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Chapter 7
Jobs-Housing Balance
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introduction

The purpose of a jobs-housing balance analysis is to 
determine if an adequate supply of suitably priced housing 
exists to support the jobs base of a given area when compared 
to the wage rates of those jobs. In other words, are the 
wages offered at area businesses in balance with real estate 
costs of ownership and rental housing in proximity to those 
businesses? 

If there is balance, it means that workers could choose to live 
near where they work. Shorter commutes translate into less 
time and expense for work travel and provide more travel 
options. If there is not balance, it means longer commutes 
are necessary with some workers required to look outside 
the Lehigh Valley for housing. From either a local or regional 
perspective, the jobs-housing analysis can integrate objectives 
and actions related to housing, land use, transportation and 
infrastructure systems in a more comprehensive manner that 
allows decision-makers to consider how all of these factors 
work together to create more jobs and economic opportunities.

The primary objectives of this analysis are as follows:

 ● Identify job centers within the Lehigh Valley for 
comparison to corresponding housing supply areas;

 ● Determine if the wages paid within these job centers are 
adequate to support the cost of purchasing or renting 
housing within a desirable commuting time/distance;

 ● Identify at which income levels housing shortages may 
exist within these housing supply areas;

 ● Identify regulatory and market conditions that may be 
contributing to supply side issues and recommend 
actions to address these conditions; and

 ● Provide policy recommendations as to how the Valley 
can incorporate the findings of this analysis into its 
strategic planning efforts regarding land use, housing 
and infrastructure improvement.
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The “live/work” decision can greatly impact household earning 
potential, monthly housing costs, school choices and general 
quality of life. Accordingly, the locational relationship between 
jobs and housing is not defined by municipal boundaries, but 
rather the distance relationship between employment centers 
and affordably priced housing, along with a variety of other 
factors including personal choice. People do not always let 
commuting distances dictate where they live. People with 
financial means have considerably greater housing choices 
and may often live farther away from their job if they can 
reduce their housing costs, place their children in a better 
school system or meet some other personal objective. 
Conversely, people of lesser financial means have more 
limited jobs-housing choice and the work commute decision 
may be based on walking or biking distance or transit 
availability if a personal vehicle isn’t available. Furthermore, 
competition for affordable housing for working households 
is not only internal; these households must compete with Hospital Complex in Allentown
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those households that seek residence in that area but do not 
work (i.e. retiree households). Therefore, the findings and 
conclusions presented in this analysis must be considered with 
these realities in mind. The methodology and approach used 
to conduct this analysis is based on what might be termed an 
“optimum geographic relationship” between job and housing 
locations. 

It is important to emphasize that other factors besides price 
influence individuals’ housing decisions. The LVPC recognizes 
that many persons working in the Lehigh Valley will continue 
to choose to live away from their job (either elsewhere inside 
or outside the Valley) even if price appropriate housing is 
available. The jobs-housing balance analysis will identify, by 
income and geography, where workers do not have sufficient 
housing choices. The results can inform policy judgments 
regarding efforts needed to accommodate these workers by 
enhancing housing opportunity. 

BEnEFitS oF JoBS-HouSinG BALAncE

The jobs-housing balance analysis complements the housing 
profile and housing affordability analyses presented in the 
last two chapters by offering a different perspective on 
housing need, location, suitability and opportunities. At a 
basic level, the jobs-housing balance analysis focuses on a 
unique geographic area from the other analyses using the 
region’s existing employment centers. Other characteristics 
of this study augment previous findings and influence the 
recommended outcomes of this effort. 

The jobs-housing balance analysis provides insight into a 
number of community quality-of-life issues that go beyond 
housing affordability and supply. Because a jobs-housing 
balance analysis focuses on the relationship between jobs 
(regardless of where workers currently reside) and housing 
(located within a preferred distance of those jobs), it can 
identify potential challenges and solutions to changes in 
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commuting patterns/time, increased use/value of non-
automobile transit systems, or strategies to attract new 
housing development and jobs in certain areas. This analysis 
addresses:

 ● Income/price comparisons for local workers – 
Identifying potential areas/income levels where existing 
housing supply cannot accommodate the Valley’s labor 
force

 ● Housing type assessments by price point – 
Revealing housing choice within each income grouping 
by type (i.e. single family), tenure (ownership vs. renter) 
and size (rental units by bedroom count)

 ● Access and transportation efficiency – Analyzing the 
supply/demand equilibrium along the Valley’s LANta 
system bus routes

It is important to understand that both the housing affordability 
analysis detailed in Chapter 6 and the jobs-housing balance 
analysis focus on all market supply and demand levels, not just 
those households at or below 100% of area median income 
(AMI) levels. Within this portion of the Regional Housing Plan, 
the LVPC has sought to understand the needs of all workers 
in the Valley, from the lowest wage occupations to the highest. 
To this end, all workers in the Valley can be affected by an 
imbalance of housing. For example, a lack of housing choice at 
the highest end of the working spectrum would limit the choice 
of those workers to either: a) live elsewhere and commute 
to work, or b) acquire housing that does not maximize their 
ability to pay. In both cases, all Valley workers and residents 
are impacted. If the person chooses to live away from his/
her job, it creates additional congestion on the Valley’s road 
network. If the worker opts to “buy down,” it reduces the 
supply/demand equilibrium for the workers who cannot price 
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their ability to pay based on the U.S. Housing and Urban 
Development (HUD) cost burdened thresholds. In each of 
these three choices, there are direct, measurable impacts that 
improving the balance of housing and income can address:

 ● People living closer to work – Providing access to 
price-appropriate housing close to the job can reduce 
commuting time (increasing leisure time), reduce 
commuting costs (increasing net compensation), reduce 
traffic congestion, and reduce automobile emissions.

