precipitation data is provided in Table 2-1.
 TC  "Table 2-1  Precipitation" \f T Table 2-1

PRECIPITATION

Dauphin County
[image: image2.emf]Average Annual Precipitation 46"Average

Normal Monthly Precipitation 2.6" (Feb) to (Aug)

Snowfall (light-moderate) 30" Average

Mean Annual Days with Snow Cover 1" + 50 days


Air temperatures are important to management of water resources and quality (Table 2-2).
 TC  "Table 2-2  Temperature" \f T Table 2-2

TEMPERATURE

Dauphin County
[image: image3.emf]Average Annual Temperature 50° F

Mean Freeze-free period 175 days

Summer Mean Temperature 76° F

Winter Mean Temperature 32° F


Winds are important hydrologic factors because of their evaporative effects and their association with major storm systems.  The prevailing wind directions in the area are from the northwest in winter and from the west in spring.  The average wind speed is 10 mph, with extreme winds reported during hurricanes that hit the area only occasionally. 
Hurricanes, or tropical disturbances, as they move northward, follow a northeasterly path in the middle latitudes and produce heavy rainfalls and strong surface winds in the County.  Frequently affecting water supplies and causing floods, these tropical storms are observed during the hurricane season, June through November.

The evaporation process is controlled by temperature, wind, sunshine, and humidity.  The rate of evaporation during the warmer months has an important impact on water storage in reservoirs and on irrigation.  The mean May to October evaporation accounts for about 72 percent of the total annual evaporation.

Relative humidity and sunshine also affect the evaporation process.  The mean monthly relative humidity for typical mid-season months of January, April, July, and October are about 68 percent, respectively.  The mean annual sunshine per year for the County is about 2,500 hours.

Although the climate will not have a major effect on land uses, it should be considered in the layout of buildings for purposes of energy consumption.  Tree lines and high ground should be on the northwest side of buildings to take advantage of the microclimates of a tract of land.  By breaking the velocity of the northwest winds, energy conservation can be realized by reducing the temperature slightly.  To take advantage of the sun for passive or active solar systems, buildings should have south facing walls.

Geology
MAP 2-1 graphically illustrates the geology of Jefferson Township and its surrounding townships.  The Core 5 Townships are located in one physiographic province, which is called the Ridge and Valley Province.  This region is characterized by large ridges and a valley that extends from New York to Alabama.  The Ridge and Valley Province is composed of mostly sandstones and shale.  Sub-physiographic regions also exist to further break down the geology of the region.  

Geology can affect the factors involved with on-lot sewage disposal, drainage, and construction costs.  Some rock types found in Jefferson Township may present possible limitations.  However, in most cases, on-site evaluation of geologic factors may be necessary to determine the feasibility and impacts of a proposed project.  The engineering aspects of the bedrock geology are also important.  These characteristics give an indication of such things as ease of excavation, slope stability, and foundation stability.  Generally, the rock formations in the eastern region of Jefferson Township provide strength and support for heavy structures such as dams, highways, bridges, and large buildings.  Part of the western portion of Jefferson Township is underlain by limestone, and can create problems for certain structures.  Cavernous areas and areas known to be susceptible to sinkholes should be investigated thoroughly before construction of any structures.  Most of these problems would be site specific and require an on-site evaluation to determine the appropriateness of a project.

The geologic era and the period in which the rocks in Jefferson Township were formed influence the type of rock and the engineering qualities of these rocks.  The geology of Jefferson Township was formed in several stages occurring in geologic time.

The Paleozoic Era:

Ordovician Period, approximately 505 million years ago

· Devonian Period, approximately 408 million years ago

· Mississippian Period, approximately 360 million years ago   

· Pennsylvanian Period, approximately 320 million years ago

In the Late Cambrian and Early Ordovician time period volcanic activity took place. During the Late Ordovician two continents collided into each other causing high mountains, now known as the Appalachian Mountains. On the other side of these mountains a long basin was formed, called the Appalachian basin and filled with ocean water. Limestone formed in the basin during the Late Ordovician; Limestone is composed of dead sea organisms with high amounts of calcium.  Due to the high concentration of calcium limestone weathers fairly quickly and easily causing problems with sinkholes. During the Devonian period two continents collided into each other forming the Acadian mountains that are north of Pennsylvania. Sediment from these mountains was carried into the Appalachian basin. Over time and through compaction it formed shales.

The Mississippian and Pennsylvanian periods had some impact on the Core 5 Townships. Much of the coal in Pennsylvania formed during the Mississippian and Pennsylvanian periods. None of the townships has enough coal in one area for the expense of a mine. The continued sedimentation and the continued filling of the Appalachian basin affected Dauphin County.

The Following is a list of the Periods and formations from those periods in the Core 5 Townships;

Ordovician Period

· St. Paul Group - This category of moderately resistant limestone underlies a portion of the western region of Jefferson Township, as well as Halifax Township, Jackson Township, and Wayne Township.  These rocks have high capacity for high production wells.  Industrial and public water can be obtained from this rock type due to the availability of water.  Sinkholes are common with this rock type.

Devonian Period
· Catskill Formation - Duncannon Member: Composed of interbedded red and grey sandstone, red siltstone, and red mudstone, located in hills and ridges of moderate to high relief and lower slopes of mountains.  Good surface drainage, a fair source for some domestic water and is good for rock fill and riprap.  
· Catskill Formation - Clarks Ferry Members: These rocks are typically grayish-purple and light gray to olive gray, and are medium to coarse-grained conglomerate sandstones with thin interbeds of dark gray shaly claystone.  Moderately weathered, they provide good surface drainage, are an adequate source for domestic water, and can be used for random rock fill and rock protection.  The sandstone has been used as decorative building stone.
· Catskill Formation – Irish Valley Member: These non-marine grayish red siltstone and mudstone rocks are located in Halifax and Jackson townships. It provides an adequate source of domestic water with good surface drainage, and can be used for rock fill. 
Some minor rock formations that formed during this period includes:  
· Hamilton Formation - These rocks include gray and black siltstone and are located in Halifax Township.

· Trimmers Rock - This formation consists of gray to olive gray, fine to medium grained massive siltstone and minor shale. These rocks are located in Halifax Township. 

Mississippian and Devonian Periods

· Spechty Kopf Formation: These fine to medium grained, light to olive gray sandstone, with interbeds of olive-gray to dark gray shale and siltstone may contain minor thin coal and coalified plant fragments.  They can be highly resistant, possess good surface drainage, moderate to low porosity, are an adequate source for domestic water, and are quarried for crushed stone and aggregate utilized in road construction, riprap, rock protection, and rock fill.  These rocks are located in the eastern portion of Jefferson Township, and in Jackson Township.

Mississippian Period

· Pocono Formation: Serving as a good source of material for embankment facing, riprap, road materials, and building stone, these sandstones, siltstones, and shales are highly resistant to weathering.  This geologic area is productive in obtaining groundwater, has adequate surface drainage, and is an excellent area to hold heavy structures. 
· Mauch Chunk Formation: This formation consists of shale, claystone, sandstone, and siltstone. The shales and claystones are red, the sandstones and siltstones are green.  They are moderately resistant to weathering; are a source of groundwater for individual and industrial uses, and sandstone areas have the greatest amount of groundwater available. The average depth for accessibility is 590 feet. This rock may be used for road material and fill.  In addition, the shale is a good raw material for brick. This formation can also be found in Jefferson and Rush townships. 

Pennsylvanian Period

· Pottsville Group: Conglomerate sandstone, gray shale, siltstone, limestone, coal, and underclay are characteristic of this group.  They form crests, flanks of ridges, and other breaks in topography.  Sandstone provides good groundwater amounts but at a depth that may contain brackish water.  Some areas are good for heavy structures, however underclay portion of this group is not due to possible landslides.  They can be used for refractory clay, road material, and fill, building stone, riprap, and embankment facing.  This formation is located in Rush Township.

The most abundant type of rock located in Dauphin County is shale and slate. Shale is a relatively brittle rock; it is made out of mud and silt that settled on the ocean floor before the mountains were formed. Slate is a form of shale that has gone through a metamorphic process, in other words it was cemented through extreme pressure. Slate is a relatively hard rock. The colors of shale are significant in determining what is underneath. Red slate and shale indicate a high amount of iron; this translates to a higher amount of iron in the soil around this rock type. Green shales and slate indicates that chlorite, associated with metamorphic rock, is present. Black shale and slate is formed due to high levels of carbon. These rocks were formed in swamps that occurred in the area known as Dauphin County in the Pennsylvanian Era. Large amounts of black shale and slate can indicate coal. Most of the black shale occurs around Peters Mountain in the sub physiographic section of Anthracite Upland. 
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Water Resources
General
Jefferson Township is blessed with abundant clean water resources.  Whether providing habitat for trout in a stream, or being drawn from the ground through a well, it represents an invaluable natural resource for the residents of Jefferson Township which should be protected for future generations.  Steps taken now toward the protection of this resource will pay significant dividends in the future.

The quality of our streams and groundwater is influenced by how we take care of our land (i.e. floodplain management, wetland protection, stormwater management, stream buffer protection and development regulations). Mention of water pollution often conjures images of industrial or sewage treatment plant discharges to streams or rivers (referred to as point source pollution), but other sources of pollution that come from the landscape, often referred to as non-point source pollution, are actually of greater importance in waters throughout Pennsylvania.   This is especially so in Jefferson Township which has no regulated point source discharges.  

Non-point source pollution is a broad category that includes polluted runoff from developed areas, poorly-managed agricultural operations, or even acid rain.  These sources can often result in increased levels of sediment, nutrients, heavy metals, or other pollutants which are harmful to streams.  In addition, some of these pollutants can become dissolved and be carried to the groundwater where they may make water drawn from wells unfit to drink.  Some of these sources are largely out of the control of municipal governments, but in the case of others such as development, local governments have the largest influence and will ultimately determine the level of impact on our waters.

The key to a successful water resource protection strategy is to understand the interconnectedness of various, seemingly disconnected, components of the water resource.  How does filling a wetland affect a well?  What connection is there between a parking lot and trout fishing?  While the various components below are discussed separately for clarity,  the interrelated nature of these elements should be understood.

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. 

Watersheds and Streams

The streams of Jefferson Township will be discussed in terms of the watersheds which they drain.  This is done for two reasons.  First, Jefferson Township contains the headwaters of several streams, often in the form of un-named tributaries which although important, are too small and similar to discuss individually.  Secondly, as described above, streams reflect how we take care of the land draining to them.  Because of this connection, it is appropriate to describe streams in the context of their watersheds.  It should also be noted that all streams in Jefferson Township are part of the larger Susquehanna River watershed, passing through several downstream neighbor municipalities before entering the Susquehanna River. Thus, actions taken in Jefferson Township with relation to watersheds can affect not only Jefferson Township, but many other downstream municipalities.
Watersheds are defined as the areas of contribution or drainage to a particular watercourse, such as a creek or river.  The vast majority of Jefferson Township lies in the watersheds of Powell Creek and Wiconisco Creek, as illustrated by Map 2-2.  All of the creeks in Jefferson Township and its surrounding municipalities eventually drain into the Susquehanna River. 

The Powell’s Creek watershed is the largest in Jefferson Township and drains roughly half of the township.  Named streams in this watershed include the North and South Forks of Powell’s Creek, which join to form Powell’s Creek just outside the southwestern boundary of Jefferson Township.  The only other named stream in this watershed is Smoke Hole Run, which is a headwater tributary to the South Fork of Powell’s Creek.  All of the streams in this watershed support self-sustaining brook trout populations.  These populations are protected to the extent of their authority by the Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection (PADEP).  This is done by listing the designated use of these streams as “cold water fisheries” in Chapter 93 of the Pennsylvania Code, which establishes criteria for the protection of aquatic life, including trout.  In addition, the Pennsylvania Fish and Boat Commission stocks trout each spring in the South Fork of Powell’s Creek.  At one time before humans extensively altered the landscape, brook trout probably thrived well downstream of Jefferson Township.  However, with the clearing of forests for various human uses, sedimentation and stream temperatures have increased and eliminated trout reproduction in these areas.  This has relegated self-sustaining brook trout populations to headwater areas such as the Forks of Powell’s Creek, which due to forest cover and limited human impact continue to sustain wild trout.

The second largest watershed in Jefferson Township is the Rattling Creek watershed.  Although no part of Rattling Creek passes through Jefferson Township, multiple headwater tributaries do: Doc Smith Run, Nine O’Clock Run, Slab Cabin Run, East Branch Rattling Creek, and several un-named tributaries.  These streams are very similar to the streams in the Powell’s Creek watershed described above.  They are clear, cold mountain streams which support self-sustaining populations of brook trout.  The Rattling Creek watershed is nearly completely forested and lies within State Game Lands 210 and Haldeman State Forest.  In addition, the PADEP has provided streams in this watershed with the highest level of protection possible by classifying the watershed as “exceptional value” in Title 25, Chapter 93 of the Pennsylvania Code.  This means that any activities that PADEP regulates must have no detrimental effect on these streams.

A small portion of Jefferson Township is in the Conley Run watershed.  Only the headwaters of Conley Run and one small unnamed tributary are in Jefferson Township.  Eventually, Conley Run joins Armstrong Creek near the village of Enders.  The streams of this watershed are very similar to those described above and also support self-sustaining brook trout populations.  Conley Run is classified by the PADEP as a “high quality coldwater fishery”, which affords increased protection over the “cold water fishery” designation, but not as much as the “exceptional value” designation.  It is acceptable for a PADEP-permitted activity to degrade a “high quality” stream only under certain restrictive conditions.

Small portions of Jefferson Township are part of the Clark’s Creek and Wiconisco Creek watersheds (excluding Rattling Creek, which is a tributary), but have no surface streams within them.

Groundwater

Groundwater resources are important because they sustain our streams during dry periods and because they provide a water source for residents served by private wells.  This latter point is especially important in Jefferson Township which has no public or community water supply systems.  Therefore, protecting adequate groundwater recharge is important.  The majority of the land in Jefferson Township which is not in State Game Lands 210 or the Haldeman State Forest is underlain by various components of the Catskill Formation.  As a source of well water, this formation typically produces adequate supplies for residential use, although well yields are typically small to moderate.  Water quality is typically soft, although naturally-occurring levels of iron and manganese are problems in many wells.

Floodplains

A floodplain can be defined as the area of land adjacent to a stream that is inundated by water when the capacity of the stream to carry flow within its banks is exceeded.  Floods, therefore, range widely in severity.   Small floods may result in simple nuisances such as standing water in yards or on roads.  Larger floods may be much more severe resulting in damage to buildings and infrastructure, disruption of lives, economic losses, injuries and possibly fatalities. Map 2-3 illustrates the general locations of floodplains in the Core 5 Townships.

Jefferson Township is a participating community in the National Flood Insurance Program.  This program makes reasonably priced flood insurance available to property owners located in the floodplain.  In order to participate in this program, a municipality must enact regulations that manage floodplains in such a manner as to limit damage.  The Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) provides mapping of floodplains to participating municipalities that delineates the floodplain area to be managed.  

The regulatory flood used is the 100-year flood.  That is a flood of magnitude such that it can be statistically expected to occur once in 100 years.  Put another way, this flood has a 1% chance of occurring in any given year.   It is important to note that a flood of this magnitude could occur more, or less, frequently than statistically expected.  

Jefferson Township floodplain mapping delineates a regulatory floodplain primarily along the main stems of the North and South forks of Powell’s Creek.  The floodplain indicated for the North fork extends from the Jefferson-Wayne Township line to approximately 1.1 miles past White Oak Road.    The floodplain for the South fork extends from the Jefferson-Wayne Township line to approximately one mile past the confluence of Smoke Hole Run.  Smoke Hole Run also has a designated floodplain from downstream of Greenland Road south to its confluence with the South fork.  No other streams in Jefferson Township have designated floodplains.

The Jefferson Township mapping is Flood Hazard Boundary Mapping (FHBM).  This type of mapping indicates the approximate 100-year floodplain and provides no other information such as delineated floodways (a floodway is the interior portion of the floodplain where deeper, faster flows are located.  This area is subject to greater floodplain restrictions and is also subject to DEP permitting requirements under Chapter 105), flood elevations or cross sections that are found in detailed studies.  This type of mapping is difficult to use due to the lack of detail.

The Jefferson Township Floodplain Ordinance (J-111, enacted July 12, 1989) regulates development in the floodplain.  The floodplain is defined as the area delineated on the FHBM.  This leaves all other streams unregulated.  The unregulated streams are also subject to flooding, however.  The ordinance also allows development in the floodplain subject to elevation or flood proofing requirements.

The Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) regulates the floodway under Chapter 105, Title 25 of the Pennsylvania Code.  Chapter 105 pertains to encroachments and obstructions within the floodway.  If information is available, the floodway is indicated on the municipal Floodplain Maps.  If no floodways are mapped, the floodway is assumed to extend 50 feet landward from the top of the stream bank.  It should be noted that the assumed floodway pertains to areas mapped as floodplains and to areas not mapped as floodplains.  Under Chapter 105 regulations a permit must be obtained from DEP for any encroachment or obstruction in the floodway. 

Properly managed floodplains provide several benefits, in terms of economics, public safety and water resource protection:

· Limiting development of floodplains minimizes economic losses during floods.

· Limiting floodplain development provides storage areas for floodwaters.  Flooding can be exacerbated by development which occupies portions of the floodplain.
· Preserving floodplains provides areas for sediment deposition during floods, thereby decreasing sediment and associated pollutant loads to downstream areas including the Susquehanna River and the Chesapeake Bay.

Stream Buffers

Stream buffers, or riparian buffers, are vegetated areas that separate a stream from upslope development.  The buffer provides protection for the stream from the impact of upslope land uses and stormwater runoff.  The suggested widths and composition (i.e., forested, shrub, grass) of riparian buffers varies greatly depending on the goals of the buffer and the source of the recommendation.  In general, wider buffers are better than thinner buffers, and forested buffers are the best buffers.  Some buffer is better than no buffer.