 ● Consuming less housing below the ability to pay – 
Having fewer workers consuming housing below their 
ability to pay can increase the supply available to workers/
households with less financial means and reduce housing 
price stress in the market. 

 ● Reducing cost burdened households – Acquiring 
housing above the recommended HUD cost burdened 
threshold can create higher incidents of foreclosure/
housing stress, can impel deferred/insufficient 
maintenance, can cause accelerated maintenance issues 
and reduce ability to consume goods and services. 
Reducing the number of households in this circumstance 
can lessen the negative stressors on individuals and 
society.

compete because of lower salaries. As noted with the housing 
affordability analysis, the numeric analysis conducted for 
the jobs-housing balance is based on equating wages to the 
maximum mortgage or rent affordable for that wage to find any 
imbalances. In the market, however, people do not always buy 
or rent the most expensive housing they can afford. Therefore, 
the numbers must be viewed with the market realities to 
establish policy moving forward.

That said, those workers at the highest end have choices. 
Workers at the lowest end may not. To this point, the jobs-
housing balance provides insight into the potential challenges 
persons working at the most modest income jobs face 
when wanting to live close to their jobs. In these cases, the 
inconvenience of the commute (and being subject to traffic 
congestion) is not the only “cost” for these persons. Increased 
travel distance can require them to own and maintain a vehicle 
and/or incur higher operating costs (i.e. more gas, more 
frequent maintenance) for their vehicle, resulting in a decrease 
in ‘take home’ wages. Given the growing cost of automobile 
ownership and fuel prices, the impact of a long commute can 
be substantial for these occupational groups.1

The jobs-housing balance exposes locations and price 
points where the demand for housing exceeds the supply, 
forcing those workers to seek housing elsewhere, consume 
housing below their ability to pay, or consume housing above 

1 The jobs-housing balance focuses on working households with employment 
in the Valley. While non-working households are counted in the demand 
numbers, the assessment does not focus on supply/demand equilibrium for 
these households. That assessment is addressed as part of the affordability 
analysis presented in Chapter 6.
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Office Building in Lehigh Valley Industrial Park III

MEtHodoLoGY And dAtA SourcES

The many ways of measuring jobs-housing balance are 
evident from a review of previously conducted studies in other 
parts of the country that used several alternative approaches 
to provide some proportional measures or desired ratios of 
jobs to housing units. For the most part, these analyses have 
used existing political boundaries such as towns or counties 
to define the job centers and/or housing support areas. 
However, while people and businesses do make location 
decisions based on political boundaries, regional growth and 
development patterns often cross political boundaries in a 
way that blurs their significance. For example, the dynamic 
regional employment growth occurring in the northern and 
western suburbs of Philadelphia is perhaps less a function of 
the planning exploits of individual communities and more the 
result of having Interstate 476 and the Pennsylvania Turnpike 
running through the region. With this perspective as a starting 
point, this report defines the job centers and housing support 
areas on the realities of infrastructure and land use with the 
goal of formulating results that can more readily promote 
sustainable planning. Ultimately, five job centers, along with 
their corresponding housing support areas, were defined for 
this analysis along with three study areas defined by LANta 
bus routes.
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In conjunction with defining the geographic parameters of 
this analysis, suitable data sources also had to be selected, 
compiled and integrated in a manner that would yield realistic 
results upon which to base future decision-making. There are 
four main categories of data that were integrated in creating 
the analysis: 1) local area job counts, 2) wage rates applicable 
to area job occupations, 3) the cost/value to purchase for-
sale housing in the Valley, and 4) monthly lease rates for the 
region’s rental housing supply. 

Job Count Data

Local area employment totals by industry sector were 
obtained from the U.S. Census Bureau’s ‘On The Map’ 
application, which provides access to the Longitudinal 
Employer-Household Dynamics (LEHD) data. The LEHD 
data is a collaborative effort between the U.S. Census 
Bureau and the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS) to 
provide employment information at a very small level of 
geography—the census block. Access to employment 
information parsed to such a refined level allows it to be 
re-aggregated for nearly any geographic area of analysis. 
This made it possible to gather employment data for 
job center areas defined for this analysis that did not 
correspond to typical political boundaries.

The employment data represents covered employment 
information gathered as part of the Unemployment 
Insurance (UI) program. Therefore, some jobs are 
excluded that are not part of the UI including self-employed 
and those in the military. Data used in the model was 

from 2010, and it is classified based on the two digit North 
American Industry Classification System (NAICS) in 20 
categories as listed in Figure 83.