Buffers provide several benefits to streams:

· Provide filtering areas to reduce pollutants entering streams in overland runoff.
· Well vegetated banks provide stabilization for the banks, preventing erosion.
· Tree cover over streams minimizes temperature increases from solar radiation.  This is particularly important in trout streams.
· Protected buffers may also help preserve riparian wetlands located within the buffer and the benefits of these areas. 
· In addition to the water resource benefits, buffers provide valuable wildlife habitat, enhance aesthetics and provide recreational opportunities.
· Riparian wetlands, which may be located within the buffer, provide additional benefits.
· If the buffer is forested, fallen leaves provide an important food source to the streams aquatic organisms at the base of the food chain.
· Fallen logs and branches from forested buffers provide cover and habitat for aquatic organisms such as Trout.

The streams in Jefferson Township have variations of existing buffers. Based on 2005 aerial photography, The South Fork of Powell’s Creek is well buffered by forest cover for its entire length.  Buffers on tributaries to the North Fork vary greatly. The north branch is similarly buffered in the headwaters, but the buffer is not as wide in some places and in isolated spots appears to be non-existent as the North Fork flows through the agricultural lands of Jefferson Township.

 A tributary to Armstrong Creek, Conley’s Creek, which originates in north western Jefferson Township has significant forest buffering for most of its length in Jefferson Township.  

The headwaters of Rattling Creek, an Exceptional Value Stream, are located in Jefferson Township on state game and forest land.  As such, these tributaries are well buffered by forests although no townships in the Core 5 have adopted Riparian Buffer regulations. 

Wetlands

Wetlands are defined as areas that are inundated or saturated by surface or groundwater at a frequency and duration sufficient to support a prevalence of vegetation adapted to saturated soil conditions.  Included in this definition are swamps, bogs, marshes and similar areas.

Wetlands are regulated at both the federal and state level.  At the state level, the Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) regulates wetlands under Chapter 105, Title 25 of the Pennsylvania Code. The Federal Manual for Identifying the Delineating Jurisdictional Wetlands outlines the criteria used to determine whether three basic wetland conditions exist.  These conditions are:  

· The presence of hydrophytic (wetland) vegetation.  These plants are adapted to life in saturated soil conditions.

· Identification of hydric soils, soils that are characterized by being flooded for a length of time.  There are federal criteria, set by the National Technical Committee for hydric soils, in order to classify soils as hydric.

· Wetland hydrology or water being present at or near the surface during the growing season.
Wetlands provide valuable benefits:

· Filtration of runoff and removal of pollutants
· Groundwater recharge
· Storage of floodwaters, alleviating flood severity
· Provide wildlife habitat
· Increase aesthetics and recreational opportunities
· Maintain stream baseflow
· Protect channels from erosion caused by increased storm flow
· Maintain quality of instream habitat for aquatic life
· Protect private and public property and infrastructure from damage
· Decrease public cost of maintaining infrastructure

No inventory of wetlands exists for Jefferson Township.  The National Wetlands Inventory mapping does provide some information for Jefferson Township.  This mapping has limitations, however, and should not be considered as a complete inventory of wetlands. 
Stormwater Management

While it may seem unusual to discuss stormwater management within the context of water resources, it is important to recognize that stormwater is a key element of water resources.  To the extent it is mismanaged, there are negative impacts on the water resource base in terms of both quantity and quality.

Stormwater is the source of all water resources.  It recharges aquifers that support wells and stream baseflow during dry periods.  Improperly managed, it carries pollutants to streams, causes erosion and degrades surface waters and is unavailable to replenish aquifers and streams.

Sound stormwater management can provide the following benefits:

· Recharge groundwater supplies

· Maintain stream baseflow

· Improve quality of stormwater runoff prior to entering streams

· Protect channels from erosion caused by increased storm flow

· Maintain quality of instream habitat for aquatic life

· Protect private and public property and infrastructure from damage

· Decrease public cost of maintaining infrastructure

Jefferson Township has enacted two stormwater management plans developed under Act 167, the Pennsylvania Stormwater Management Act.  These plans require that post-construction stormwater runoff be managed for infiltration, water quality, channel protection and peak discharge considerations.  Conscientious and rigorous application of the plan will provide a valuable tool for protecting water resources into the future.  It should be noted that these regulations apply only to increased runoff generated from new development sites.  There are no aspects of these regulations that address other areas mentioned above such as floodplain management, wetland protection or stream buffers.

Land Use Regulations

Another aspect of stormwater management is land use regulations found in subdivision and land development ordinances and zoning ordinances.  These instruments provide tools for municipalities to regulate the location, density and manner in which land is used and developed.  Implementation of these ordinances can either hinder or facilitate sound stormwater management.  For example, ordinances that maximize impervious cover at a development site would cause generation of increased runoff that must be managed.  Conversely, ordinances that minimize impervious cover, allowing for greater infiltration, cause less runoff to be generated, thereby minimizing the amount of runoff to be managed.

Currently, Jefferson Township does not have either zoning or subdivision and land development ordinances.  The Dauphin County subdivision and land development ordinance is applicable, therefore, in Jefferson Township.

Benefits of ordinances that emphasize open space preservation, impervious cover reductions and increased infiltration include:

· Providing increased areas for filtration of runoff and removal of pollutants

· Groundwater recharge

· Storage of floodwaters, alleviating flood severity

· Provide wildlife habitat

· Increase aesthetics of developments

· Maintain stream base flow

· Protect channels from erosion caused by increased storm flow

· Maintain quality of instream habitat for aquatic life

· Protect private and public property and infrastructure from damage

· Decrease public cost of maintaining infrastructure
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Slopes – Topography

Slopes and topography are two influential components of the natural environment that are useful in determining potential development areas.  The gradients and paths of roadways, the flow of various utilities, the land uses, and the general arrangement of development and the community are all dependent on topography and slope.  The topographic features of the landscape are derived from the structure and weathering characteristics of the underlying bedrock.  The more weather resistant rock is responsible for areas of higher elevation, while less resistant rock, such as limestone and shale, has eroded to form low lying valleys of moderate relief.


Stream systems and the flow of surface water have a strong influence on the formation of slope and topographic features over time.  Although erosion and runoff in slope areas is a natural process, development activities located in slope areas can alter the gradients and upset the natural balance.  When discussing the slope of the land, it is important to keep in mind that the natural gradients are created by erosion forces trying to establish a stable condition, or equilibrium.  When slopes are altered during construction, the natural balance becomes upset, which may result in dangerous landslides, rock falls, mudslides, and soil creep as nature tries to restore the equilibrium.  By redirecting water runoff of buildings and impervious surfaces away from the face of steeper slopes, land slides, rock slides, mud slides, severe soil erosion, drainage problems, loss of vegetative cover and soil creep can be reduced or avoided.


MAP 2-4 illustrates the slopes in the Core 5 Townships. As a general development guide, slopes from 0% to 14.9% are usually suitable for a variety of development types.  However, unique site-specific situations may exist in these areas that would require additional attention for development to occur.  The category of 15% to 24.9% displays the location of the lower, rolling hills and should be viewed with caution when considering development.  These areas tend to be closely related to streams in drainage areas.  Areas designated as 25% and higher outline the mountainous areas.  These areas are generally considered not suitable for development and should remain as open space.  Development restrictions are often placed on land with the slopes above 25%. Steep slope protection can be provided through subdivision, land development and zoning ordinances.

Topography has been one of the determining factors in the distribution of population throughout the Core 5 Townships.  Due to the relative ease of development in flatter areas, the more desirable lands are those located in the central valley.  The more densely populated areas are located on these mostly level lands.  The steeper slopes of the mountain and hill areas have presented physical barriers to the development of these lands, which therefore are the least populated of the townships.


Agricultural uses also exist predominantly in the more level areas since these lands allow for higher efficiency farming operations.  Additional competition for the flatter lands is intensified because commerce and industry, along with residential and agricultural uses seek flatter, more easily developable areas.


Original settlement trends were influenced by the topography of Dauphin County as well as in Jefferson Township.  In the northern half of Dauphin County, the early settlers chose to settle in the flatter valley areas.  The steep slopes of the mountains have always presented physical barriers to development.  Towns in Dauphin County evolved in the flatter, more accessible stretches of land.  The gradual slopes and topography of the southern portion of the County has made the development process much easier and has added to the competition for use of this land.  Areas containing slopes less than fifteen percent are attractive to residential use as well as agricultural operations.  Such agricultural operations are also more productive in these areas since they often contain fertile soils.
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Soils Association

Soils, the weathered, three dimensional material covering from sixteen to sixty inches of the earth, is a product of the geologic bedrock underneath, topography, the degree of slope steepness, temperature, moisture conditions, and vegetation.  Any changes in these elements can cause alterations in the soil type.  Soil formation and soil erosion are continuing actions, however erosion has been greatly accelerated by man’s misuse of the land.


Soil conditions are dynamic and can easily be affected by development.  Some soil types are known to pose severe limitations on development.  These limitations result from such factors as slow percolation rates for on-lot sewage disposal, shallow depth to bedrock, and erodibility.


Soils have many properties by which they are identified.  Knowledge of these properties is essential in determining land use policy.  Some soils are deep and well drained, making them suitable for most, if not all, types of urban or agricultural uses.  However, shallow and poorly drained soils have definite use limitations.  Although applying various engineering practices to the land may alter these soils, this is always a costly and frequently unwarranted expenditure.  In an effort to avoid such problems, engineers, planners, and developers are using soil maps more frequently as a basis for land use decisions and planning.


Soil profiles display natural horizontal layers of soils from the surface layer down through the various subsoil levels to the parent material and rock layers.  This vertical analysis of the existing soils often reflects the landscape of the land.  The characteristics ascertained from these profiles are documented in a detailed soil survey of Dauphin County, which classifies the soils according to depth, texture (coarseness or fineness), natural drainage, thickness, and arrangement of the various layers, kind of parent material, slope, erosion, flooding, and other characteristics.  


Soil associations are classifications that recognize the unique proportional soil designs of a landscape.  These associations are comprised of dominant or major soils and minor soils.  Each of these major soil associations are further broken down into minor soils series.  Both the dominant and minor soils series are documented in the Soil Survey of Dauphin County, Pennsylvania, published in February 1972.

The predominant soil associations in the Jefferson Township are:
· Dekalb-Lehew Association -  Moderately deep, well drained, gently sloping to very steep soils that have a channery sandy loam to channery loam subsoil with a very stony surface layer.  Located on upper mountain slopes, this association is poorly suited to cultivate crops but are well suited as woodland; majority of trees are oak. 

· Calvin-Leck Kill-Klinesville Association - Deep to shallow, predominantly well drained, gently sloping and sloping soils that have a shaly silt loam subsoil.  Most soils in this association are good for the cultivation of crops.  

Some minor soil associations found in the other Core 5 Townships are:
· Duncannon-Chaives-Tioga Association - Deep, well-drained, nearly level and gently sloping soils that have a fine sandy loam to silt loam subsoil. Located on terraces and flood plains mostly along the Susquehanna River including some of the islands.  These soils are used for general farm crops or urban development. This association makes up about 3 percent of Dauphin County.
· Berks-Weikert-Bedington Association - Deep to shallow, well drained, nearly level to steep soils that have a shaly silt loam to shaly silty clay loam subsoil. Located on the uplands, this soil occurs in a six-mile strip that extends from Harrisburg to the Lebanon County line. The soils are used mostly for general farming, dairy and livestock. This association makes up about 15 percent of Dauphin County.
MAP 2-5 shows the location of these soil associations.
State Important Agricultural Soils

Agriculture has been important to the Core 5 Townships’ culture and economy. Agriculture is extremely dependent upon the quality of the soils.  Grouping the soils into classes can help show their agricultural capabilities easily.  All soils in a single class have similar limitations and management problems.  The Dauphin County Soil Survey defines in detail the capability classes of soils for agricultural use.  These capability classes form the basis in determining important farmland and areas that are important for conservation and preservation.  The Soil Survey Reports delineate agricultural soils into eight major capability classes that indicate progressively greater limitations and narrower choices of soils for practical farming use.  Capability classes are defined as follows:
	Class I:
	Soils have few limitations restricting their use.

	Class II:
	Soils have moderate limitations that reduce the choice of plants, require special conservation practices.

	Class III:
	Soils have severe limitations reducing the choice of plants, require very special management, or both.

	Class IV:
	Soils have very severe limitations that reduce the choice of plants, require very special management, or both.

	Class V:
	Soils are not likely to erode but have other limitations, impractical to remove, that limit their use largely to pasture, range, woodland or wildlife.

	Class VI: 
	Soils have severe limitations that make them generally unsuited to cultivation and limit their use largely to pasture, range, woodland or wildlife.

	Class VII:
	Soils have very severe limitations that make them unsuited to cultivation and restrict their use largely to pasture, range, woodland or wildlife. 

	Class VIII:
	Soils and landforms have limitations that preclude their use for commercial plants and restrict their use to recreation, wildlife, water supply or aesthetic purposes.


Classes I, II, and III have few limitations for crop production. These have been deemed by Pennsylvania as “soils of statewide importance.”  If these prime agricultural soils are taken out of production by development, they cannot be replaced.  As a result, development should focus on the classes that have severe limitations that make them unsuited to cultivation in order to preserve the prime farmland. MAP 2-6 illustrates the locations of the Class I, II & III soils in the Core 5 Townships.


Prime farmland (MAP 2-7) is land best suited for producing food, feed, forage, fiber, and oilseed crops.  This farmland is also suitable for cropland; pasture land, rangeland, and forestland.  In general, prime farmland has the soil quality, growing season, and moisture needed to produce and sustain high yields of crops economically when treated and managed, according to modern farming methods.  All Core 5 Townships contain swaths of prime agricultural soil.  The Dauphin County Soil Conservation Report elaborates in detail the nine criteria for prime farmland:

	Soil moisture
	Flooding frequency

	Soil depth
	Erosion

	pH levels of soil
	Soil permeability

	Relation to water table
	Soil texture

	Soil salt levels
	


Woodlands

Forests affect water resources in both a protective and a depletive manner.  They offer protection from floods and erosion, but during growing season can contribute to some of the depletion of stream flows.


Forests offer protection from floods and soil erosion.  Covered with litter (leaves and twigs), the forest floor acts as a protective layer to the soil and reduces the possibility of erosion.  The litter decays and becomes humus, which helps to form a highly permeable layer of soil, which causes infiltration rates to usually exceed rainfall intensities.  This helps to reduce downstream flood peaks.  The forest floor becomes disturbed through construction and building activities.  By disturbing litter and humus, soil erosion and flooding is more likely.  The wooded areas on steep slopes and along streams should be preserved to prevent erosion and reduce flooding downstream.


All of the Core 5 Townships possess woodlands. All of them contain either state forestland, or state game land. The most common variety of forest cover is mixed oak-hickory stands consisting mainly of white oak, red oak, hickory, black oak, and chestnut oak trees. Other tree species to be found include yellow poplar, shagbark hickory, white ash, red maple, beech, elm, birch, sycamore, hemlock, white pine, and Virginia pine.
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Wildlife

Dauphin County’s woodlands, streams, wetlands, and even backyards support a numerous array of wildlife such as small mammals, non-game species of birds, amphibians, fish, and reptiles.  Hunting is a popular sport because of the ample supply of white-tailed deer, gray squirrel, cottontail rabbit, turkey, grouse, ring-neck pheasant, woodcock, morning dove, and various waterfowl that abide in the wooded areas and along the flood plains of the numerous creeks.  There are also red and gray fox, mink, muskrat, raccoon, weasel, opossum, and beaver living throughout the County.


Development in the County is limiting the areas in which many of these species can exist.  To preserve the habitat for these species, conservation districts and proper game management are of the utmost importance. Conservation is especially important to those species including the Bald Eagle, Yellow-Crowned Night Heron, Great Egret, Peregrine Falcon, and the Least Shrew.  Conservation districts will ensure that these species and all other species will have sufficient space to cohabitate with man in the future. 

Environmental Limitations

There are many environmental limitations, which affect land development decisions.  For the purposes of the Jefferson Township Comprehensive Plan and the Core 5 Townships, the following have been considered and are depicted on MAP 2-8.

· Wetlands

· Floodplains

· Agricultural Conservation Easements

· Agricultural Security Areas

· Slopes Greater than 15%

Natural Areas Inventory

In October 1999, the Natural Areas Inventory for the Tri-County Region was completed. The final report was compiled and written by the Pennsylvania Science Office of The Nature Conservancy, and was updated in 2005.  Based on public input and field investigations, the report contains information on the locations of rare, threatened and endangered species and of the highest quality natural areas in the three counties. 
Jefferson Township is almost entirely forested, part of the Kittatinny Ridge, and largely within state land. Expanded protection of the continuous forested Kittatinny Ridge is critical to maintaining this area as a wildlife corridor and to protecting the water quality of the headwater streams flowing in the valley below. 
The same pieces of the landscape that provide scenic and recreational opportunities also function as habitat for a great diversity of plants and animals. Protecting the integrity of these natural systems provides benefits to humans as well as providing for the survival of wildlife, rare and otherwise. The danger of losing rare species and habitats is more intense where growth is rapid. 

A balance between growth and conservation of scenic and natural resources can be achieved by guiding development away from the most environmentally sensitive areas. In order to achieve such a balance and ensure protection of natural critical areas, county and township governments, the public, and developers must know the location and importance of these sites. This knowledge can help prevent conflicts over land use as well as help to direct protection efforts and limited conservation dollars to the most vulnerable areas.

The Natural Areas Inventory (MAP 2-9) of the Core 5 Townships presents the townships’ known outstanding natural features – floral, faunal and geologic.  The inventory provides maps of the best natural communities (habitats) and all the known areas of habitat for animal and plant species of special concern (endangered, threatened, or rare) in the townships.  Sites are identified at two primary levels of significance for protection of biological diversity: (1) sites of statewide importance and (2) sites of local significance.  These areas provide locally significant habitat and may be suitable for environmental education, parks or preserve; no species of special concern or exemplary natural communities have been identified at the local level. There are eight sites in Dauphin County that are listed as Top Priority Areas for maintaining the County’s biological diversity into the future. For the sake of brevity, sites are only mentioned once when they are in two different townships.
Jefferson Township possesses some unique natural area sites that were identified in a 1974 Dauphin County Park, Recreation, and Open Space Plan.  These features are:

· Doc Smith Run Woods/ Bear Puddles – PA-endangered northeastern bulrush occurs in a series of shallow woodland pools (Bear Puddles) at the headwaters of Doc Smith Run.  The globally imperiled flypoison borer moth is also found here. This site occurs within State Game Lands #210 and Weiser State Forest.
· Peters Mountain – The threatened Allegheny woodrat was found in this area during surveys in 1995. This species utilizes rocky outcrops along the ridge top and requires a mosaic of forested and open areas. The habitat is within State Game Lands #210.

· Rattling Creek Watershed – Several animal and plant species (threatened and of concern) are found in the forests adjacent to Rattling Creek and its small tributary streams.  This is Dauphin County’s only exceptional value watershed. It is in both Jefferson and Jackson Townships. Timber harvesting may pose a threat to some species in this area if buffers areas are not maintained along water’s edge. 
· Smoke Hole Run – Smoke Hole Run is a clear, sandy-bottomed stream, which flows south from Broad Mountain.  Rough-leaved aster occurs along the stream. This species requires partial sunlight which may be provided by fishing and hunting paths along the stream.
· Williamstown Woods/ Wiconisco Creek Floodplain - Consists of a 3.5 mile rectangular block situated on the lower north slope of Berry Mountain and the adjacent floodplain of Wiconisco Creek between Wiconisco and Tower City.  Three plant species of concern (minniebush, showy goldenrod and yellow-fringed orchid) occur at this site. Most of the site is within the Weiser State Forest.
Other townships in the Core 5 Townships also possess unique natural features:

Wayne Township:
· Dividing Ridge -  A roadside population of wild blue lupine, a PA-rare plant species of concern, was documented at this site. The plant population occupies a wooded hillside along the roadway, and may actually benefit from the periodic mowing provided by roadside maintenance. The hillside is a diverse mix of hardwoods.
· Peters Mountain Wetland - A headwaters swamp, drained by tributaries of Powell Creek which flow out both east and west.  It supports five plant species of special concern.  The site is primarily used for hunting and does not appear to have any unnatural threats.
Halifax Township:
· Camp Hebron Swamp - An approximately five-acre swamp located at the headwaters of a tributary to Powell Creek.  A fair-to-good quality population of a PA-Rare shrub species is found growing in dense thickets.
· Susquehanna River at Halifax - This site is located in the Susquehanna River at a series of large islands, part of which is included in State Game Lands #254. Two animal species of special concern were found here in 1998. The river bottom has a bedrock bottom with areas of sand and gravel.
· Susquehanna River at Millersburg - This site is a portion of the Susquehanna River just upstream of the confluence of the Susquehanna adjacent to Millersburg Borough. A forested island is present in the western half of the river. The river is shallow with low intensity riffles flowing over large cobbles and gravel. Algae and water-stargrass grow scattered on the river bottom. Three animal species of concern were found here during field surveys in 1997.
Jackson Township:
· Oakdale Station Woods - This site is a north-facing ravine with a dry-mesic, acidic soil. The overstory is open and dominated by various oaks, red maple, black-gum, hemlock, and sweet birch. This is a fair to good quality population with many mature and reproducing individuals.

· Deep Hollow - A forested north-facing drainage located within Haldeman State Forest.  A poor to fair quality population of a PA-Rare shrub species is found at this site.  Over-browsing by deer is a potential threat to the site.

Rush Township:
· Clark Creek Woods - This site consists of two small pools along a blocked streamlet at the base of Third Mountain. The pools are vegetated with a mixture of sedges. The pools may have been formed by a small rock dam, which blocks flow of the streamlet just downslope.

· Dehart Dam Spillway - Two small populations of plant species of concern were documented south of the spillway for the DeHart Dam Reservoir. The native populations found in Stony Valley and a few other locations in the state may represent a local ecotype of distinct genetic composition. It is considered ecologically important to maintain local genotypes of widespread species to preserve the genetic variability of the species.

In the Core 5 Townships, there are also two Natural Areas of Local Significance, these are:
Jefferson Township
· Powell Creek Swamp - The site is a hardwood swamp near the confluence of the North Fork of Powell’s Creek and Smoke Hole Run.  There is a potential habitat for a rare plant species (rough-leaved aster) located upstream at Smoke Hole Run in Powell Creek Swamp as well.

Halifax Township:
· Berry Mountain Slopes - Consists of a very steep, undercut shaly slope at the west end of Berry Mountain south of Millersburg.  The unusual forest type may serve as habitat for rare plant or animal species.  There are no obvious threats or management concerns to the upper slope of this site, but the lower slope is eroding and has been disturbed by road building activities. 
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CHAPTER 3: POPULATION/SOCIO-ECONOMIC PROFILE & PROJECTIONS


An analysis of the characteristics of Jefferson Township and the other Core Townships’ population is vital to understanding and planning for the needs of its residents.  Past trends, present profiles, and future projections of population data provides a very complete picture of the past, present, and future composition of a community.  Not only is it a tool for monitoring the population composition, but for making planning decisions that will affect the future development of Jefferson Township.  An analysis of population projections often uncovers future needs that are not made evident by other indicators.


The amount and type of population being served directly dictates the land use scenarios required by residential, commercial, and industrial development.  Future population fluctuations will directly determine the size and number of public facilities needed such as schools, parks, and playgrounds.
Geography of Population
Dauphin County Trends


Between 1990 and 2000, within the net gain of 13,985 persons, a wide range of population gains and losses were experienced among the 40 municipalities.  In terms of actual numbers of people, the greatest population increases were found in Lower Paxton Township (5,262), Susquehanna Township (3,259), Swatara Township (2,950) and Derry Township (2,865).  The highest population losses were reported by Harrisburg City (-3,426), Middle Paxton (-306), and Wiconisco Township (-204).  Out of the 40 municipalities in the County, 18 experienced a loss in population between 1980 and 1990, while 23 lost population between 1990 and 2000.


In terms of percentage change (1990-2000), the fastest growing municipalities were Wayne Township (39.8%), Susquehanna Township (17.5%), East Hanover Township (16.5%), Derry Township (15.6%), Lower Swatara Township (15.2%) and Swatara Township (15.0%).  Highest percentage declines were found in Reed Township (-29.7%), Jefferson Township (-15.1%), Wiconisco Township (-14.9%), and Royalton Borough (-14%).  While Harrisburg’s number loss was sizable, its percentage was –6.5% population loss.  

Core 5 Township Trends

In the Core 5 Townships, the topography has an influence on the spatial distribution of the population.  These townships have a wide array of topographic relief ranging from mountainous areas to low-lying valleys.  The distribution of the population naturally followed these geographic features by settling in the broad valley between two mountain ridges.  Table 3-1   illustrates population change for the Core 5 Townships from 1940 to 2000.

In the ten years from 1980 to 1990, the Core 5 Townships grew by 15%, and only Rush Township had negative growth.  In comparison the growth from 1990 to 2000 was only 1% for the Core 5 with a net gain of only sixty-nine people, although some individual municipalities had relatively large changes. During that time, only Wayne Township experienced positive growth.  Jefferson Township had a negative growth rate by losing 58 people throughout this period, and has the highest percentage decline of the Core 5 Townships (-15%) between 1990 and 2000.  
 TC  "\"Table 3-1  Population Change by Township" \f T Table 3-1

POPULATION CHANGE BY TOWNSHIP

1940-2000

Core 5

[image: image5.emf]Change Change Change

% 

Change

1980-90

1980-

1990

1990-

2000

1990-

2000

Core 5 2,745 3,038 3,486 4,031 5,761 6,679 6,748 918 16% 69 1%

Halifax Twp. 1,276 1,424 1,747 2,038 2,943 3,449 3,329 506 17% -120 -3%

Jackson Twp 883 998 1,016 1,156 1,568 1,797 1,728 229 15% -69 -4%

Jefferson Twp. 134 150 178 164 340 385 327 45 13% -58 -15%

Rush Twp. 109 103 113 160 212 201 180 -11 -5% -21 -10%

Wayne Twp. 343 363 432 513 698 847 1,184 149 21% 337 40%

Source: U.S. Census

1970 1980 1990 2000 Area 1940 1950 1960


Population Projections

Tri-County Regional Planning Commission prepared allocations of populations based on the total county projection from the State Data Center, for the Core 5 Townships. The years projected were 2010, 2015, 2020, 2025 and 2030.  Table 3-2 contains the population projections of the Core 5 Townships allocated for those years.
 TC  "Table 3-2  Township Populations and Projections" \f T Table 3-2

TOWNSHIP POPULATIONS AND PROJECTIONS

Core 5
[image: image6.emf]1970 1980 1990 2000 2010

10 yr

Change 2015

5 yr

Change 2020

5 yr

Change 2025

5 yr

Change 2030

5 yr

Change

20 yr Change

2010-2-30

Core 5 4,0315,7616,6796,748 6,904 2% 7,117 3% 7,256 2% 7,450 3% 7,595 2% 10%

Halifax Twp. 2,0382,9433,4493,329 3389 2% 3,440 2% 3,507 2% 3,579 2% 3,639 2% 7%

Jackson Twp. 1,1561,5681,7971,728 1,702 -2% 1,824 7% 1,864 2% 1,909 2% 1,946 2% 14%

Jefferson Twp. 164 340 385 327 329 1% 335 2% 343 2% 351 2% 359 2% 9%

Rush Twp. 160 212 201 180 175 -3% 177 1% 180 2% 183 2% 185 1% 6%

Wayne Twp. 513 698 8471,184 1,309 11% 1,341 2% 1,362 2% 1,428 5% 1,466 3% 12%

Source: PA State Data Center & Tri-County Regional Planning Commission

Census Projections

Area



During the 20 year projected period, the Core 5 Townships may experience a 10% growth in population. Jefferson Township is forecasted to have 9% growth while Jackson Township will grow the most by percentage (14%) and Rush Township the least (6%). 
Population Distribution
The Core 5 Townships’ population is spread over 128 square miles with an average density of 53 persons per square mile. Table 3-3 displays population densities of the Core 5 Townships in 2000.  Halifax Township is the most densely populated, while Jefferson Township is the second most sparsely populated township.  Rush Township is the least dense population, which falls far below the average for the region, and contains the smallest amount of people.

 TC  "Table 3-3  Population Density" \f T Table 3-3
POPULATION DENSITY
Core 5
[image: image7.emf]Area People per

Sq. Mi. Sq. Mi.

Core 5 6,977 128.0 55

Halifax Twp. 3,391 27.9 122

Jackson Twp. 1,787 38.9 46

Jefferson Twp. 325 24.2 13

Rush Twp. 178 23.4 8

Wayne Twp. 1,296 13.9 93

Source: PA State Data Center

Area

Est 2007

Population


Population Characteristics

Understanding population characteristics of a growing community or region is important for decision makers.  Many of these characteristics can be associated with questions attempting to answer how the land might be used, who is available to work in the community, what kinds of commercial, professional and services businesses will be in demand and where should community facilities be located to serve the different populations.
Age Composition

A breakdown of the Core 5 Townships year 2000 population by age groups is shown in Table 3-4.  CHART 3-1 graphically represents this population distribution. The number of children under the age of 18 years is quite important in determining the present and future needs of each school district.  The age group from 20-34 years contains most of the people forming households and couples in their prime childbearing years.  The size of this group and the number of children they choose to bear will build the base for future generations. By adding ten years to this group, to cover 20-44 years, the end product is a segment of population that could be called the Productive Age Group since they comprise a majority of the local labor force and are most active in buying and building homes.
The next segment of population, 45-64 years, could be called the Mature Age Group.  As a whole, this group is not nearly as involved in household formation, new home buying or building, and is past the prime childbearing years.  The Retired Age Group includes anyone 65 years and older.  This portion of society needs to be followed closely since there are many changes that take place after retirement.  Among this age bracket there often is a need for lower budget and/or reduced size housing, public transportation, community care facilities, and health care facilities. It is anticipated that the oldest segment of the Retired Age Group (85+) will grow in size as life expectancy increases.  
 TC  "Chart 3-1   Population Distribution by Age" \f C 
Chart 3-1

POPULATION DISTRIBUTION BY AGE
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 TC  "Table 3-4  Age Distribution" \f T Table 3-4

AGE DISTRIBUTION

2000

Core 5
[image: image9.emf]Total

Population

# % # % # % # % # % # % # %

Median

Age

Core 5 6,748 402 6.0 1,44421.41,11616.51,20817.91,80426.7 722 10.7 52 0.8 39.4

Halifax Twp. 3,329 220 6.6 717 21.5 546 16.4 564 16.9 858 25.8 388 11.7 36 1.1 38.6

Jackson Twp. 1,728 90 5.2 337 19.5 290 16.8 314 18.2 506 29.3 181 10.5 10 0.6 40.4

Jefferson Twp. 327 9 2.8 74 22.6 46 14.1 56 17.1 97 29.7 41 12.5 4 1.2 41.4

Rush Twp. 180 7 3.9 38 21.1 30 16.7 36 20 53 29.4 15 8.3 1 0.6 40.2

Wayne Twp. 1,184 76 6.4 278 23.5 204 17.2 238 20.1 290 24.5 97 8.2 1 0.1 36.5

85+

Area

Under 5 5-19 20-34

Source: U.S. Census

35-44 45-64 65-84


Male/Female Distribution

In the Core 5 Townships, there is actually a slightly higher population of males than females. This is against the norm for the county, where females generally have a higher population. In 2000 males comprised 50.28% of the population and females 49.72%. Table 3-5 depicts the Census 2000 male-female distribution of the Core 5 Townships.

 TC  "Table 3-5  Population Distribution by Gender" \f T Table 3-5
POPULATION DISTRUBUTION BY GENDER

2000

Core 5

[image: image10.emf]# % # %

Core 5

6,748           3,393        50.28 3,355        49.72

Halifax Twp.

3,329           1,643        49.35 1,686        50.65

Jackson Twp.

1,728           855          49.48 873          50.52

Jefferson Twp.

327              174          53.21 153          46.79

Rush Twp.

180              102          56.67 78            43.33

Wayne Twp.

1,184           619          52.28 565          47.72

Females

Source: U.S. Census

Area

Total 

Population

Males


Social Characteristics
Educational Attainment

Table 3-6 displays the educational history of all persons 25 years of age and older throughout the Core 5 Townships.  Table 3-7 takes a closer look at the attainment of diplomas and degrees earned by people in the townships.
 TC  "Table 3-6  Education Attainment, Population 25 Years & Over" \f T Table 3-6

EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT

POPULATION 25 YEARS & OVER

2000

Core 5

[image: image11.emf]Core 5 Halifax Jackson Jefferson Rush Wayne

Total 4,609 2,227 1,222 251 122 787

No Schooling Completed 23 9 10 2 0 2

Nursery to 4th Grade 1 0 1 0 0 0

5th & 6th Grade 24 22 0 0 0 2

7th & 8th Grade 209 107 77 8 0 17

9th Grade 133 44 49 15 2 23

10th Grade 229 103 81 15 6 24

11th Grade 111 39 30 9 11 22

12th Grade No Diploma 86 55 14 4 0 13

# of People with < then a High School Education 816 379 262 53 19 103

% of People with < then a High School Education 17.70% 17.02% 21.44% 21.12% 15.57% 13.09%

High School Grad. (Includes G.E.D.) 2,245 1,062 581 127 67 408

Some College (Less Than 1 Yr.) 300 174 68 8 1 49

Some College, 1 or More Years, No Degree 376 199 101 22 2 52

Associate Degree 255 75 83 14 15 68

Bachelor's Degree 403 221 72 14 14 82

Master's Degree 136 73 36 11 2 14

Professional School Degree 76 44 19 2 2 9

Doctorate Degree 2 0 0 0 0 2

# of People with >then a High School Education 3,793 1,848 960 198 103 684

% of People with > then a High School Education 82.30% 82.98% 78.56% 78.88% 84.43% 86.91%

Source: U.S. Census
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 TC  "Table 3-7  Educational Attainment Summary; 25 Years & Over" \f T Table 3-7

EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT SUMMARY

POPULATION 25 YEARS & OVER

2000

Core 5

[image: image12.emf]# % # % # % # % # % # %

Core 5

2,245 48.71 255 5.53 403 8.74 136 2.95 76 1.65 2 0.04

Halifax Twp.

1,062 47.69 75 3.37 221 9.92 73 3.28 44 1.98 0 0

Jackson Twp.

581 47.55 83 6.79 72 5.89 36 2.95 19 1.55 0 0

Jefferson Twp.

127 50.6 14 5.58 14 5.58 11 4.38 2 0.8 0 0

Rush Twp.

67 54.92 15 12.3 14 11.48 2 1.64 2 1.64 0 0

Wayne Twp.

408 51.84 68 8.64 82 10.42 14 1.78 9 1.14 2 0.25

Source: U.S. Census

Area

High School Grad. 

(Includes G.E.D.) Associate Degree Bachelor's Degree

Master's 

Degree

Professional 

School Degree

Doctorate's 

Degree


Persons per Household


The size of households has been decreasing nationwide, as well as in the Core 5 Townships.  One factor is that more couples are having fewer children.  The increase in the number of non-family households and single parent families has contributed to even smaller households.