Self-employed workers account for a significant and 
growing portion of total employment, therefore employment 
counts must be adjusted upwards to account for these 
additional workers. The IRS provides a total number of 
returns filed for nonfarm sole proprietorships (based on 
2010 returns), grouped by the standard NAICS industry 
categories. This data allows for a reasonable estimate of 
self-employed workers in the study area by apportioning 
the number of self-employed jobs per NAICS industry 

NAICS Industry Sectors SOC Occupation Groups
Accommodation/Food Services Computer, Engineering, and Science
Administration Construction and Extraction
Agriculture Education, Legal, Community Service, Arts
Arts, Entertainment, and Rec Farming, Fishing, and Forestry
Construction Healthcare Practitioners and Technical
Educational Services Installation, Maintenance, and Repair
Finance and Insurance Management, Business, and Financial
Health Care and Social Assistance Office and Administrative Support
Information Other Services
Management of Companies Production
Manufacturing Protective Service
Mining Sales and Related
Other Services Transportation and Material Moving
Professional, Scientific, Tech
Public Administration
Real Estate
Retail Trade
Transportation/Warehousing
Utilities
Wholesale Trade
Sources:  U.S. Office of Management and Budget and U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics

NAICS Industry Sectors and SOC Occupation Groups
Figure 83
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Retail Employment in Salisbury Township

category as a share of total employment. These totals 
are added to the local employment base data previously 
obtained. This adjusted pool of industry employment 
data can then be classified by Standard Occupational 
Classification (SOC) as described in the next section.

Part-time employment was not considered for this 
analysis, as it was assumed those jobs are not the 
primary employment for the head of household. While 
this case may be shifting in the future, it was determined 
that including part-time jobs would skew the findings of 
the jobs-housing balance analysis by overestimating 
household earnings at the lowest levels. Military 
employment was not considered either, given the Lehigh 
Valley does not have a large military presence.

Occupational Jobs

The jobs information needed to be converted into 
occupational groups to apply a wage/income level to 
each job for comparison to housing costs. Neither LEHD 
nor NAICS provides such a direct conversion. Therefore, 
estimates were made of the job occupations in each of 
the 20 industry sectors, based on the Lehigh Valley BLS 
Standard Occupational Classification (SOC) distribution 
for each respective industry. The SOC defines hundreds 
of job categories from generalized to very detailed, and 
provides, based on national averages, the occupational 
mix of jobs in each industry sector. For example, for an 
industry in the Manufacturing sector with 100 employees, 
the SOC data can be used to estimate how many of 

the total are management, office workers, maintenance 
personnel, truck drivers, etc. This information can then 
be used to estimate wages/income for all businesses in 
a job center. Although the SOC estimates may not be an 
exact representation of the distribution of occupations 
by industry in the Lehigh Valley, they are considered to 
provide a reasonable surrogate and the best available data 
for this methodology.

Thirteen (13) occupational groups were chosen from 
the SOC data to make reasonable income categories 
to evaluate housing. Figure 83 shows the industry 
sectors and the occupations. It is important to note 
these groupings were based on income similarities, and 
not on job-related data (i.e. white- versus blue-collar or 
occupation type). 



156

Occupational Wage Rates

Wage data used in the analysis comes from the annual 
Occupational Employment Statistics Survey for 2010 in 
the Lehigh Valley area compiled by the Pennsylvania 
Department of Labor & Industry. This data was then 
adjusted to year 2012, based on the Consumer Price 
Index (CPI) rates, to provide a more accurate comparison 
to housing costs, which were also based in year 2012. 
Ultimately, a median wage rate for each of the 13 
occupational groups was established for comparison to 
area housing costs.

In an effort to simulate actual market conditions, RKG 
Associates had to make assumptions about the impact of 
multiple-income households. It is not correct to assume 
all households are single-income. To this point, this report 
also considers the potential that some households would 
have more than one wage earner and more potential 
income to use towards housing costs. Based on a 
comparison of total workers (including self-employed 
workers) to all households in the Lehigh Valley, it was 
estimated that each household has, on average, 1.17 
workers. This measure was applied for the primary 

analysis. RKG also calculated the ratio of total workers to 
the households identified as having at least one worker. 
When zero-worker households were removed, the ratio of 
workers per household increased to 1.40. RKG Associates 
applied the fraction of a worker to the overall median 
wage rate for the Lehigh Valley to proxy the additional 
spending potential for each of the 13 occupational groups. 
Therefore, the income analysis was evaluated for single-
income plus both 1.17 and 1.40 workers per household to 
help evaluate the spectrum of market possibilities. Figure 
84 shows the single-income median wage by occupation. 
For the 1.17 and 1.40 workers per household, $5,634 
and $14,086, respectively, would be added to the single 
incomes. 

Note that this analysis based on median wage per 
occupation clearly is different than the wage structure for 
the housing affordability analysis in Chapter 6 based on 
actual household incomes. An actual wage is not available 
for each job so the median is applied. This key point will be 
revisited in the discussion of results.
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For-Sale Housing Costs and Housing 
Supply

A number of data sources can effectively measure the cost 
of for-sale housing (which includes single family detached, 
single family attached, mobile homes, and condominiums) 
in the Valley. However, only the property assessment 
records provide the opportunity to examine the value of 
every residential property by housing type. Therefore, 
assessment data for Lehigh and Northampton counties 
was used to estimate the supply of for-sale housing units 
that were affordable at each of the occupational groups 
noted previously. Lehigh County completed a property 
revaluation in 2012, meaning that values in the database 
should represent 100% of market value, and thus, reflect 
potential purchase prices. However, Northampton County 
has not updated its assessment values recently and do 
not reflect current market values. Therefore, a sale-to-
assessed value analysis was conducted for properties 
in this county based on recent sales for 2009-2011. The 
differential in sale values to assessed values was used to 
adjust the assessed values in the property assessment 
records to estimate a current market value for use in the 
analysis. 

Figure 84

2012 CPI Adjusted
Occupation Group Income
Other Services $22,600
Farming, Fishing, and Forestry $25,588
Sales and Related $26,250
Transportation and Material Moving $31,147
Office and Administrative Support $31,953
Production $34,747
Protective Service $35,736
Installation, Maintenance, and Repair $44,141
Construction and Extraction $44,801
Education, Legal, Community Service, Arts $50,607
Healthcare Practitioners and Technical $62,777
Computer, Engineering, and Science $67,604
Management, Business, and Financial $77,111
Sources:  U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, PA Dept. of Labor & Industry

Single-Income Median Annual Wage by Occupation



158

Although other types of residential units, such as duplexes, 
may also be owner-occupied, they represent an extremely 
small percentage of ownership units and did not have 
reliable sales and value data to establish credible market 
values. To this end, duplexes were apportioned based on 
the value breakdown for single family attached units.

A combination of HUD requirements and current 
local banking requirements to qualify for a home loan 
determined affordability for for-sale housing. Since it 
is not possible to determine whether each household 
would qualify for conventional loans or Federal 
Housing Administration (FHA) loans within the different 
occupational groups, RKG calculated the affordability 
for both. The FHA calculations represent the “worst-
case scenario,” as those households would be the 
most restricted in ability to pay (larger mortgage due to 
lower down payment and primary mortgage insurance 
requirements). HUD specifies a maximum of 30% of 

income devoted to housing costs to avoid being cost 
burdened. FHA lending specifies a maximum of 28% for 
debt to income, making the HUD threshold a nominal 
value that has been adjusted in the calculations to 
accommodoate lending practices. For conventional 
mortgages, the HUD 30% standard was applied to the 
calculations since it was slightly more restrictive than 
lending requirements. Four financing options were 
considered: conventional fee simple, conventional 
condominium, FHA fee simple and FHA condominium. 
The differences among these methods were related to 
minimum down payment (20% for conventional and 3.5% 
for FHA), mortgage insurance required for FHA financing, 
and monthly maintenance fees for condominium units. 
The maximum purchase prices used in the analysis for 
the single-income, FHA mortgage for fee simple and 
condominiums are shown in Figure 85. 
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Figure 85

Single Income Assumption

Occupation Group Fee Simple Condominium
Other Services $67,890 $49,870 $527
Farming, Fishing, and Forestry $76,870 $58,850 $597
Sales and Related $78,860 $60,830 $612
Transportation and Material Moving $93,570 $75,540 $727
Office and Administrative Support $95,990 $77,960 $746
Production $104,380 $86,360 $811
Protective Service $107,350 $89,330 $834
Installation, Maintenance, and Repair $132,600 $114,570 $1,030
Construction and Extraction $134,580 $116,560 $1,045
Education, Legal, Community Service, Arts $152,020 $134,000 $1,181
Healthcare Practitioners and Technical $188,580 $170,560 $1,465
Computer, Engineering, and Science $203,080 $185,060 $1,577
Management, Business, and Financial $234,680 $216,420 $1,799

Source:  RKG Associates, Inc.

Maximum Purchase Price of For-Sale Housing and Maximum Monthly Rental

FHA Mortgage
Maximum
Monthly
Rental
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Rental Housing Costs and Housing Supply

The for-sale housing supply analysis provided the basis 
for the affordable rental analysis. Wage income levels for 
the 13 occupational groups determined affordability, but 
maximum cost burden was set at 28% of monthly income 
using a slight adjustment to the HUD 30% threshold to 
account for utility costs. Both single- and multiple-income 
household rental affordability are defined. Single-income 
data by occupation is shown in Figure 85.

Estimating the total rental housing supply and costs in 
the Valley was based on two primary data sources: the 
U.S. Census Bureau’s American Community Survey 
(ACS) block group data and a rental cost survey of 
125 apartment complexes in Lehigh and Northampton 
counties. The rental cost survey, which was conducted for 
this analysis in March of 2013, defined average lease rates 
for rental units in the Valley based on bedroom count (i.e. 
efficiencies, 1- to 3+ bedrooms). However, since the rent 
survey represented only a sampling of total units available 

in the Valley (approximately 77% of the total supply), this 
data had to be extrapolated to the full supply of available 
units. ACS data and the 100% count of housing in the 
2010 Census provided the total rental counts. Single family 
homes recorded by the Census as being rental units were 
removed from the rental pool since they were already 
being counted in the for-sale housing supply. Adjustments 
were also made in the count of rental units to ensure that 
all rent subsidized housing, such as those operated by the 
local housing authorities, were reflected in the lowest cost 
lease rate category. 
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Analytical Approach

As contrasted with the housing affordability analysis that 
has available data sources to relate household income 
directly to housing cost, the jobs-housing balance requires 
a series of analyses designed to serve as a window 
into reality and evaluate sustainability objectives. A brief 
summary of the analytical variations is provided here with 
a more complete discussion later in the chapter.