A breakdown of household size changes by township as shown in Table 3-8 and Chart 3-2 shows the household size change of the Core 5 Townships as a whole.  The size of households has been decreasing nationwide, and this region follows this trend.  In all of the townships, there was a decrease in household size from the 1970s to 2000. The only exception is a slight increase in Rush Township in 2000.
 TC  "Table 3-8  Household Size Change" \f T Table 3-8

HOUSEHOLD SIZE CHANGE

1970 – 1980 – 1990 – 2000

Core 5

[image: image13.emf]1970 1980 1990 2000

Core 5 3.32 2.99 2.78 2.64

Halifax Twp. 3.23 2.93 2.68 2.64

Jackson Twp. 3.79 3.25 2.92 2.64

Jefferson Twp. 2.93 2.83 2.75 2.46

Rush Twp. 2.86 2.79 2.51 2.57

Wayne Twp. 3.77 3.17 3.03 2.88

Source: U.S. Census

Area

Persons Per Household


 TC  "Chart 3-2   Household Size Change" \f C Chart 3-2
HOUSEHOLD SIZE CHANGE

1970-2000

Core 5
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Occupation and Industry Trends


Tables 3-9, 3-10, 3-11, and 3-12 list the 1990 and 2000 occupational and industrial 
characteristics of the Core 5 Township residents over 16 years of age.  (Note that some categories changed in 2000.)  These tables provide a general overview of how the population earns its income.  Employment information is discussed further in Chapter 4, Economic Base.

 TC  "Table 3-9 Table 3-10 Total Employed Civilian Persons, 16 Years & Over, 1990" \f T Table 3-9
TOTAL EMPLOYED CILILIAN PERSON 

16 YEARS AND OVER BY OCCUPATION

1990

Core 5

[image: image15.emf]Area Total Male Female

Managerial/

Professional

Technical/

Sales &

Admin.

Service

Farming,

Forestry

& Fishing

Precision

Prod.,

Craft

& Repair

Operators

and

Laborers

Core 5 3,560 2,023 1,537 567 1,093 304 89 698 809

Halifax Twp. 1,872 1,075 797 308 629 153 30 388 364

Jackson Twp. 977 540 437 127 258 78 44 181 289

Jefferson Twp. 190 110 80 35 45 18 3 35 54

Rush Twp. 91 56 35 26 20 5 0 20 20

Wayne Twp. 430 242 188 71 141 50 12 74 82

Source: U.S. Census


 TC  "Table 3-10 Total Employed Civilian Persons, 16 Years & Over, 2000" \f T Table 3-10

TOTAL EMPLOYED CIVILIAN PERSONS

16 YEARS AND OVER BY OCCUPATION

2000

Core 5

[image: image16.emf]Area Total  Male Female

Managerial/

Professional

Service

Sales &

Office

Farming,

Forestry

& 

Fishing

Construction,

Extraction &

Maintenance

Production,

Transportation

& Material

Moving

Core 5 3,512 1,889 1,623 905 495 942 12 459 699

Halifax Twp. 1,631 826 805 445 287 461 0 179 259

Jackson Twp. 974 529 445 221 95 273 5 138 242

Jefferson Twp.

197 119 78 54 34 26 1 28 54

Rush Twp. 94 50 44 21 2 29 0 14 28

Wayne Twp. 616 365 251 164 77 153 6 100 116

Source: U.S. Census


 TC  "Table 3-11 Employed Civilian Persons by Industry, 16 Years & Over, 1990" \f T Table 3-11
EMPLOYED CILIVIAN PERSONS 

16 YEARS AND OVER BY INDUSTRY

1990

Core 5

[image: image17.emf]Core 5 Halifax Jackson Jefferson Rush Wayne

Total 3,560 1,872 977 190 91 430

Male                                                  # 2,023 1,075 540 110 56 242

                                                         % 56.83 57.43 55.27 57.89 61.54 56.28

Female                                              # 1,537 797 437 80 35 188

                                                         % 43.17 42.57 44.73 42.11 38.46 43.72

Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing 119 40 55 6 0 18

Mining 0 0 2 0 2

Construction 295 155 72 27 7 34

Manufacturing 748 347 255 48 31 67

Transportation 301 170 72 16 8 35

Communication & Public Utilities 123 96 15 1 0 11

Wholesale Trade 200 105 59 15 0 21

Retail Trade 411 203 113 11 13 71

Finance, Insurance, Real Estate 277 174 62 14 2 25

Business & Repair Services 108 50 32 6 2 18

Personal Service 100 69 20 4 3 4

Entertainment Recreational Services 347 46 58 76 0 167

Health Services 358 49 67 68 2 172

Educational Services 371 58 59 73 6 175

Other Professional Services 378 50 64 76 4 184

Public Administration 396 55 67 85 13 176

Source: U.S. Census   (Note: Estimates Based on the U.S. Census)
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 TC  "Table 3-12 Employed Civilian Persons by Industry, 16 Years & Over, 2000" \f T Table 3-12

EMPLOYED CIVILIAN PESONS 

16 YEARS AND OVER BY INDUSTRY

2000

Core 5

[image: image18.emf]Core 5 Halifax Jackson Jefferson Rush Wayne

Total 3,512 1,631 974 197 94 616

Male                                                         

# 1,889 826 529 119 50 365

                                                                

% 53.79 50.64 54.31 60.41 53.19 59.25

Female                                                     

# 1,623 805 445 78 44 251

                                                                

% 46.21 49.36 45.69 39.59 46.81 40.75

Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing,

   Hunting & Mining

Construction 212 69 63 18 2 60

Manufacturing 588 214 214 37 23 100

Wholesale Trade 127 59

43

 

7 3 15

Retail Trade 433 219 120 18 15 61

Transportation, Warehousing & Utilities 278 116 71 20 10 61

Information 55 26 18 3 2 6

Finance, Insurance, Real Estate 355 206 83 11 6 49

Professional, Scientific, Management,

   Administrative & Waste Management

Educational, Health & Social Services 529 306 125 23 10 65

Arts, Entertainment, Recreation,

   Accommodation & Food Services

Other Services 144 65 36 8 2 33

Public Administration 366 196 67 19 13 71

Source: U.S. Census

1 40 195 82 56 16

175 73 51 16 7 28

(Township)

55 0 27 1 0 27



Area


Household and Family Income


Household and family income profiles are excellent indicators of a township’s physical quality of life and economic climate.  These income characteristics are vital for determining the strength of the economic base.  The strength of the economic base affects the demand for commercial and professional businesses, and indirectly influences population growth and other demographic characteristics.


Table 3-13 lists both median family and median household income by township for 1980, 1990, and 2000.  The U.S. Census Bureau differentiates between “family” and “household” as follows:

Family: A group of two or more people who reside together and who are related by birth, marriage, or adoption.


Household:  Includes all the people who occupy a housing unit as their usual place of residence.  A household may comprise a group of unrelated people or one person living alone.


Therefore, by definition, “family” income data excludes all instances where one person lives alone, and it excludes income of unrelated persons living in the same dwelling unit.

 TC  "Table 3-13 Median Income by Township" \f T Table 3-13

MEDIAN INCOME BY TOWNSHIP
1980 - 1990 - 2000
Core 5

[image: image19.emf]# % # %

Core 5 18,351 32,037 48,643 30,291 165 19,970 34,412 52,776 32,806 164

Halifax Twp. 17,861 32,612 45,913 28,052 157 20,250 34,641 50,568 30,318 150

Jackson Twp. 17,023 33,406 47,330 30,307 178 18,684 35,000 53,523 34,839 186

Jefferson Twp. 18,462 35,000 49,750 31,288 169 19,904 37,000 62,000 42,096 211

Rush Twp. 19,750 21,250 51,250 31,500 159 21,458 27,500 46,872 25,414 118

Wayne Twp. 18,661 37,917 48,971 30,310 162 19,554 37,917 50,917 31,363 160

Median Household Income Median Family Income

1980 1990 2000

1980-2000

1980 1990 2000

1980-2000

Source: U.S. Census

Area



Jefferson Township showed the greatest increase in family income, and ranked second for median household income between 1980 and 2000.  Median household income increased 169% while median family income increased 211%.  

Poverty


To define poverty, the Census Bureau uses money income thresholds that vary by family size and composition to detect who is poor. If the total income of the family or unrelated individual falls below the related poverty threshold, that family or individual is classified as being “below the poverty level”.  Table 3-14 provides the percentages of persons and families below poverty level.  CHART 3-3 and CHART 3-4 demonstrate these figures graphically.  These percentages are important to human services planning and in determining the need for, as well as the allocation of, public assistance programs.
 TC  "Table 3-14 Persons & Families Below Poverty Line" \f T Table 3-14
PERSONS & FAMILIES BELOW POVERTY LEVEL

1980 – 1990 – 2000

Core 5

[image: image20.emf]# % # % # % # % # % # %

Core 5 403 n/a 269 n/a 459 n/a 84 n/a 55 n/a 110 n/a

Halifax Twp. 206 7 90 2.6 296 8.9 47 5.7 17 1.7 64 6.8

Jackson Twp. 119 7.6 98 5.5 86 5.1 23 5.5 19 3.7 25 4.6

Jefferson Twp. 4 1.1 29 7.1 19 5.5 0 0 8 8.2 6 6

Rush Twp. 22 10.1 12 6 0 0 2 3.2 3 5.8 0 0

Wayne Twp. 52 7.6 40 4.5 58 4.8 12 6.2 8 3.1 15 4.1

Families Below

1980 1990 2000 1980 1990 2000

Source: U.S. Census, PA State Data Center

Area

Persons Below


 TC  "Chart 3-3   Persons Below Poverty Level" \f C Chart 3-3

PERSONS BELOW POVERTY LEVEL

1980 – 1990 – 2000

Core 5
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 TC  "Chart 3-4   Families Below Poverty Level" \f C Chart 3-4
FAMILIES BELOW POVERTY LEVEL

1980 – 1990 – 2000

Core 5
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Jefferson and Rush Townships are the two lowest in the poverty level in each category, mostly because they have the smallest total population numbers.  The percentage of people below poverty level has consistently remained at or below regional averages, but has been generally increasing in recent years with larger population numbers.

Table 3-15 provides information on the ages of persons who lived below the poverty level in 1999 (2000 Census).  Rush Township was the only municipality in Dauphin County that had no persons living under these conditions.
 TC  "Table 3-15 Ages of Persons Below Poverty Line" \f T Table 3-15
AGES OF PERSONS BELOW POVERTY LEVEL
2000
Core 5
[image: image23.emf]Core 5 Halifax Jackson Jefferson Rush Wayne

6,748 3,329 1,728 327 180 1,184

# 459 296 86 19 0 58

% 6.8% 8.9% 5.0% 5.8% 0.0% 4.9%

14 0 14 0 0 0

6 6 0 0 0 0

81 68 1 4 0 8

63 53 4 2 0 4

# 164 127 19 6 0 12

% 2.4% 3.8% 1.1% 1.8% 0.0% 1.0%

# 259 146 61 8 0 44

% 3.8% 4.4% 3.5% 2.4% 0.0% 3.7%

# 16 13 0 3 0 0

% 0.2% 0.4% 0.0% 0.9% 0.0% 0.0%

# 20 10 6 2 0 2

% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3% 0.6% 0.0% 0.2%

Source: U.S. Census
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CHAPTER 4: ECONOMIC BASE

Early inhabitants of Dauphin County lived along the Susquehanna River and utilized its abundant resources for their initial business enterprises and industries.  In the mountainous and wooded Core 5 Townships, lumber mills and construction companies developed, taking advantage of the plentiful supply of lumber. At the same time, the rolling hills and flat lands were ideal for farming, so the inhabitants plowed, planted, and harvested the fertile land.  
Labor Force Statistics

Table 4-1 provides township breakdowns for labor force statistics. In 2000  Jefferson Township had only two persons in the unemployed civilian labor force.  In 2000 the armed forces employ only four total people in the Core 5 Townships.
 TC  "Table 4-1  Labor Force Statistics" \f T Table 4-1
LABOR FORCE STATISTICS

2000

[image: image24.emf]Area 

(Twp)

Total M F Total M F Total M F Total M F Total M F Total M F Total M F

Core 5 5,307 2,677 2,630 3,665 1,977 1,688 1,642 700 942 3,661 1,973 1,688 3,512 1,889 1,623 149 84 65 4 0 4

Halifax 2,544 1,227 1,317 1,722 877 845 822 350 472 1,722 877 845 1,631 826 805 91 51 40 0 0 0

Jackson 1,410 725 685 1,003 542 461 407 183 224 1,003 542 461 974 529 445 29 13 16 0 0 0

Jefferson 290 149 141 199 121 78 91 28 63 199 121 78 197 119 78 2 2 0 0 0 0

Rush 146 86 60 101 55 46 45 31 14 101 55 46 94 50 44 7 5 2 0 0 0

Wayne 917 490 427 640 382 258 277 108 169 636 378 258 616 365 251 20 13 7 4 0 4

M = Male    F = Female

Armed Forces

Source: U.S. Census

Employed Civilian 

Labor Force

Unemployed Civilian 

Labor Force

Age 16 & Over Not in 

Labor Force Civilian Labor Force

Population 16 Years 
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Resident Employment by Industry


Table 3-11 and 3-12 illustrate, by municipality, the 1990 and 2000 U.S. Census distribution of employment by industry among Core 5 Township residents.  These residents of the Core 5 Townships do not necessarily work in these townships.
Per Capita, Median Household & Median Family Incomes


The U.S. Census reports per capita, median household (the Census definition of “household” includes 1-person households) and median family incomes.  The income reported is for the previous year: i.e. 1979 income is reported in 1980.


Table 4-2 traces these values for the Core 5 Townships from 1980 to 2000.  Jefferson Township displays the greatest increases of dollar amounts and percentages in each category except in the Median Household Income category, where Jackson Township is greater. Generally, Rush Township has the least percentage change.
 TC  "Table 4-2  Per Capita and Median Incomes" \f T Table 4-2
PER CAPITAL INCOME, MEDIAN HOUSEHOLD INCOME, & MEDIAN FAMILY INCOME

1980 – 1990 – 2000

Core 5

[image: image25.emf]$ % $ % $ %

Core 5 6,419 12,532 22,148 15,729 245 18,351 32,037 48,643 30,291 165 19,970 34,412 52,777 32,807 164

Halifax 6,303 12,946 19,749 13,446 213 17,861 32,612 45,913 28,052 157 20,250 34,641 50,568 30,318 150

Jackson 5,958 12,773 21,181 15,223 256 17,023 33,406 47,330 30,307 178 18,684 35,000 53,523 34,839 186

Jefferson 6,670 11,868 27,951 21,281 319 18,462 35,000 49,750 31,288 169 19,904 37,000 62,000 42,096 211

Rush 7,269 11,817 22,579 15,310 211 19,750 21,250 51,250 31,500 159 21,458 27,500 46,875 25,417 118

Wayne 5,896 13,257 19,279 13,383 227 18,661 37,917 48,971 30,310 162 19,554 37,917 50,917 31,363 160

Source: U.S. Census
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CHART 4-1 compares these three measures of income for the Core 5 Townships from 1980 to 2000.  Median Family Income has consistently outpaced the other two categories and appears to be increasing at a greater rate.
 TC  "Chart 4-1   Income Trends" \f C Chart 4-1
INCOME TRENDS

1980 – 1990 – 2000

Core 5

[image: image26]
Agricultural Economy


The geographic profile of Jefferson Township and the Core 5 Townships reveals that the valleys in this area generally possess moderate to well-drained, deep fertile soils and shallow slopes.  These soils are well suited for agricultural uses. The U.S. Census of Agriculture defines a farm as “any place that had, or normally would have had, a total value of sales of agricultural products during the census year of $1,000 or more.”   As of January 2003, Jefferson, Jackson Halifax, and Wayne Townships participate in the Agricultural Security Program.  This includes 171 farms with 16,332 acres (Table 4-3). Jefferson Township has 21 farms with 1,483 acres.
 TC  "Table 4-3  Agricultural Security Program & Conservation Easements" \f T Table 4-3
AGRICULTURAL SECURITY PROGRAM & CONSERVATION EASEMENTS
Core 5

[image: image27.emf]Percent of Percent of

Township Township

Core 5 171 16,332 n/a 10 775 n/a

Halifax Twp. 61 6,803 37.8 0 0 0

Jackson Twp. 69 5,884 23.0 10 775 3.1

Jefferson Twp. 21 1,483 9.4 0 0 0

Rush Twp. 0 0 0.0 0 0 0

Wayne Twp. 20 2,162 25.0 0 0 0

Number Acres

Agricultural Conservation Easements

Note: Area is approximate.

Source: Dauphin County Conservation District (January 2003)

Area

Agricultural Security Program

Farms Acres



Dauphin County participates in Act 149 of 1988 – the Farmland Preservation Act which amended the Agricultural Area Security Law of 1981.  The Act sets up a fund to purchase development rights to farms included in Agricultural Security Areas.  The purpose of the Act is to preserve farmlands for agricultural production.  This Act:

· Encourages farmers to make long-term commitment to agriculture by offering them financial incentives and security of land use.

· Protects farming operations from incompatible non-farm land uses that may render farming impracticable.

· Assures conservation of prime and productive farm lands, making the farmer more competitive and protecting the agricultural economy of the state.