 ● To acknowledge that household incomes are based on a 
variety of wage structures, the analysis includes versions 
based on single-income households and two variations 
of multiple-income households.

 ● To acknowledge that a mix of conventional and FHA 
mortgages is used, an analysis was performed using 
each financing technique.

 ● To acknowledge the geographic implications of the data, 
the analysis was conducted at the Lehigh Valley level, 
job center level and LANta transit route level.

 ● To acknowledge possible different sustainability 
objectives, analyses were conducted looking at different 
levels of housing demand such as: 1) simply those who 
work in the Lehigh Valley, or 2) all residents of the Valley, 
plus all workers.

Each assumption adds value to the overall jobs-housing 
balance analysis leading to a thorough evaluation of policy 
objectives to be discussed later.
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dEFininG tHE GEoGrAPHic BoundAriES

Measurement of the jobs-housing balance in the Lehigh Valley 
was predicated on defining job centers and their housing 
support areas and then determining if there was sufficient 
housing at suitable price points that were affordable to area 
workers. There is no standard definition for what constitutes a 
job center since it will vary significantly from one region to the 
next. Generally speaking, they are considered to represent a 
concentration of jobs at high density relative to their adjoining 
area. 

A majority of the Valley’s employment base is concentrated in 
businesses located along the major transportation corridors 
of Route 22, Interstate 78, and the Pennsylvania Turnpike as 
shown on Figure 86. This data, which was derived from the 
LEHD employment counts at place of work, along with similar 
data contained in the Lehigh Valley Planning Commission’s 
transportation model, provided the basis for delineating job 
center areas. While the Route 22 corridor as a whole could 
easily be viewed as a job center, there would have been little 
value in matching housing to this broad geographic area since 
the housing support region would have extended across the 

Valley from end to end. Since a major goal of this analysis is to 
support sustainability principles, it was determined that the job 
centers and their support areas for housing and infrastructure 
needed to be smaller and better defined. 

Given that objective, five job centers were established: 
three major and two minor ones as shown on Figure 87. 
These five centers account for approximately 94% of total 
jobs in the Valley. The three major job centers have at their 
cores the following municipalities: 1) Upper and Lower 
Macungie-South Whitehall, 2) Allentown-Bethlehem City, 
and 3) Easton-Bethlehem Twp.-Nazareth. These three areas 
contain a majority of the Valley’s existing employment and 
are expected to absorb most of its projected growth as well. 
The remaining two job centers, 4) Bangor-Pen Argyl, and 5) 
Walnutport-Slatington, are relatively small by comparison but 
were considered to have a significant enough concentration 
of jobs that were separate from the other three as to warrant 
independent examination.
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Figure 86 - Jobs Per Census Block
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Figure 87 - Jobs-Housing Balance Job Centers
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The five job centers combined with reasonable commute 
distances defined suitable housing support areas. Again, with 
the goal of promoting sustainability concepts, it was concluded 
that housing should be evaluated within a fifteen minute 
drive time of the job centers so as to minimize commuting 
time. This could help to reduce impacts on roadways and 
infrastructure, potentially reducing congestion and its 
associated environmental impacts, reduce land use impacts 
associated with sprawl, and promote quality of life for Valley 
households and workers. Ultimately, RKG Associates, the 
LVPC, and the steering committee agreed upon boundaries for 
the corresponding “housing sheds” that reflected a collection 
of criteria, including the existing urban growth boundary, 
proximity to transportation routes and a goal of reducing the 
average drive time in the Valley (among others). Also, these 
housing sheds encompassed enough land to feasibly support 
a housing supply large enough for each job center. A smaller 
boundary was used for Job Centers 4 and 5 given their 
smaller job concentration, physical size and transportation 
infrastructure. Maps depicting each job center and its 
corresponding housing shed are presented in Figure 88.

As seen in Figure 89, there is overlap in the respective housing 
sheds. This circumstance was unavoidable given the three 
primary job centers directly abut each other. If left unadjusted, 
the housing units located in the “overlap areas” would have 
been counted more than once when measuring the jobs-
housing balance for each job center. The LVPC and RKG 
Associates worked together to identify a method to eliminate 
this “double counting” to assure the housing count integrity in 
the analysis. The end result was a supporting housing stock 
that proxies the preference workers likely will have to locate 
closer to their place of employment, all other factors being 
equal. The LVPC and RKG Associates recognize that this 
approach simplifies housing choice beyond the typical factors 
weighed in such decisions. However, the distance to job factor 
is the most prominent factor that has a measurable value.
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Figure 88 - Jobs-Housing Balance Individual Housing Sheds
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Figure 89 - Jobs-Housing Balance Combined Housing Sheds
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trAnSit JoBS-HouSinG BALAncE

Given the emerging research in linking housing and 
transportation costs to determine cost burdening for 
individuals, the LVPC and RKG Associates recognize the 
value of understanding the jobs-housing balance along Lehigh 
and Northampton Transportation Authority (LANta) dedicated 
bus routes. Similar to the job center analysis, the transit area 
analysis focuses on identifying gaps in housing price/income 
levels for those jobs with convenient transit access. In short, 
understanding the potential to connect housing policy to local 
workers, their jobs, and their ability to pay for housing offers 
the Valley’s governments the opportunity to reduce commuting 
times while increasing commuting choice. For the purposes 
of the jobs-housing balance analysis, job data was collected 
within ½ mile of a LANta bus line. The analysis was performed 
within the transit areas in each of the three primary job center 
housing sheds as shown on Figures 90 to 92.

It is important to note that the transit area analysis focused 
solely on jobs and housing units within the ½ mile radius of the 
transit line. The transit area boundaries do overlap, meaning 
the results of each transit area analysis cannot be summed to 
create a cumulative number. Rather, the transit area analysis 
intends to show the relative balance of jobs and housing for 
the transit corridors in each of the corresponding housing 
sheds.
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Figure 90 - Transit Area 1
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Figure 91 - Transit Area 2
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Figure 92 - Transit Area 3
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EMPLoYMEnt AnALYSiS – dEMAnd SidE

To understand the total demand for housing in the Valley, 
the demand analysis for the jobs-housing balance includes 
three distinct groups that account for housing demand locally: 
1) all jobs within the Lehigh Valley regardless of where the 
employee currently lives, 2) Lehigh Valley residents that work 
outside Lehigh or Northampton County, and 3) Lehigh Valley 
households with no workers. The data analysis methodology 
ensured that those residents who live and work in the Valley 
were not double counted. The following assessment details the 
employment numbers for the Valley as a whole, each of the 
five job centers and each of the three transit areas.

Total Employment

Based on data collected from the U.S. Census’ 
Longitudinal Employer-Household Dynamics (LEHD) and 

the U.S. Internal Revenue Service Statistics of Income 
Data2, the Lehigh Valley had approximately 275,261 jobs 
in 2010. Total job flow data for the Lehigh Valley is shown 
in Figure 93. Employment by industry sector is shown in 
Figure 94. 

Based on Bureau of Labor Statistics’ (BLS) occupational 
data for the Lehigh Valley, RKG Associates was able to 
classify the industry-based employment levels into the 13 
occupational groups detailed in the methodology section 
and shown in Figure 95.

2 The IRS data provided estimates for sole proprietors in the Lehigh Valley, 
which are not included in the LEHD data.
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2010 NAICS Employment by Industry
Lehigh Valley 
Description Jobs Percent
Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing and Hunting 521 0.2%
Mining, Quarrying, and Oil & Gas Extraction 430 0.2%
Utilities 1,124 0.4%
Construction 8,854 3.2%
Manufacturing 28,075 10.2%
Wholesale Trade 12,382 4.5%
Retail Trade 31,667 11.5%
Transportation and Warehousing 13,609 4.9%
Information 4,493 1.6%
Finance and Insurance 11,580 4.2%
Real Estate and Rental & Leasing 2,269 0.8%
Professional, Scientific, and Technical Services 11,721 4.3%
Management of Companies and Enterprises 9,557 3.5%
Administration & Support; Waste Management & Remediation 18,987 6.9%
Educational Services 29,300 10.6%
Health Care and Social Assistance 49,316 17.9%
Arts, Entertainment, and Recreation 3,816 1.4%
Accommodation and Food Services 21,228 7.7%
Other Services 8,889 3.2%
Public Administration 7,443 2.7%
All Jobs 275,261 --
Sources: LEHD and RKG Associates, Inc.

Figure 94
2010 Occupation Group Employment
Lehigh Valley

Average

Occupation Group Income Jobs Percent
Other Services $22,600 50,453 18.3%
Farming, Fishing, and Forestry $25,588 599 0.2%
Sales and Related $26,250 28,603 10.4%
Transportation and Material Moving $31,147 20,884 7.6%
Office and Administrative Support $31,953 46,723 17.0%
Production $34,747 19,283 7.0%
Protective Service $35,736 4,318 1.6%
Installation, Maintenance, and Repair $44,141 9,643 3.5%
Construction and Extraction $44,801 7,881 2.9%
Education, Legal, Community Service, Arts $50,607 28,828 10.5%
Healthcare Practitioners and Technical $62,777 19,321 7.0%
Computer, Engineering, and Science $67,604 12,996 4.7%
Management, Business, and Financial $77,111 25,729 9.3%
All Jobs 275,261 --
Sources:  LEHD and RKG Associates, Inc.

Figure 95

Source: U.S. Census Bureau and RKG Associates, Inc.

Figure 93 - Job Flows
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Employment by Job Center

Employment within the five job centers accounts for 
approximately 94% of all jobs in the Lehigh Valley 
(258,780 jobs). Job Center 2 (Allentown-Bethlehem) 
constitutes the largest share of all job centers, at 137,376 
jobs (approximately 53%). In contrast, Job Centers 1 
and 3 have a combined total of 116,122 jobs. As noted 
in the methodology section, Job Centers 4 and 5 have a 
comparatively small employment base compared to the 
other centers. Given the high capture of all jobs in the 
Valley, the combined employment by industry sector and 
occupational group closely reflects conditions for the Valley 
as a whole. 