Participation in the Agricultural Security Program requires that a total of 250 or more acres of land within a township be used for agricultural production of crops or livestock products under the ownership of one or more persons for designation as an agricultural security area.  In return, various protections are offered:

· Prohibits townships with Agricultural Security Areas from defining normal farming operation as a public nuisance

· Forbids unreasonably restricting farm practices or farm structures

· Requires local jurisdiction to encourage the continuity, development, and viability of agriculture within the area

· Prohibits condemnation through eminent domain

The Act also has a provision by which the State or County can purchase the farm separately or jointly and create an Agricultural Conservation Easement – an interest in land that represents the right to prevent the development or improvement of that land for any purpose other than agricultural production.  There must be a minimum of 500 acres within a municipality to be eligible for the easement program.  The easement is granted in perpetuity.  Presently, the Commonwealth is providing matching funds for every dollar allocated by the County to purchase the conservation easement from qualified farms and their owners. Currently, Jackson Township is the only township in the region that has Agricultural Conservation Easements. MAP 4-1 illustrates the locations of the agricultural security areas and conservation easements in the Core 5 Townships in January 2003. MAP 4-2 Compares Agriculture Security and Easements to Prime Agricultural areas. Also, see the Preservation of Agricultural Land section in chapter 5 for more information on agricultural lands in Jefferson Township.
 TC  "Map 4-1   Agricultural Security and Easement" \f M [image: image67.png]lobe Reader - [Agriculture Security _ Easement.pdf]
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CHAPTER 5: LAND USE

Fiscal Impacts of Land Uses

In developing a comprehensive plan, approving re-zonings, and processing subdivision and land development plans, it is essential that townships consider the fiscal impacts of land uses.  Those fiscal impacts depend on what type of development is to occur and the ability of existing public services to absorb that development.  It is often unrealistic for a township to approve additional residential development on the theory that the taxes generated will meet the township expenses of that development.


The overall fiscal impact of a land use depends on both its revenue and expenditure impacts.  A land use may generate a lot of revenue for a township, but if the services it requires cost the township and school district even more, it will end up costing the local taxpayers.  Only by considering the revenues and expenditures associated with a land type can its overall impact be identified.  Residential land, on average in Pennsylvania, contributes less to a local township and school district than it requires back in expenditures.  In a 1994 study, the Penn State Cooperative Extension Service found that for every $1.00 in revenue generated from residential land, $1.03 - $2.11 was spent on services for that land. By contrast, commercial, industrial, and farm/open space land generated more revenue than they required back in expenditures:
	Land Use
	Revenue
	Expenditures

	Residential
	$1.00 
	$ 1.03 - $ 2.11

	Commercial
	$1.00 
	$   .06 - $   .37

	Industrial
	$1.00 
	$   .04 - $   .27

	Farm/Open Land
	$1.00 
	$   .02 - $   .15



Homeowners benefit from industrial, commercial, and farm/open space land in a township’s tax base, because these other land uses help to subsidize township and school district expenses.  This subsidy depends, in part, on the composition of the tax base.  The more nonresidential land in a township’s tax base, the more these land uses help to subsidize expenses, and the less homeowners must pay.
General Land Use Characteristics 

In 2006, tax parcel land use data was obtained from the Dauphin County Tax Assessor’s office. For purposes of analysis, major categories of land uses were established as follows:

· Agricultural – includes land actually used for agricultural uses. This includes keeping of animals and raising of crops.
· Commercial Open Space – includes primarily commercial recreational lands. This includes commercial golf courses, camp grounds and swim clubs.

· Commercial Retail – inclusive of uses where goods are sold. This category includes retail stores and shipping centers, restaurants, gas stations, theaters, Laundromats, indoor sports facilities, etc.
· Commercial Services – inclusive of medical and other offices, financial institutions, lodging facilities, communication facilities, funeral homes, hospitals and clinics, etc.

· Hydrology – includes all water courses 

· Industrial – includes truck terminals, wholesale warehouses in excess of 10,000 square feet, quarries, land fills, etc.

· Mixed Use – includes non-residential uses found on ground floors with residential uses on upper floors as well as other mixtures such as commercial combined with  public/semi-public uses

· Public/Semi-Public – includes land generally occupied by governmental and institutional facilities: government buildings and lands; public and quasi-public institutions; schools; colleges and universities; and museums. State Game Lands and State Forests are also included

· Residential – includes the land actually occupied by the residence or under development. In dense areas, residential land may also include vacant building sites between existing residences. 

· Transportation – includes railroad yards, bus and rail terminals, airports and other similar transportation facilities.

· Vacant – lands not being used for developmental or otherwise designated as State Forests and State Game Lands. The include land left vacant due to environmental constraints (wetlands, steep slopes, etc.) 
Distribution of Land Uses


Jefferson Township has low-density residential development along existing road corridors. It also contains a significant amount of agricultural activity where possible. Much of Jefferson Township is mountainous and forested, with very limited development activity. 
Comprehensive Plans, Zoning, Subdivision & Land Development Plans

Of the five townships in the Core 5, only Halifax Township and Jefferson Township have planning commissions, and only Halifax has an approved Comprehensive Plan (Table 5-1).  Halifax Township’s comprehensive plan includes a future land use plan map that is meant to serve as a general guide to land development.  The Township may adopt a zoning code to implement the comprehensive plan’s land use map.  None of the Core 5 have a zoning code.  These townships have no control over what uses are permitted and where they can be within their townships. 
 TC  "Table 5-1  Comprehensive Plans, Zoning, S&LD Ordinances" \f T Table 5-1
COMPREHENSIVE PLANS, ZONING,
SUBDIVISION & LAND DEVELOPMENT ORDINANCES
Core 5

[image: image28.emf]

Area

(North Section)



Planning

Commission



Comprehensive

Plan

Zoning

Ordinance

Subdivision &

Land Development

Ordinance

Subdivision

Approving

Body

Halifax Twp. X X X Municipality

Jackson Twp. X Municipality

Jefferson Twp.  X County

Wayne Twp. X Municipality

Rush Twp.  County

Source: Tri-County Regional Planning Commission



Even though none of the townships have zoning ordinances, three townships (Halifax, Jackson, and Wayne) do have subdivision and land development ordinances.  These ordinances do not regulate land uses, but do regulate minimum land lot sizes and building setbacks from property lines. Jefferson and Rush Townships do not have any of these ordinances.  The Dauphin County Subdivision and Land Development Ordinance governs those townships that do not have one of their own.

The “Land Needs” Concept

The traditional planning practice is to develop a comprehensive plan and then implement it with a zoning code and map.  The zoning map covers all land within a township and usually zones it for its “highest and best use”.  Unfortunately, timing of development is rarely considered.  Instead, the comprehensive plan and zoning map usually reflect the potential “build-out” of a township.  As a result, the zoned capacity for development typically far exceeds what may be realistically needed within the foreseeable future. Little thought is given to the fact that land is a finite resource and that development could actually be paced with need.  The key to implementing this “land needs” concept is determining what the need is now and in the future.


Residential need is the easiest to determine. It is based on the projected population, per-sons per dwelling unit and vacancy rate.  For the purposes of this plan each township in the Core 5 was examined with populations projected for 2010, 2015, 2020, 2025 and 2030  (Table 3-2).  The 2000 Census persons-per dwelling-unit (exclusive of group housing) was assumed to continue, as well as the 2000 vacancy rate of year-round dwelling units.
Residential Building Rate
Residential building trends from 1992-2001 were examined to determine the effect if those trends were to continue to 2020.  The results are found in Table 5-2.  A “healthy” vacancy rate for a balanced supply and demand is 5%, which Jefferson Township falls below at 2.9%. See Tables 6-15, 6-16, 6-17 & 6-18 for projected housing needs. 
 TC  "Table 5-2  Comprehensive Plans, Zoning, S&LD Ordinances" \f T Table 5-2
EFFECT OF CONTINUATION OF 1992-2001 BUILDING RATE

Core 5

[image: image29.emf]All or Portion 2000 Census 2000 Census

Within a Number of Year Round

Designated Year Round Vacancy

CSA* Dwelling Units Rate 2010 2015 2020 2010 2015 2020

Core 5 2,625 3.5 221 300 382 414 622 828

Halifax Twp. X 1,315 4.1 94 129 164 112 168 224

Jackson Twp. 677 3.7 58 79 100 122 183 244

Jefferson Twp. 137 2.9 13 17 22 25 38 50

Rush Twp. 73 4.1 4 5 7 8 12 16

Wayne Twp. 423 2.8 52 70 89 147 221 294

Source: Tri-County Regional Planning Commission

*CSA-Community Service Area

(at 2000 vacancy rate) Using Past 10 Year Building Rate

Area

Projected Additional

Dwelling Units Needed



Additional Dwelling Units Needed


Jefferson Township
· No Zoning or Subdivision & Land Development Ordinances
· No Comprehensive Plan
· No Community Service Area
· Vacancy Rates: 1990 = 38.6%   2000 = 8.9%
· Additional Dwelling Unit’s needed in Twp.
2005
2010
2015
2020

      8
    13
    17
    22

· Projected New Dwelling Unit’s needed in Twp. Using the 1992-2001 Building Rate
2005
2010
2015
2020
    13
    25
    38
    50

The Tri-County Regional Growth Management Plan indicates that no portion of Jefferson Township is within a Community Service Area (CSA) in which to encourage growth. Jefferson Township has no zoning ordinance or comprehensive plan. 
For Jefferson Township, population projections, a 2000 Census persons-per-household of 2.46 persons, and a 2000 Census year-round housing vacancy rate of 2.92% was used. The need for additional year-round housing units has been projected for  2010, 2015, and 2020.  There is a need for approximately 22 new units by 2020, an average of just slightly over 1 per year throughout Jefferson Township.

Building permit records from 1992-2001 were examined and the 10-year building rate projected to 2020.  From this projection it appears that a continuation of the past 10-year rate could result in 2 times the number of dwelling units that may be needed.  This could result in potential overbuilding and an increased vacancy rate. This may raise the vacancy rate beyond a “healthy” 5% for year-round dwelling units.
Preservation of Agricultural Land
Agricultural Security Areas


Four of the five Core 5 Townships, including Jefferson Township, have designated Agricultural Security Areas within their jurisdictions (Table 4-3).  Any owner of land used for agricultural production may submit a proposal to the governing body for the creation of an Agricultural Security Area, provided that there are at least 250 acres of viable agricultural land proposed to be included in the area.  The proposed area may also consist of any number of noncontiguous tax parcels or accounts provided that each tax parcel or account is at least ten acres or has an anticipated yearly gross income of at least $2,000 from the agricultural production of crops, livestock and livestock products on such parcel or account.  In granting approval of the Agricultural Security Area designation, the following factors shall be considered:

· Land shall have soils which are conducive to agriculture.

· Use of land proposed for inclusion in an agricultural security area shall be compatible with local government’s comprehensive plans.  Any zoning shall permit agricultural uses, but need not exclude other uses. 

· The landowner may propose to include all of his land, regardless of zoning, in an agricultural security area.

· The land, and any additions which are proposed subsequently, shall be viable agricultural land.

· Additional factors to be considered are the extent and nature of farm improvements, anticipated trends in agricultural, economic, and technological conditions and any other matter that may be relevant.  

Jefferson Township’s governing body shall review any area created seven years after the date of its creation and every seven years thereafter to determine if the land is still eligible for the Agricultural Security Area designation.

Table 5-3 shows the number of farms and their acreage that are in the Agricultural Security program.
 TC  "Table 5-3  Agricultural Security Program" \f T Table 5-3
AGRICULTURAL SECURITY PROGRAM

Core 5

[image: image30.emf]Farms Acres

Percent of

Municipality

Core 5 171 16,332 n/a

Halifax Twp. 61 6,803 37.8

Jackson Twp. 6905884 6,019 23.0

Jefferson Twp. 21 1,483 9.4

Rush Twp. n/a n/a n/a

Wayne Twp. 20 2,162 25.0

Note: Area is approximate.

Source: Dauphin County Conservation District (January 2003)

Area

Agricultural Security Program


Future land use

The Future Land Use Plan Map (Map 5-1) was developed taking into consideration the unique characteristics of Jefferson Township and the strong message conveyed by residents and landowners to “keep it the way it is.”

The unique characteristics include 8,000 acres of State Game Lands and State Forests, leaving less than half of Jefferson Township acreage available for development. Pristine views of mountains and valleys, undisturbed natural areas and waterways need to be preserved by designating appropriate land uses. 

Due to the size and limited resources of Jefferson Township, the following Future Land Use Plan Map designations were created: 

· Conservation

· Agriculture

· Residential

· Commercial/Service

· Public/Semi-Public

Each category is described below and is depicted on Map 5-1.

Conservation
Conservation areas are comprised of environmentally sensitive land features and land targeted for conservation and preservation. These conservation lands include floodplains, wetlands, areas with steep slopes, large wooded areas, State Game Lands and State Forests. These are all important natural resources. They provide valuable ecological functions and contribute to the quality of life in the communities that comprise Jefferson Township. These resources provide groundwater recharge, mitigate and hold floodwaters, filter air and provide opportunities for outdoor recreation. To protect these important natural resource the Tri-County Regional Growth Management Plan recommends against development, specifying very low density for any development that may be allowed to occur (0.05 dwelling unites per acres). 
It is important to tie together open space, where possible. This can prevent isolation from a habitat viewpoint, provide for trail networks that connect urban and rural cores and can potentially lead to less concentrated stormwater runoff.

The highest and best use of floodplain land is for absorption of floodwaters. Designated wetlands and flood plains are included within the Conservation land use category.  More detailed investigation and identification is necessary for the mapping of wetland areas. Development should be very limited within the established floodplain and designated wetlands.
Due to environmental limitations development should be very limited on steep slopes. Woodlands and areas with steep slopes contain critical plant and animal habitat. State Forests and State Game Lands offer some protection and are protected through the “Conservation” land use designation. 

Local governments are encouraged to incorporate steep-slope development standards and provisions for the protection of environmentally sensitive areas into their municipal land use and development ordinances. Municipalities having been officially identified as continuing designated flood hazard areas are required by the Pennsylvania Floodplain Management Act to adopt local floodplain management regulations which are in compliance with the Act and the Federal Flood Insurance Program. Jefferson Township has implemented the required ordinances.
There are areas in the Natural Areas Inventory report that were found in need  of protection. These areas have also been included in the “Conservation” land use category. 

Agriculture

The Agriculture land use designation is primarily comprised of areas that consist of land defined as “Prime Farmland” by the U.S. Department of Agriculture. Prime Farmland includes Class I, Class II and Class III soils, which are defined as having few to moderate limitations that restrict their use for cultivation. Much of this prime farmland is composed of material weathered from limestone. The loss of prime farmland is one of the worst trends in Jefferson Township. The purpose of the “Agriculture” land use category is to preserve the vitality of agriculture, but also to preserve the rural landscape of Jefferson Township. 
The goal in creating this category is to preserve the best agricultural land in Jefferson Township. Crop farming , livestock operations and other agriculture activities should be the highest priorities in these areas. The Tri-County Regional Growth Management Plan and Dauphin County Comprehensive Plan recommend that this category coincide with Conservation Planned Growth Areas and contain little or no development. New residential lots may be permitted but should be strictly limited to extremely low density (0.05 dwelling units or less per acre). 

This designation does not have the infrastructure in place or the resources available to support intensive developments. In most cases, these areas are not intended to be served with public water and sewer. The character of this area should remain primarily agricultural in nature. 

Residential
The Residential land use category provides for all types of housing, including single-family, two-family, townhouse, multi-family and mobile homes/manufactured homes at all income levels. The residential areas shown on the Future Land Use Plan Map reflect the expected population growth and subsequent housing needs in Jefferson Township to 2030. 

Commercial/Service
The Commercial/Service category is comprised of businesses that offer goods and services, primarily for profit. The Future Land Use Plan offers no differentiation between commercial retail and commercial service uses. However, some guidelines are offered below. 

Commercial retail type of development is usually found adjacent to a highway or major road. Examples of businesses of this type include restaurants, retail sales of goods and services, entertainment, indoor commercial recreation uses, dry cleaners, vehicle service and repair and other retail oriented businesses. A limited amount of light industrial may be included, but their general character is retail.
Service type of development includes businesses that do not offer material merchandise in exchange for payment. These include professional and personal services such as healthcare, advertising, data processing, insurance, legal services, consulting, accounting, research, management, social clubs, hotels/motels and financial institutions. 

The Public/Semi-Public land use classification includes different areas within Jefferson Township that service the public. Public/Semi-Public areas include municipal and educational facilities, parks and recreation areas, federal and state installations and municipal services. 

The Pennsylvania Municipalities Planning Code requires that the proposed land uses on the Future Land Use Plan Map be compatible with the existing and proposed development of neighboring municipalities. Jefferson Township is bordered by three townships: Rush Township, Wayne Township and Jackson Township.  All of these municipalities follow the Dauphin County Comprehensive Plan. The proposed land uses of Jefferson Township are compatible with the Dauphin County Comprehensive Plan land use designations. 

[image: image69.png]) Flo Edkt Vew Docurent Took. Window He

[efferson Townst

i

[Fomn [ seveacony =t @ emal @ sewo

Jefferson Township Comprehensive Plan: 2006

MAP 71
JEFFERSON TWP
BRIDGES
Core § Towaship:

Dauphin County,
Penzylvania

o s
S o
[ cmmsasony

e ]

Fstart |

(RERK] 1ot bl ol

o @ 2] (0] & || ]comp plan..| i pocument.. | | Ofmbox - .. [ adobe Re...| jpocument.. | upsitoursh..] (£ U RIEE




 TC  "Map 5-1   Future Land Use" \f M 
CHAPTER 6: HOUSING

Attractive housing and well maintained residential neighborhoods are one of the most important assets of any community.  Good housing not only assures a sound residential tax base that will continue to appreciate in value, but also assures that residents are living in an environment that is conducive to healthful and satisfactory day-to-day life.

The future quality and condition of housing is important to the growth and prosperity of Jefferson Township.  Where substandard or deteriorated housing conditions exist, positive public and private action is required to prevent the spread of these conditions and to restore these areas to sound neighborhoods.  By analyzing existing housing characteristics and evaluating housing conditions, those areas of Jefferson Township which require such attention can be identified and recommendations for appropriate actions be made.

This chapter provides an assessment of the existing quantity of housing within Jefferson Township, its quality and affordability, and future housing needs.  The general characteristics of most housing in Jefferson Township appear to be more than satisfactory.  There are, however, inhabited dwellings with inadequate plumbing, bathroom, and kitchen facilities; and those that can be considered overcrowded.

Housing Supply

Table 6-1 provides the number and percentage of changes in housing units from 1980 to 2000 for the Core 5 Townships. CHART 6-1 graphically depicts the number of changes in housing units.
 TC  "Table 6-1  Housing Unit Increases & Decreases" \f T Table 6-1
HOUSING UNIT INCREASES & DECREASES

1980 – 1990 – 2000

Core 5

[image: image31.emf]#

%

# %

Core 5 2,109 2,712 2,653 603 29 -59 -2

Halifax Twp. 1,081 1,411 1,327 330 31 -84 -6

Jackson Twp. 500 666 679 166 33 13 2

Jefferson Twp. 182 228 146 46 25 -82 -36

Rush Twp. 117 104 75 -13 -11 -29 -28

Wayne Twp. 229 303 426 74 32 123 41

1990-2000

Area

Total Housing Units

Source: U.S. Census

Increase - Decrease

1980 1990 2000

1980-1990


 TC  "Chart 6-1   Housing Unit Increases & Decreases" \f C CHART 6-1
HOUSING UNIT INCREASES & DECREASES
1980 – 1990 – 2000

Core 5
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Between 1980 and 1990, Jefferson Township had gained 46 housing units, but between 1990 and 2000 lost 82 housing units according to census figures. These values do not match common knowledge among residents. No such precipitous drop has occurred in recent years. Perhaps this anomaly is due to the high number of recreational cabins located in Jefferson Township. Many of them may have been counted as houses in the 1990 census but not in 2000.
Occupancy and Tenure

Table 6-2 provides the tenure status of the Core 5 Townships.  In this area, the home ownership rate slightly rose 2% between 1980 and 2000, and averaged about 89%.  Renter occupied houses dropped by 2%. CHART 6-2 shows the averages in the Core 5 region.
 TC  "Table 6-2  Occupied Dwelling Units" \f T Table 6-2
OCCUPIED DWELLING UNITS

1980 – 1990 – 2000

Core 5

[image: image33.emf]Total Total Total

No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. %

Core 5 1,646 87 256 13 1,902 2,096    87 305 13 2,401    2,239    89 288 11 2,527   

Halifax Twp. 848 85 155 15 1,003 1,063    83 223 17 1,286    1,089    86 172 14 1,261   

Jackson Twp. 429 89 54 11 483 562       91 53 9 615       585       90 67 10 652      

Jefferson Twp. 110 92 10 8 120 131       94 9 6 140       120       90 13 10 133      

Rush Twp. 67 88 9 12 76 73         91 7 9 80         63         90 7 10 70        

Wayne Twp. 192 87 28 13 220 267       95 13 5 280       382       93 29 7 411      

Owner

Occupied

Renter

Occupied

Owner

Occupied

Renter

Occupied

Owner

Occupied

Renter

Occupied

1980 1990 2000



Source: U.S. Census


 TC  "Chart 6-2   Occupied Dwelling Units" \f C Chart 6-2
OCCUPIED DWELLING UNITS
1980 – 1990 – 2000

Core 5

[image: image34.emf]0

500

1000

1500

2000

2500

1980 1990 2000

Owner Renter



Table 6-3 displays vacant units and vacancy rates throughout the Core 5 Townships.  There is no such thing as an ideal vacancy rate.  However, 5% is considered “healthy”, providing enough vacancies on the market to meet buyer/renter demand and still permit choices and options.  In Jefferson Township, there was an enormous reported vacancy rate of 22.65% in 1990, but again, this number does not match common local knowledge and may be due to counting the many recreational cabins in Jefferson Township as possible dwelling units. 
 TC  "Table 6-3  Total Dwelling Units, Occupied Units, Vacancy Units & Rates" \f T Table 6-3
TOTAL DWELLING UNITS, OCCUPIED DWELLING UNITS, VACANT UNITS & VACANCY RATES

1990 – 2000

Core 5

[image: image35.emf]1990-

2000

Change # % # % # % # % 1990 2000 1990 2000

Core 6 2,712 2,653 -59 2,401 89 2,527 95 311 11 126 5 0.3 0.7 6.7 6.7

Halifax Twp.

1,411

1,327 -84 1,286 91 1261 95 125 9 66 5 0.4 0.8 3.9 7

Jackson Twp.

666

679 13 615 92 652 96 51 8 27 4 0.5 1.8 0 6.9

Jefferson Twp.

228

146 -82 140 61 133 91 88 39 13 9 0 0 0 0

Rush Twp.

104

75 -29 80 77 70 93 24 23 5 7 0 0 22.7 0

Wayne Twp.

303

426 123 280 92 411 96 23 8 15 4 0.7 1 7.1 6.5

Source: U.S. Census

Homeowner 

Vacancy Rate

Rental 

Vacancy Rate

1990 2000

1990 2000 1990 2000

Area

Total Dwelling Units Occupied Dwelling Units Vacant Dwelling Units


Residential Building Activity

There is a noticeable difference in residential building activity among the Core 5 Townships, as noted in Table 6-4 and CHART 6-3.  Halifax, Jackson, and Wayne Townships were the most active townships in the region by far.  Jefferson Township came in next to last among the Core 5, having 47 building permits between 1984 and 2007.  
 TC  "Table 6-4  Residential Dwelling Unit Building Activity" \f T Table 6-4
BUILDING PERMITS ISSUED FOR NEW DWELLING UNITS
(BY BUILDING PERMIT)

1984-2007
Core 5

[image: image36.emf]Township

1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007

Total

Core 5 48 45 72 66 49 53 48 50 47 45 51 44 41 36 42 42 31 35 21 32 40 25 29 13 1005

Halifax 26 26 34 33 15 21 18 21 8 14 19 13 12 8 7 13 10 8 8 10 18 8 12 9 371

Jackson 14 11 21 18 16 30 12 16 14 8 13 12 11 14 17 9 11 13 8 7 12 10 0 0 297

Jefferson 0 4 4 2 1 1 2 0 3 2 2 7 2 1 3 3 1 1 0 3 1 1 3 0 47

Rush 1 0 1 1 2 1 2 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 4 1 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 19

Wayne 7 4 12 12 15 0 14 13 22 21 16 12 15 13 14 13 8 13 5 12 9 5 12 4 271

Source: Dauphin County Planning Commission Annual Reports


 TC  "Chart 6-3   Building Permits Issues for New Dwelling Units" \f C  Table 6-4

BUILDING PERMITS ISSUED FOR NEW DWELLING UNITS

(BY BUILDING PERMIT)

1984-2007

Core 5
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Persons per Household

The distribution of persons among all occupied housing units is an important index of general household sizes and the type of housing that might be needed in the future. The 2000 Census persons per household will be utilized to forecast future housing needs based on projected and allocated population through 2020.


Table 6-5 shows that Jefferson Township’s person per household falls in line with the average for the Core 5 Townships.  A decline in the number of persons per household has been commonly experienced throughout the area. Several factors account for this change including the desire to have fewer children, fewer children continuing to reside in their parent’s home, and rising personal income, which allows more single persons to maintain a household alone.  In the Core 5 townships, only Rush Township showed an increase in persons per household.
 TC  "Table 6-5 Persons per Household" \f T Table 6-5
PERSONS PER HOUSEHOLD

1980 – 1990 – 2000

Core 5

[image: image38.emf]1980

Owner Owner

Occupied Occupied

Core 5 2.99 2.78 2.80 2.64 2.68

Halifax Twp. 2.93 2.68 2.76 2.64 2.67

Jackson Twp. 3.25 2.92 2.93 2.64 2.67

Jefferson Twp. 2.83 2.75 2.76 2.46 2.52

Rush Twp. 2.79 2.51 2.52 2.57 2.63

Wayne Twp. 3.17 3.03 3.03 2.88 2.91

Total Total

* Note: Owner and renter household size not available for 1980.

Source: U.S. Census

Area

1990 2000

Total*


Age of Dwelling Structures

The age of a structure is used to show the time the unit has been in the inventory and the duration of time for which poor treatment can potentially take place.  The age commonly used to signal a potential deficiency is represented by the year built, with units over 49 years old used as the threshold.  The 2000 Census reported that 845 housing units (32%) were completed prior to 1960 in the Core 5 region, with Jefferson Township constituting 54 of those units (Table 6-6).

 TC  “Table 6-6 Year Housing Built” \f T Table 6-6
YEAR HOUSING BUILT
2000
Core 5
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Total

Halifax Twp. 225 236 150 296 245 93 42 15 1,302       

Jackson Twp. 147 57 36 164 143 68 43 18 676         

Jefferson Twp. 31 23 22 21 25 10 12 4 148         

Rush Twp. 21 8 11 22 11 0 3 0 76           

Wayne Twp. 83 14 26 84 81 72 61 12 433         

Total 507 338 245 587 505 243 161 49 2,635       

Source: U.S. Census


Overcrowding

Another variable used to identify housing condition is crowding, which is directly related to the wear and tear sustained by a structure. The U.S. Census defines “crowded” as more than one person per room. Table 6-7 depicts “crowded” conditions from the 1980, 1990 and 2000 Census. In the Core 5 region, only Halifax Township has had an increase in overcrowding. Jefferson Township decreased from four to two.
 TC  "Table 6-7 Crowded Housing Conditions" \f T Table 6-7
“CROWDED” HOUSING CONDITIONS

(more than 1 person per room)

1980 – 1990 – 2000

Core 5

[image: image40.emf]1980 1990 2000

Halifax Twp. 19 13 31 12

Jackson Twp. 24 10 5 -19

Jefferson Twp. 4 5 2 -2

Rush Twp. 0 0 0 0

Wayne Twp. 8 6 2 -6

Total 55 34 40 -15

Area

"Crowded" Dwellings

Change

1980-2000

Source: U.S. Census


Plumbing, Bathrooms & Kitchens


Several reliable indicators of substandard housing are the lack of complete plumbing facilities for exclusive use, bathrooms and kitchens. These data are found in Table 6-8. The percentage of total dwelling units in the Core 5 region that were lacking complete plumbing for exclusive use was only 0.79 percent in 2000. This number is almost double Dauphin County 0.4 percent. The table shows a rapidly decreasing percentage for the region, as well as a 69.23 percent decrease for Jefferson Township. 
 TC  "Table 6-8 Plumbing Facilities - Dwelling Units" \f T TABLE 6-8
PLUMBING FACILITIES - DWELLING UNITS
1980 - 1990 - 2000
Core 5
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Halifax Twp. 1081 27 1411 0 1327 8 -19

Jackson Twp. 500 41 666 24 679 4 -37

Jefferson Twp. 182 13 228 49 146 4 -9

Rush Twp. 117 6 104 0 75 3 -3

Wayne Twp. 229 13 303 5 426 2 -11

Total 2109 100 2712 78 2653 21 -79

Change

1980-2000

Source: U.S. Census

Area

1980 1990 2000


Housing Value

Because of escalating housing costs, constant shifts in housing supply and demand, and the innate difficulties of estimating the actual “worth” of a dwelling unit, the value of housing is one of the most difficult areas in which to establish a true current figure.  The U.S. Census includes the value of owner-occupied housing units, as estimated by the owner (Table 6-9).  In 2000, 41% of the housing in the Core 5 Townships fell between $60,000 and $99,999.  Jefferson Township has 49% of its housing in this range.
 TC  "Table 6-9  Owner Occupied Housing Value" \f T Table 6-9
OWNER OCCUPIED HOUSING VALUE

2000

Core 5
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20 10 39 49 65 80 111 203 265 346 257 86 24 38 14 2 1,609

Halifax 

Twp.

8 0 23 16 32 47 56 106 145 186 136 14 8 13 0 0 790

Jackson 

Twp.

5 6 8 25 20 23 33 61 54 85 47 23 8 9 4 2 413

Jefferson 

Twp.

2 4 4 0 3 5 10 8 10 9 6 4 0 2 0 0 67

Rush Twp.

3 0 0 8 3 3 2 4 8 14 0 4 0 2 0 0 51

Wayne 

Twp.

2 0 4 0 7 2 10 24 48 52 68 41 8 12 10 0 288

Source: U.S. Census

Area

Value of Owner Occupied Housing Units / Values indicated in thousands (000)



Table 6-10 and CHART 6-4 examines the median housing value in the Core 5 region for 1980, 1990 and 2000. The median housing value increased by $59,040 (148%) from 1980 to 2000 for the Core 5 municipalities. Jefferson Township median housing value increased $54,100 (165%). Jefferson Township had the third largest increase in dollar value and the second greatest increase in percentage in the Core 5 region.
 TC  "Table 6-10  Median Housing Value" \f T Table 6-10
MEDIAN HOUSING VALUE BY TOWNSHIP
1980 – 1990 – 2000

Core 5

[image: image43.emf]1980 1990 2000 # % # % # %

Core 5 39,900 67,080 98,940 27,180 68 31,860 47 59,040 148

Halifax Twp. 43,400 69,300 97,400 25,900 60 28,100 41 54,000 124

Jackson Twp. 37,800 64,100 94,700 26,300 70 30,600 48 56,900 151

Jefferson Twp 32,800 70,800 86,900 38,000 116 16,100 23 54,100 165

Rush Twp. 40,000 58,900 93,100 18,900 47 34,200 58 53,100 133

Wayne Twp. 45,500 72,300 122,600 26,800 59 50,300 70 77,100 169

1980-2000 Change

Source: U.S. Census

Area

Median Housing Value 1980-990 Change1990-2000 Change


 TC  “Chart 6-4   Median Values by Township” \f C Chart 6-4
MEDIAN HOUSING VALUES BY TOWNSHIP
1980 – 1990 – 2000

Core 5
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Affordable Housing

A negative difference between changes in monthly housing cost and monthly income has a negative effect on housing affordability.


The U.S. Census examines selected monthly housing costs.  For homeowners, it is for owner occupied one-family houses, condominiums and mobile homes.  The owner’s selected monthly housing costs are the sum of: Mortgages, deeds of trust, contracts to purchase, or similar debts on the property (Including payments for first mortgage, second mortgage, or junior mortgages, and home equity loans); real estate taxes, fire, hazard and flood insurance on the property; utilities (electricity, gas, and water); and fuels (oil, coal, kerosene, wood, etc.). It also includes, where appropriate, the monthly condominium fee for condominiums and mobile home costs (personal property taxes, site rent, registration fees, and license fees) for mobile homes.
For renters, monthly housing costs are: the gross rent which is the contract rent plus the estimated average monthly cost of utilities (electricity, gas, and water) and fuels if these are paid by the renter (or paid for the renter by someone else).  Gross rent is intended to eliminate differentials which result from various practices of including utilities and fuels as part of a rental payment.

Table 6-11 compares 1990 and 2000 median monthly household increases to median monthly income increases.  In most of the Core 5 Townships owner housing costs have exceeded the increase in household income.  Jefferson Township has had the least amount of increase in housing costs.
 TC  “Table 6-11 Housing Cost Outpacing Income Increases” \f T Table 6-11
HOUSING COST OUTPACING INCOME INCREASES
1990 – 2000
Core 5
[image: image45.emf]Mortgaged Owners

Median Monthly

Housing Costs

10 Years Monthly 1990 - 2000 Change

Core 5 $16,606 138 338

Halifax Twp. 13,301 111 344

Jackson Twp. 13,924 116 312

Jefferson Twp. 14,750 123 183

Rush Twp. 30,000 250 416

Wayne Twp. 11,054 92 433

Source: U.S. Census



Median Household Income

1990-2000 Change


Cost Burdened & Extremely Cost Burdened Households

Housing availability and affordability is not only a problem for the low and very low-income household, but can also be a problem for the moderate and middle-income household.  Contrary to popular perception, affordable housing is not slum housing or subsidized housing.  “Affordable housing” is housing that requires no more than 30% of the household income (Family is not used due to the census definition of “family” excluding one-person homes).  This cost includes mortgage or rental payments, taxes and insurance, fuel and utilities.  Households that expend more than 30% of their income for housing are considered “cost burdened” and must make reductions in expenditures for other necessities including food, clothing, and medical care.  Those households that spend greater than 50% are considered “extremely cost burdened”. In Jefferson Township, 16% of all homeowners are cost burdened, and none are extremely cost burdened.  These values are below average for the Core 5 Townships (Table 6-12). They are also well below the average for Dauphin County as a whole.
 TC  “Table 6-12 Cost Burdened Households” \f T Table 6-12
“COST BURDENED” & “EXTREMELY COST BURDENED” 

OWNER HOUSEHOLDS
2000
Core 5

[image: image46.emf]AREA

TOTAL

OWNER
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Core 5 1,611 1,276 79% 333 21% 81 5%

Halifax Twp. 790 629 80% 161 20% 28 4%

Jackson Twp. 413 322 78% 91 22% 35 8%

Jefferson Twp. 69 56 81% 11 16% 2 3%

Rush Twp. 51 49 96% 2 4% 0 0%

Wayne Twp. 288 220 76% 68 24% 16 6%

Dauphin County 59,262 47,469 80% 8,845 15% 2,948 5%

Source: U.S. Census.
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Renter households only account for eight households in Jefferson Township.  Only two of them are extremely cost burdened.  Jefferson Township equals Rush Township with the least amount of renting households in the Core 5 region by a considerable amount.


Cost burdened households are distributed throughout the income ranges. It is important to note that between 1990 and 2000, the number of cost burdened households increased by almost 4 times in Jefferson Township. (Table 6-13)
 TC  "Table 6-13 Cost Burdened Owner Households by Income" \f T Table 6-13

COST BURDENED OWNER HOUSEHOLDS BY INCOME

1990 – 2000 Comparison

Core 5

[image: image47.emf]199020001990200019902000199020001990200019902000

Core 5 53 42 49 69 51 94 10 80 0 48 163 333

Halifax Twp. 39 16 21 38 18 42 0 34 0 31 78 161

Jackson Twp. 8 15 19 18 22 34 8 20 0 4 57 91

Jefferson Twp. 0 2 2 2 1 4 0 3 0 0 3 11

Rush Twp. 6 0 7 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 13 2

Wayne Twp. 0 9 0 9 10 14 2 23 0 13 12 68

Source: U.S. Census
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Housing Projections:  2010 – 2015 – 2020


In Chapter 3 Table 3-2 contains population projections and allocations for the Core 5 Townships for 2005, 2010, 2015, and 2020.  From these projections, future housing needs can also be predicted.  