Employment by Transit Area

Employment along the transit lines accounts for a 
substantial portion of the region’s employment base. 
Transit Area 2 (Allentown-Bethlehem) totaled 182,920 jobs 
in 2010, or approximately 66.5% of all jobs. Because of 
the overlap of the transit areas, a total employment level 
for the entire transit system is not available. However, the 
transit lines are connected (within ½ mile) to most of the 
Valley’s jobs. The breakdown of employment by industry 

sector and occupational group is consistent with the 
regional levels. The data indicates that there has been a 
concerted effort to run transit lines to employment clusters 
within the Valley’s employment centers, and it has been 
largely successful.

Local Residents Working Elsewhere

The U.S. Census’ LEHD data enables the viewer to track 
where residents of a given area work and where workers 
in the same area live. The data reveals three groups: 1) 
persons that live and work in the same geographic area, 
2) persons that live in a given geographic area but work 
elsewhere, and 3) persons that work in a given geographic 
area but live elsewhere. Based on the LEHD data, 103,667 
or approximately 35.7% of all working residents in the 
Lehigh Valley travel outside Lehigh and Northampton 
counties for work as previously discussed in Chapter 4 and 
as shown in Figure 96. Also shown is the percent of local 
residents leaving the Valley for work for the job centers 
and transit areas. 

In general, persons living on the southwestern side of 
the region (Lehigh County below Route 22) tend to stay 
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Figure 96

in the Valley for work. Job Center 1 (Upper and Lower 
Macungie-South Whitehall) has the lowest out-migration 
of workers, at slightly higher than 30%. In contrast, 
Job Center 3 (Easton-Bethlehem Twp.-Nazareth) and 
Job Center 4 (Bangor-Pen Argyl) have the highest out-
commuting. These findings are consistent with the Valley’s 
transportation system, as Job Center 3 has interstate 
connection to the greater New York City employment 
center via I-78, and Job Center 4 has accessibility to 
employment centers to the north via Route 33 and Route 
80 to New York City/New Jersey.

Similar to the job center findings, the likelihood of a Lehigh 
Valley resident commuting out of the Valley for work 
increases the further east they live. Most Lehigh Valley-
New York City/northern New Jersey bus routes terminate 
before reaching downtown Allentown. Easton is the first 
stop when entering the Valley from the east (from the New 
York City/northern New Jersey area). The combination 
of direct car and mass transit access to this employment 
center has made the eastern part of the Valley more 
popular with out-commuters and in-commuters.

20.0%
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40.0%
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Job
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Job
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Lehigh Valley Average - 35.7%

Sources: LEHD and RKG Associates, Inc.
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presumed to be retiree households living in the Valley. 
While there is no data available to confirm this empirically, 
interviews with local real estate professionals corroborate 
that the Lehigh Valley remains an attractive place for 
persons who have worked here and since retired and new 
retirees seeking to take advantage of the Valley’s relatively 
low cost of living and proximity to New York City, New 
Jersey and Philadelphia.

RKG Associates was able to track the data by job center 
as well. While each job center has some level of zero-
worker households below the poverty line totaling almost 
98% of the Valley’s zero-worker households in poverty, Job 
Center 2 (Allentown-Bethlehem) constitutes almost 75% 
of the Lehigh Valley total alone (10,647). This finding is 
significant and will be discussed in more detail later in this 
chapter.

Non-Working Households

The final segment to be analyzed to understand total 
demand for housing in the Lehigh Valley is households 
with no workers. The first two demand sectors are related 
to those persons that have employment. This does not 
account for those persons living in the Lehigh Valley that 
do not have jobs (i.e. retiree households). According to 
the U.S. Census American Community Survey data, there 
were almost 65,000 households within the Lehigh Valley in 
2010 that did not have any working members. 

Unfortunately, these households cannot be tracked by 
income, as there is no job income being generated. 
However, the U.S. Census does track these households 
by whether they live above or below the defined poverty 
rate (a sliding scale based on number of persons in the 
household). According to the Census data, approximately 
14,300 households with no workers live below the poverty 
line. The 50,300+ households above the poverty line are 
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Total Employment Demand

Figure 97 details the net job count in the Lehigh Valley for 
persons working and living in the Lehigh Valley, persons 
living in the Valley but working elsewhere, and persons 
working in the Valley but living elsewhere. For the Lehigh 
Valley as a whole, the highest concentration of potential 
demand is from persons working in jobs that pay 50% 
to 80% of the Lehigh Valley area median income (AMI) 
level3, which total 150,639 of the 378,928 jobs/workers. In 
total, jobs paying at or below the regional median income 
constitute almost 79% of the Valley’s total. Less than 
80,000 of the employed persons in the Lehigh Valley work 
in an occupational group that has an average income 
above 100% of the AMI. 

3  For the purposes of this analysis, RKG Associates used the two-person 
income thresholds for the Lehigh Valley as defined by the U.S. Department 
of Housing and Urban Development (HUD). While actual household size for 
the person in these jobs ranges greatly, data is not available to detail house-
hold size by income by place of employment. As such, RKG and LVPC 
needed to establish a baseline income (and corresponding housing value) 
level to perform the affordability analysis component of the Jobs-Housing 
Balance. 