Calculation Method


In order to determine the estimated number of year round dwelling units that will be needed to accommodate the three projection years, Tri-County Regional Planning Commission (TCRPC) made two assumptions: (1) the average household size will remain the same as in 2000; and (2) the number of residents in group quarters will remain the same as in 2000 (Table 6-14 ).

 TC  "Table 6-14 Existing Housing Statistics" \f T Table 6-14
EXISTING HOUSING STATISTICS
2000
Core 5
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Core 5 6,748 6,741 2,653 2,625 2527 2.64

98

126

3.73

Halifax Twp. 3,329 3,326 1,327 1,315 1,261 2.64

54

66

4.11

Jackson Twp. 1,728 1,724 679 677 652 2.64

25

27

3.69

Jefferson Twp. 327 327 146 137 133 2.46

4

13

2.92

Rush Twp. 180 180 75 73 70 2.57

3

5

4.11

Wayne Twp. 1,184 1,184 426 423 411 2.88

12

15

2.84
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Round DUs

Pop. = Population; DUs = Dwelling Units

Source: Tri-County Regional Planning Commission
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The following steps were then taken to determine the year round future housing need.  Person per year round household were applied to the projected population (less persons in group quarters).  This produced a housing figure that assumed a vacancy rate of zero.  Since it is impractical to assume that there will be no vacancies, two potential vacancy rates were then examined.  The first alternative was to continue the 2000 vacancy rate; the second was a “healthy” vacancy rate of 5%.  The latter is an accepted percentage to meet supply and demand.  Table 6-15, Table 6-16and Table 6-17 provide the results of these calculations.
 TC   "Table 6-15 Projected Year Round Housing Need (2010)" \f T Table 6-15
PROJECTED YEAR ROUND HOUSING NEED

2010

Core 5
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Core 5 7,329 7,322 2,625 2.64 3.73 2,743 118 2,846 221 2,882 257

Halifax 3,576 3,573 1,315 2.64 4.11 1,353 38 1,409 94 1,421 106

Jackson 1,876 1,872 677 2.64 3.69 709 32 735 58 745 68

Jefferson 358 358 137 2.46 2.92 146 9 150 13 153 16

Rush 190 190 73 2.57 4.11 74 1 77 4 78 5

Wayne 1,329 1,329 423 2.88 2.84 461 38 475 52 485 62

Year Round DUs 
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2000 Vacancy Rate

Year Round Dus

Needed at

Healthy 5% Vacancy

Pop. = Population; DUs = Dwelling Units

Source: Tri-County Regional Planning Commission
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 TC  "Table 6-16 Projected Year Round Housing Need (2015)" \f T Table 6-16
PROJECTED YEAR ROUND HOUSING NEED

2015

Core 5
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Core 5 7,536 7,529 2,625 2.64 3.73 2,821 196 2,925 300 2,962 337

Halifax Twp 3,664 3,661 1,315 2.64 4.11 1,387 72 1,444 129 1,456 141

Jackson Twp 1,929 1,925 677 2.64 3.69 729 52 756 79 766 89

Jefferson Twp 369 369 137 2.46 2.92 150 13 154 17 158 21

Rush Twp 193 193 73 2.57 4.11 75 2 78 5 79 6

Wayne Twp 1,381 1,381 423 2.88 2.84 480 57 493 70 503 80

Year Round Dus

Needed at

Healthy 5% Vacancy

Year Round DUs 

Needed at 

2000 Vacancy Rate
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Pop. = Population; DUs = Dwelling Units

Source: Tri-County Regional Planning Commission
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 TC  "Table 6-17 Projected Year Round Housing Need (2020)" \f T Table 6-17
PROJECTED YEAR ROUND HOUSING NEED

2020

Core 5
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Core 5 7,747 7,740 2,625 2.64 3.73 2,899 274 3,007 382 3,044 419

Halifax Twp 3,754 3,751 1,315 2.64 4.11 1,421 106 1,479 164 1,492 177

Jackson Twp 1,982 1,978 677 2.64 3.69 749 72 777 100 787 110

Jefferson Twp 380 380 137 2.46 2.92 154 17 159 22 162 25

Rush Twp 197 197 73 2.57 4.11 77 4 80 7 80 7

Wayne Twp 1,434 1,434 423 2.88 2.84 498 75 512 89 523 100

Source: Tri-County Regional Planning Commission
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Past Building Trend Activity


Table 6-19 traces building permit activity for the construction of new dwelling units from 1992 to 2001.  During that ten-year time period, permits were issued for 414 dwelling units in the Core 5 Townships.  Wayne Township had the highest number at 147, while Jefferson had 25.  

 TC  "Table 6-18 New Dwelling Units" \f T Table 6-18
NEW DWELLING PERMITS

1992-2001

Core 5

[image: image52.emf]Area 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total

Core 5 47 45 51 44 41 36 42 42 31 35 414

Halifax Twp. 8 14 19 13 12 8 7 13 10 8 112

Jackson Twp. 14 8 13 12 11 14 17 9 11 13 122

Jefferson Twp. 3 2 2 7 2 1 3 3 1 1 25

Rush Twp. 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 4 1 0 8

Wayne Twp. 22 21 16 12 15 13 14 13 8 13 147

Source: Dauphin County Planning Commission Annual Reports



Past building trends were then examined to determine if a continuation of past building rates would keep pace with projected housing needs.  The building trends of the last 2, 3, 5, and 10 years were examined and compared to future housing needs at both the 2000 vacancy rate and the healthy 5% vacancy rate. The results are presented in Table 6-19. As can be seen in CHART 6-5, CHART 6-6, and CHART 6-7, regardless of which past building rate is utilized, they exceed the projected housing needs that are based on projected populations for 2005, 2010, 2015, and 2020. The difference between the need and the potential building activity is twofold: (1) the number and rate of existing vacancies and (2) the projected population. The issue is compounded by the fact that if building rates continue at any of these past rates (2 year, 3 year, 5 year, or 10 year) more and more vacancies will be left behind.
 TC  "Chart 6-5   Housing Need & Potential Building Activity 2010" \f C Chart 6-5

HOUSING NEED & POTENTIAL BUILDING ACTIVITY

IF PAST BUILDING TRENDS CONTINUE

2010

Core 5
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 TC  "Chart 6-6   Housing Need & Potential Building Activity 2015" \f C Chart 6-6

HOUSING NEED & POTENTIAL BUILDING ACTIVITY

IF PAST BUILDING TRENDS CONTINUE

2015

Core 5
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 TC  "Chart 6-7   Housing Need & Potential Building Activity 2020" \f C Chart 6-7

HOUSING NEED & POTENTIAL BUILDING ACTIVITY

IF PAST BUILDING TRENDS CONTINUE

2020

Core 5
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 TC  "Table 6-19 Housing Need & Potential Building Activity 2005-2010" \f T 
Table 6-19
HOUSING NEED & POTENTIAL BUILDING ACTIVITY IF PAST 2, 3, 5, OR 10 YEAR BUILDING TRENDS CONTINUE
2010 - 2020
Core 5
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CHAPTER 7: TRANSPORTATION
Travel Time to Work

Travel time to work is an important consideration for determining where people may wish to live, where transportation facilities are more efficient and where future development may occur.  People moving or relocating in an area often will attempt to locate near their place of employment so that the least amount of time will be spent on the daily commute to and from work.  Similarly, businesses often locate where efficient transportation facilities exist so that employees have easy access to their work location. When people and employers locate near major roadways, commuting times are decreased and travel patterns simplified.


Travel time zones were generated from the complete travel time census data.  Commuters traveling 20 minutes or less to work are considered to be located within convenient proximity to their work destinations.  It is likely that residential and non-residential development is desirable within these zones and along its edges.  None of these travel time zones exist in the Core 5 Townships.  

Location of Employment and Commuting Trends


Table 7-1 lists the mean travel time to work for the Core 5 Townships.  Employment availability within a county or township directly influences the amount of time residents spend commuting to work each day.  The boroughs in the region have the shortest travel times, since they are local employment centers in their own right.  Jefferson Township residents have the longest travel times of all the townships in the Core 5 area.  This is indicative of a more rural area, since the employment centers are smaller and more widely dispersed. 
    TC  "Table 7-1   Mean Travel Time to Work" \f T 
Table 7-1
MEAN TRAVEL TIME TO WORK
1980 - 1990 - 2000
Core 5
[image: image57.emf]1980 1990 2000

Core 5 32.6 30.4 34.9

Halifax Twp. 26.5 27.4 31.4

Jackson Twp. 36.6 31.7 35.5

Jefferson Twp. 41.4 35.9 40.2

Rush Twp. 28.0 24.0 33.6

Wayne Twp. 30.6 32.8 33.9

Area

Mean Travel Time

(Minutes)

Source: U.S. Census


Highway System


Dauphin County highways serve a variety of travel types including long distance “through” travel, work commutation, goods movement and recreational travel.  “Through traffic” is not a significant concern in Jefferson Township, due to the fact that it mainly occurs on the Turnpike, Interstates, and U.S. Traffic Routes. Jefferson Township only has one main road. That road is Route 4013 or Powell’s Valley Road. Route 4013 is classified as a minor collector road. Based on 2003 data and using both lanes of traffic, the daily average of cars is 458 and the average daily truck volume is 50. Commuting trips occur on all classifications of roadways and are a principal cause of congestion problems during peak commuting periods (7 to 9 a.m. and 3 to 6 p.m.). Goods movement is considerable on the County’s highways and will continue to increase as growth occurs. Recreational travel is significant in Jefferson Township due to its recreational and entertainment attractions.
Bridges


Bridge rehabilitations or replacements are expensive and often utilize federal, state, and township funding in their improvement.  One of the principal criteria for federal funding eligibility is that a bridge span must be at least 20 feet.  Recognizing that bridge reconstruction and replacement is one of our most important transportation needs, the state legislature has approved ten Bridge Bills since the early 1980s, with the most recent passed in 1999.  The bills list the bridges to be improved and provide authorization for PennDOT to work on them, but in order for them to be funded, they must be placed on the Twelve Year Program.  The bridges that Harrisburg Area Transportation Study (HATS) and PennDOT deal with are both on and off the federal-aid system and include township as well as state-owned structures.  

All bridges in Jefferson Township are illustrated in MAP 7-1.  Closed and weight limit posted bridges in Jefferson Township are listed in Table 7-2.  The bridges in Jefferson Township that this applies to are found in Table 7-3.

 TC  "Table 7-2   PennDOT Bridge Management System" \f T Table 7-2
PennDOT BRIDGE MANAGEMENT SYSTEM
POSTED WEIGHT LIMIT & CLOSED LOCAL, COUNTY & STATE BRIDGES
2003
[image: image58.emf]TownshipRoad Name (Number) Feature Crossed Owner SingleLength

Jefferson West Cross Rd. (T-535) Powell Creek (N. Fork)Jefferson Twp. 10 29

Source: PennDOT – 2004


 TC  "Table 7-3   Jefferson Township Bridges" \f T Table 7-3
JEFFERSON TOWNSHIP BRIDGES

2003

[image: image59.emf]TownshipBridge NameRoad Name (Number)Feature CrossedLength (feet)

Jefferson Carsonville Carsonville Rd. (T-534) Powell Cr. (North) 33

Jefferson Back Road Back Rd. (T-551) Powell Cr. (South) 37

Source: PennDOT
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 TC  "Map 7-1   Jefferson Township Bridges" \f M 
CHAPTER 8: COMMUNITY FACILITIES, SERVICES & UTILITIES


Factors influencing the need for and the provision of services such as education, health, recreation, and emergency are dependent upon the density of development, the composition and distribution of the residential population, and the financial resources and ability of Jefferson Township to support the range of facilities that are needed.  The adequacy and availability of these facilities and services are a reflection on the quality, convenience, and general character of Jefferson Township as a place to work and live.
Educational Facilities


The public is dependent on their township and the educational system’s ability to work together to continually assess the effect of growth patterns on the adequacy of the educational system. The effects of declining or increasing school age populations may have a dramatic impact on the provision of services and the capacity of existing facilities. Jefferson Township is the only township of the Core 5 that belongs to the Upper Dauphin School District. According to 2000 Census data, Jefferson Township had 58 students enrolled in Kindergarten through 12th grade, with a projected 68 by 2020. MAP 8-1 shows the school districts by township as well as schools in the Core 5 Townships.
State Game Lands


State Game Lands are open to the public; primarily for the purpose of hunting (lands are purchased using hunting license fees) but also allow other types of recreation such as fishing, hiking, bird watching, and skiing.  One of the largest areas of State Game Lands in Dauphin County (State Game Land #210) is located in Jackson and Jefferson Townships (MAP 8-2).

State Forest Land

Jefferson Township has a total of 973 acres of Weiser State Forest.  All state forestlands are open to the public for hunting, fishing, and general recreation.  Jefferson Township has 973 acres of State Forest Land, primarily located in the central and eastern portions of Jefferson Township (MAP 8-2).
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Emergency Management Services

911 System
Dauphin County operates a 911 Enhanced System utilizing the County Communications Center and the City of Harrisburg to function as back up for each other.  When a person dials 911, it is routed to the correct Emergency Communication Center regardless of telephone service or political boundaries.  When the dispatcher picks up the call, the calling party’s telephone number and address will automatically be displayed on the dispatcher’s screen.  The County’s Computer Aided Dispatch System has reduced dispatch time from two and a half minutes to 30 seconds.

Hazardous Materials
Hazardous materials pose a real and potentially disastrous threat to the citizens of Dauphin County.  Hazardous materials incidents may include, but are not limited to responses involving fires, spills, transportation accidents, chemical reactions and explosions, threat of weapons of mass destruction, terrorism, as well as biological and nuclear incidents.  Associated hazards may include toxicity, flammability, radiological hazards, corrosives, explosives, health hazards, or any combination of these items.  The Dauphin County Hazardous Materials Response Team is comprised of both volunteers and professionals who train together to mitigate hazardous situations throughout Dauphin County.

Emergency Medical Services 

Upper Dauphin Emergency Medical Services, otherwise known as Medic 6, provides Jefferson Township residents ambulance and emergency medical services. The closest stations are in Elizabethville and Lykens.  The Life Lion Helicopter also serves Jefferson Township, as well as the rest of Dauphin County.
Fire Service

Carsonville Fire Department Company #19 covers Jefferson Township and some of the immediate areas in other townships. The majority of Jefferson Township is State Forest and Game Lands. Over the past several years they have received several grants from State and Federal bureaus towards equipment vital to the needs of the Company. Besides fundraising, only approximately $6,500 of money raised per year comes from Jefferson and Wayne Township. Jefferson pays $1,500 in rent for a cinder/salt shed and pays all unemployment and insurance costs. Wayne Township donates $5,000. While equipment for the apparatus is currently adequate, the apparatus are outdated. Up to date apparatus is needed to keep up to the needs of the community. Mutual aid must come from approximately nine miles from any other station. In the event of a fire, Lykens is first due with their Ladder Truck.

Police Protection

Jefferson Township does not have its own police department. Police services are provided by the Pennsylvania State Police, primarily from  their Lykens Barracks.  

Municipal Buildings
Jefferson Township has one municipal building, one equipment shed and one shed for salt and cinder storage. The municipal building is an old one-room schoolhouse located at 3155 Powell’s Valley Road (slightly west of the  intersection of Powell’s Valley Road and Carsonville Road). There are no scheduled office hours for Jefferson Township. The equipment shed is located on the same property. The salt/cinder shed is located on the property of the Carsonville Volunteer Fire Company at 2990 Powell’s Valley Road. A yearly fee is paid to the Fire Company for use of their property. 
Public & Private Utility Systems
Utility systems are critical elements of Jefferson Township’s growth, development, and economic activity.  Urban and suburban development, in particular, are highly dependent upon public infrastructure and utility systems which provide properties and land uses with power, light, communication, heat, water, and sewage.  

One of the functions of the Jefferson Township Comprehensive Plan is to define and delineate where future growth should be directed.  The location of existing and planned utility systems and infrastructure are an important consideration in determining areas most suitable for development. While electricity and phone utilities are available throughout Jefferson Township, wired high speed Internet is available only in the western part of the township. One cell phone tower has been built at the eastern end of Jefferson Township, and a second tower site has been identified but no tower has been built there. No other pubic utilities (water, sewage, street lighting, gas, etc.) are planned anywhere within Jefferson Township. 
Sewer & Wastewater
On-lot Sewage Disposal Systems (OLDS)


Jefferson Township and many other areas of the Core 5 Townships are not sufficiently developed to provide sewage conveyance and/or sewage treatment facilities for their residents.  These area residents must rely on On-lot Sewage Disposal Systems (OLDS) for their sewage needs.  However, there are factors which may limit or restrict on-site systems.  Most of this region, including all of Jefferson Township requires sand mounds.  


The minimum liquid capacity of a septic tank for any installation is 900 gallons.  For single-family dwelling units, not served by a community system, a minimum daily flow of 400 gpd (gallons per day) is used to determine required septic tank capacity.  This figure is to be increased by 100 gallons for each additional bedroom over three.  The daily flow provides for use of garbage disposals, automatic washing machines, dishwashers, and water softeners.  Septic tanks may be connected in series to attain required capacity.

Water
Private Wells


All water supply within Jefferson Township comes from private wells, and there are no plans to provide a public water system. The Commonwealth of Pennsylvania does not regulate the construction of or water quality of private wells.  Some financial institutions may require certain water analysis for properties to be sold.  However, the Susquehanna River Basin Commission does regulate large withdrawals of groundwater in wells used for many agricultural, municipal, industrial and other purposes.  In order to withdraw large amounts of groundwater entities must demonstrate that there is no significant impact on other water resources such as private wells.


Private wells are typically safe, dependable sources of water if sited and constructed wisely.  Wells should be sited at least 100 feet from sources of contamination such as septic system leach fields, roads, fuel tanks, and barnyards.  The Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection recommends that wells should be tested yearly at a minimum for coliform bacteria.  Nitrates and lead are other common contaminants.  Lead can be present from older plumbing systems.


Drought conditions can cause wells to go dry.  Individual wells tap groundwater aquifers that cannot be easily seen or monitored.  Direct determination of the groundwater level in a well is difficult and usually requires the use of a device called a water level meter.

Electric

Jefferson Township has changed from two electric service companies, Pennsylvania Power & Light and Metropolitan Edison, to freedom of choice from a variety of providers. The purpose of this change was for the customer to be able to choose who would provide the best electric rates. In order to provide customer choices, service areas were no longer applicable.

Telephone

Multiple companies provide telephone service throughout Dauphin County. Frontier is the main provider of local and long distance calling service in Jefferson Township. The cost of local long distance calling remains a serious deterrent to Jefferson Township residency.

Cellular Communication

Communication technology has produced an increased need for installation of cell towers and antennae to relay signals and serve areas within Jefferson Township.  Townships may include the regulations of the towers and antennae in their zoning ordinances.  They are included in an attempt to govern the permitted locations, height, safety, and aesthetics.  The towers and antennae may be permitted by-right, special exception permit, or conditional use permit.  Jefferson Township has no zoning to regulate these uses. As of the end of 2008, there was one cell tower in Jefferson Township, located in a wooded area east of the intersection of Powell’s Valley Road and Back Road. Also, one additional site, near the intersection of Powell’s Valley Road and Carsonville Road has been prepared for a future cell tower.
CHAPTER 9: RECOMMENDATIONS

The Jefferson Township Planning Commission is recommending the following actions to the Jefferson Township Board of Supervisors as proper steps to take in support of our mission:
The mission of the Jefferson Township Planning Commission is to create a Comprehensive Plan to preserve the rural character of Jefferson Township that will assist its citizens to prepare for the future as free and responsible landowners.

Overview

This mission statement embodies the objectives of the municipality. The primary desire of residents and land owners is to maintain the rural nature of Jefferson Township. As such, only minimal future development is desired and will be limited to small increases in residential structures in areas where such development already exists, the timing of which will depend on individual landowner preference. [Ref. MPC Section 301.a(1)]
All neighboring municipalities are of the same small, rural nature as Jefferson Township and none of them have Comprehensive Plans. Since the existing and proposed development of Jefferson Township is aimed at maintaining its rural characteristics, the Jefferson Township Comprehensive Plan is compatible with plans of all neighboring municipalities.  [Ref. MPC Section 301.a(5)]

Jefferson Township supervisors are encouraged to take specific action on each of the items listed as soon as possible. Obviously, some will entail considerable work and/or expense, but the Planning Commission believes that all of these items need to be addressed in order to meet the needs and goals of Jefferson Township. 

Natural Resources

Protection of natural and historic resources within Jefferson Township is of crucial importance, but the Township’s plans for this protection do not preempt requirements set by federal or state law [Ref. MPC Section 301.a(6)]. In addition, plans to preserve the local water supply are generally consistent with the State Water Plan and with any applicable water resources plan adopted by the Susquehanna River Basin Commission (SRBC) [Ref. MPC Section 301.b]. Finally, the Jefferson Township Comprehensive Plan also 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. [Ref. MPC Section 301.b(1)]. 

Protect Our Water Supply

Clean, abundant surface and ground water supplies are imperative to Jefferson Township. Since Jefferson Township does not provide municipal water services, all homes, farms and businesses rely on drilled wells for their water. Therefore, protection of ground water is of the highest importance. In addition, streams within the Township contribute greatly to the environment and rural nature of Jefferson Township. Protection of these streams in their pristine, natural state is also a high priority. Finally, wetlands, along with streams, provide natural habitat for the flora and fauna of this area. It is important that wetlands are protected so that wildlife may continue to flourish.  

With these points in mind, the Planning Commission recommends the following actions to preserve and protect the Township’s water supply: 

· Follow Stormwater Management Practices Establish and maintain stormwater management ordinances and requirements current with county, state and federal guidelines and rigorously enforce all regulations. 
· Enact  a Local Subdivision and Land Development Ordinance (see next section for details). 

· Ensure Strict Compliance with Sewage Disposal Requirements
· Control Conversion of Camps and Cabins to Full Time Residences Recreational camps and cabins rarely have sewage disposal systems designed for or capable of supporting a full time residence. Jefferson Township has a high number of camps and cabins. There have been recent increases in conversions of these properties to full time residences, but State regulations provide little guidance on this subject. Therefore, this problem is unique in Jefferson Township and needs specific attention by the Board of Supervisors.

· Control Commercial Campsites, Campgrounds And Mobile Home Parks Due to the rural nature of Jefferson Township, people are drawn here for the outdoor experience. Individual campers may present few problems, but sites developed or semi-developed to accommodate multiple campers could present sewage disposal problems, water source issues and other concerns. The Supervisors should enact ordinances to assure that commercial campgrounds or mobile home parks (or any location with multiple sites) have adequate procedures and controls to protect both the campers, residents and the community.

· Pursue Enhanced Stream Quality Designation for Powell’s Creek High  quality stream designations can offer protection of those streams via State and County laws. The Township should investigate the requirements for improving the Stream Quality designation for Powell’s Creek and implement a specific program to improve that designation.

· Create a Well Testing Program Since all water systems in Jefferson Township are private, there is no information on the condition of our ground water supply. The Planning Commission urges the Supervisors to setup a voluntary and continuing testing program to sample various wells on a regular basis. A history of water quality could be very valuable to spot changes and assist in determining the source of pollution. 

· Create a Stream Testing Program As with well testing, a documented history of stream water quality could be very valuable in detecting changes and identifying potential problems before they get out of hand. The Planning Commission also encourages the Supervisors to setup a regular and continuing stream water quality testing program. 

· Require Wetlands Inventory for Subdivision When properties are being subdivided, require the landowner to submit a wetlands inventory to make sure those valuable lands are protected. 

· Consider Requiring Riparian Buffers for new Development  Jefferson Township should consider enacting requirements for riparian buffers along stream banks for new development.

Protect Our Natural Resources and Quality of Life

In addition to protecting the Township’s water supplies, Jefferson Township should take specific steps to protect other precious natural resources. 

· Preserve Woodlands For logging operations and any other activity that has a significant effect on woodlands and Jefferson Township roads, create ordinances to control runoff, damage to roads, debris removal from roads, location of exit and entrance to Jefferson Township roads and requirements to remove those exits/entrances when work is complete.  Companies performing work that could affect these issues should be required to post bonds to assure compliance with these standards before they may start operations (see also:  Transportation section below). 

· Preserve the Scenic Nature of the Township’s Rural Areas Consider enacting ordinances preserving the scenic vistas in Jefferson Township. Activities such as construction, road building and logging could be prohibited or restricted in areas that provide scenic vistas. Establish regulations for building heights to preserve an unobstructed view of the mountainsides and woodlands of the area.
· Promote Recycling and Proper Toxic Waste Disposal

· Promote regular recycling through community education and encouragement. Everyone should be encouraged to take their recyclable materials to the bins provided by the County in nearby communities. 

· Facilitate proper disposal of toxic wastes by sponsoring a yearly cleanup day where resources are provided for proper disposal of those wastes. 
· Maintain the Quality of Life of the Township’s Rural Area - Provide for control of noise pollution, air quality and night lighting where they impact the quality of life in Jefferson Township.
Land Use 

Jefferson Township should implement minimal local land use controls in order to actively promote and maintain the type of rural community that residents and land owners desire. At the same time, over control must be avoided. To achieve this difficult goal a local subdivision and land development ordinance would need to be adopted while pursuing only regional zoning for land use control. [Ref. MPC Section 301.a(2)]
Subdivision and Land Development

Jefferson Township should develop and implement a subdivision and land development ordinance.  The current lack of a local ordinance does not mean there are no subdivision or land development rules applicable within Jefferson Township. Rather, by law, the Dauphin County subdivision and land development ordinance governs local activity. All subdivision and land development requests within Jefferson Township must be submitted to the County for review, comment and approval. Although the County Planning Commission often asks for Jefferson Township input, the Township has no legal approval or disapproval authority over local projects and no ability to modify requirements to meet local needs. Enactment of a local ordinance would permit Jefferson Township to implement rules that differ from the County rules in order to promote local goals. A local ordinance should be written to expand on County regulations in the following areas:  

· Prepare an inventory of wetlands within Jefferson Township

· Define and manage construction within flood plains
· Limit or prohibit development within wetlands

· Create buffer zones that impose construction and development restrictions along stream banks to reduce bank erosion and stream pollution
· Require new wells to be a minimum distance from on-lot sewage systems
· Increase minimum new subdivision lot size to reduce construction density

· Increase green space required for large projects

· Control construction and preserve wooded areas on steep slopes

Zoning - Pursue Regional Planning
Through multiple surveys and public meetings, residents and landowners have stated that we want to “preserve” Jefferson Township and “keep it the way it is.” In many cases, zoning is the only legal way to control certain land uses that might conflict with these community objectives. With zoning, areas must be defined for every type of land use, no matter how welcome or unwelcome. Jefferson Township possesses limited resources. Our population is small and approximately 75% of Jefferson Township consists of restricted areas, such as state gamelands and forests, which are not under Jefferson Township’s control. These factors preclude Jefferson Township from instituting zoning in any practical way by itself. However, regional planning expands the options for placement of all uses. A regional plan also takes into account existing land uses and established industries so that those areas do not have to be duplicated in each and every municipality. Therefore, it is recommended that the Jefferson Township Supervisors pursue a regional planning effort with neighboring municipalities which will:  
· Achieve the goals of Jefferson Township while not placing an excessive administrative burden on any of the townships 

· Not place an unacceptable regulatory burden on the residents of Jefferson Township and

· Be at a level appropriate for Jefferson Township’s current social, economic and political condition 

Protect Agricultural Lands

Agricultural lands are a unique resource within our community. While only a small percentage of Jefferson Township consists of agricultural lands, these areas contribute tremendously to the nature of our area and offer historical significance. Agricultural areas should be protected when possible and kept in use in a traditional sense. Jefferson Township should understand, encourage and monitor the following programs and others for preserving agricultural land in the community: 

· Agricultural Security Areas
· Agricultural Easements

· Clean & Green

· Buy or Solicit Development Rights and Deed Restrictions

· Purchase Land Development Rights
Housing

There are no unmet housing needs in Jefferson Township. As a rural, small population community, most housing is owner-occupied and many houses are on multi-acre tracts of land. There are very few rental units and very low demand for them. There are many recreational and hunting cabins located within the Township, and occasionally one of them is turned into a full time residence. New construction rates are very low, but with abundant land, there are plenty of opportunities to build houses if a demand existed. With all of this in mind, there is no need for any specific plans and no recommendations for any specific actions by Jefferson Township in order to meet the housing needs of present or anticipated residents.  [Ref. MPC Section 301.a(2.1)]
Transportation
Planning for our transportation needs primarily involves road maintenance. The overall planning objective here is to maintain our roads at a level that permits unhindered travel with steady improvement without increasing taxes. [Ref. MPC Section 301.a(3)]
Road Maintenance:

· Maintain and improve roads as needed to provide reasonably smooth transportation. Roads should only be maintained at a level and cost matching the needs of our rural area.

· Use patching and seal coating to maintain road surfaces while utilizing paving where needed and when economically feasible without raising taxes.

Guardrails

· Add guardrails gradually over time as funding permits to provide safer roads.
Drainage

· Since proper drainage is a key factor to road condition and safety, efforts should be directed toward improving drainage ditches and adding or replacing pipes where needed.

· Maintenance efforts should be applied to keep drainage ditches clear so water can flow through them without obstruction.

· Implement rules to control the design and location of driveway entrances to Jefferson Township roads so that water runoff from roads is not hindered (see Highway Occupancy Ordinance below).
Highway Occupancy  and Use

· The location and design of the entrance of a driveway onto Jefferson Township roads has a significant effect on water drainage and safety. Also, heavy vehicles can cause damage to our fragile local roads. With these problems in mind, Jefferson Township should adopt a Highway Occupancy Ordinance controlling the location and design of driveway entrances onto Jefferson Township roads. 

· An engineering study should be conducted to determine the weight capacity of our roads and, if necessary, ordinances should be enacted to post weight limits and require bonding for overweight vehicles. 

Signs

· Document all Jefferson Township road signs in an ordinance. Provide maintenance so that damaged or missing signs are quickly repaired using only signs that meet state and federal regulations.

Community Facilities and Utilities
Once again the small, rural nature of Jefferson Township dictates that minimal community facilities or utilities exist or are warranted. The Township is much too small to have its own education, library, or police services, although all of these are available in surrounding communities. All water and sewage systems in the Township are private on-lot systems. The only public services provided within Jefferson Township are a volunteer fire company and Township emergency preparedness. The only public facilities are the old one-room school house which serves as the Jefferson Township municipal building, an equipment shed and a salt shed. Other than the issues listed below, no additional plans exist for expansion of community facilities and utilities. [Ref. MPC Section 301.a(4)]
Emergency Preparedness
· Jefferson Township Supervisors should pass regulations to designate the Fire Chief of the Carsonville Volunteer Fire Company as the person who determines no-burn dates when dry conditions make outside burning a potential hazard.

· The Jefferson Township Supervisors should adopt the Dauphin County Hazardous Mitigation Plan as the plan for Jefferson Township.
Consolidate Public Facilities

The recommendation of the Planning Commission with relation to public facilities is to combine the operations of Jefferson Township and the Carsonville Volunteer Fire Company into one location. The most likely scenario would be for Jefferson Township to join the Fire Company at their site. Moving all operations to one site would provide significant advantages to the community and to both Jefferson Township and the Fire Company: 

· This would provide one command site with good communications and facilities for emergencies. This was a key recommendation of Dauphin County Emergency Management and would greatly improve our response and coordination during emergencies. 

· Grants and funding are often available for joint operations that are not available otherwise.
· Improved facilities for both organizations
· Sharing of resources would benefit all operations

· Cooperation and interaction between the two functions would improve

Steps needed to accomplish this move would require: 

· Jefferson Township investment in improvement and expansion of the existing Fire Company building to make it both a fire station and a community center where all meetings would take place. 

· Addition of facilities for storage and maintenance of Jefferson Township equipment may also be necessary at that site. The existing salt storage shed would have to be replaced. 

· Solid legal agreements would be needed to permit joint occupancy of that property while maintaining the independence and identity of each organization. 

· The existing Jefferson Township location could be preserved as a historical site available for public use or some other Township purpose. 
Maintain the Old One-room Schoolhouse

If the township moves it operations to the Fire House, the old one-room schoolhouse currently being used as the Jefferson Township municipal building must be preserved as the only public history building in the Township. Some of the oldest Township residents attended school there, and many residents have ancestors who also went there. Although the Boy Scouts use the building for their weekly meetings, other community use of the building stopped after the Farm Women’s organization disbanded. Nevertheless, the Township should preserve this historic site to keep it available for future use. [Ref. MPC Section 301.a(7)(iv)]
Other Recommendations

Minimize but Enforce Ordinances
· Strictly and uniformly enforce all Jefferson Township ordinances but reduce their number. Citizens will respect ordinances only if they are known and understood, including the reasons for them, and if they are enforced consistently and completely. To accomplish this, the following steps are recommended: 

· Enact as few ordinances as possible to meet our mission

· If an ordinance exists, it must be enforced. If it is no longer needed, remove it.

· Review all existing Jefferson Township Ordinances and officially remove any that no longer apply or cannot be enforced. 

· Update other ordinances as needed to support the Comprehensive Plan

· The three supervisors are officially responsible for enforcement, but they cannot provide sufficient oversight by themselves. Consider engaging one or more code enforcement officers. 

· Educate everyone on ordinances and resolutions that are important in Jefferson Township.
Public Services

· Public services such as municipal water and sewage, municipal recreation areas and street lighting are appropriate for towns and other populated areas. However, these are not suitable to our rural character nor feasible given our limited financial resources. Therefore, addition of new public service should be strictly limited.

Review and report on progress on this plan yearly

· None of the recommendations in this document are of any use unless they are implemented. As such, it is imperative that all items in the Comprehensive Plan receive regular review and that progress, or lack of progress, toward the goals stated here are presented to the public. 

· The Planning Commission should be assigned the responsibility to provide a written progress report to Jefferson Township by November 1 of each year. This report should list actions taken during the year in support of the Comprehensive Plan and provide recommended budget items for the following year. 
Summary
The individual components of the Jefferson Township Comprehensive Plan interrelate to meet the objectives for the future of the Township. In order to maintain our rural atmosphere, plans have been prepared to preserve our natural resources, especially our water supply. Land Use and Housing plans primarily involve steps to maintain the status quo. Current housing availability meets our current and future needs, while some additional  protections are needed via local regulations to manage land use to assure the nature of the area remains rural. Finally, because a rural community has few centralized community services or facilities and because local roads meet local needs, the Plan reflects very few changes in these areas. The interrelationships among the various Plan components provide a path to meet the future objectives of Jefferson Township [Ref. MPC Section 301.a(4.1)].

Both short and long term strategies will be used to accomplish Township goals. In the near term consolidation of Township activities with the Carsonville Volunteer Fire Company, strict enforcement of existing ordinances and regulations and continuation of existing operation and maintenance procedures for Township buildings and roads will provide the foundation for longer term changes. These long term activities will include water quality testing, control of camps and campsites, local subdivision and land development ordinances joined with regional planning, and expansion of protections for agricultural lands. [Ref. MPC Section 301.a(4.2)]
THANK YOU
For their contributions and assistance in making this document, our thanks goes to: 

· Dauphin County Planning Commission, especially Janine Park
· Shippensburg University for providing student interns 
· Dauphin County Conservation District
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