Total Employment Demand by Occupation Group
Allocated by Income Range

Occupation Group
Lehigh
Valley

Up To Approximately 50% of AMI 108,586
    Other Services 68,511
    Farming, Fishing, and Forestry 843
    Sales and Related 39,232

Up To Approximately 80% of AMI 150,639
    Transportation and Material Moving 28,612
    Office and Administrative Support 64,305
    Production 27,216
    Protective Service 5,952
    Installation, Maintenance, and Repair 13,387
    Construction and Extraction 11,167

Up To Approximately 100% of AMI 39,745
    Education, Legal, Community Service, Arts 39,745

Up To Approximately 125% of AMI 44,396
    Healthcare Practitioners and Technical 26,164
    Computer, Engineering, and Science 18,232

Over Approximately 125% of AMI 35,562
    Management, Business, and Financial 35,562

TOTAL EMPLOYMENT BASE 378,928
Sources:  LEHD, U.S. BLS and RKG Associates, Inc.

Figure 97
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HouSinG AnALYSiS – SuPPLY SidE

The jobs-housing balance supply side analysis focuses on 
the type and price of housing that exists within the housing 
sheds that support Lehigh Valley’s job centers and transit 
areas. The analysis inventoried all ownership and rental (both 
market rate and subsidized) housing within the Valley and 
each subsequent housing shed.4 The assessment primarily 
used four data sources: the property assessment databases 
from Lehigh and Northampton counties to understand the 
number and assessed value of ownership housing, the sales 
analysis performed by the LVPC to determine market value 
for ownership units, U.S. Census data on housing units to 
determine the number of rental units by study area, and a rent 
survey performed by RKG Associates to understand rent levels 
by bedroom count within the Valley. The data was parsed 
by unit type (for traditional ownership units) and bedroom 
count (for traditional rental units). The results of this effort are 
compared against the results of the employment-by-wage 
analysis detailed in the last section to determine challenges/
opportunities for enhancing the Valley’s jobs-housing balance.

Ownership Housing Units by Type

Based on the Lehigh and Northampton property 
assessment databases, there are 200,336 traditional 
ownership housing units within the Lehigh Valley as shown 
in Figure 98. More than 78% of these units are classified 
as single family detached housing units. This finding is 

4 The Transit Area Housing Shed is the same boundary as the Transit Area 
Employment study area.

Figure 98
Housing Units by Type and Location
Lehigh Valley

Housing Type
Lehigh
Valley

UNIT COUNT TOTALS
Single Family Detached 156,869
Single Family Attached 31,971
Condominiums 7,988
Mobile Homes 3,508
TOTAL OWNERSHIP UNITS 200,336

Efficiency 1,739
1-Bedroom 25,774
2-Bedrooms 15,737
3+Bedrooms 12,774
TOTAL RENTAL UNITS 56,024

SHARE OF UNIT COUNT
Single Family Detached 78.3%
Single Family Attached 16.0%
Condominiums 4.0%
Mobile Homes 1.8%
TOTAL OWNERSHIP UNITS 100.0%

Efficiency 3.1%
1-Bedroom 46.0%
2-Bedrooms 28.1%
3+Bedrooms 22.8%
TOTAL RENTAL UNITS 100.0%
Sources: Lehigh and Northampton County Assessment Data and 
RKG Associates, Inc.
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not surprising, given the prevalent suburban development 
pattern that has been implemented throughout most 
of the Lehigh Valley. Single family attached units (i.e. 
townhouses and duplexes) account for an additional 16%. 
Condominium and mobile home units, traditionally the 
most affordable ownership housing, constitute less than 
6% of the overall marketplace. 

Diversity in ownership housing varies significantly between 
the housing sheds. While single family detached housing 
units constitute the majority of ownership housing in 
each of the housing sheds and transit areas, Housing 
Sheds 1, 2 and 3 have a much higher concentration of 
single family attached units (33.5%, 33.3% and 27.3%, 
respectively) than Housing Sheds 4 and 5 (14.7% and 
13.3%, respectively). Condominium development is almost 
exclusively in Housing Sheds 1, 2 and 3, reflecting the 
more urban environment of those housing markets. In 
fact, virtually all single family attached and condominium 
development exist in the five housing sheds, as opposed 
to areas in Lehigh County and Northampton County 
outside the five sheds.

Rental Housing Units by Bedroom Count

The U.S. Census identified approximately 56,000 
traditional rental units5 as also shown in Figure 98. One 

5  For the purposes of this analysis, traditional rental units are defined as 
those structures with three or more housing units. While the Census data 
indicate there is substantial conversion of traditional ownership units for 
rental in the Lehigh Valley, it is not possible to identify those that have been 
converted with any accuracy. As a result, traditional ownership units were 
tracked as potential owner-occupancy in the supply analysis despite their 
current occupancy level. 

bedroom units constitute the largest share of the total, at 
46.0% of the supply. This finding is consistent with typical 
rental housing development patterns. However, almost 
23% of the Valley’s traditional rental supply contains 3+ 
bedrooms, which is substantially higher than typical levels 
(between 5% and 10% of the total). This finding is due, 
in part, to the prevalence of subsidized housing within 
the Valley, which contributes almost 1,300 units with 3+ 
bedrooms. Despite this, the private sector has produced a 
substantial amount of larger rental units, as there are more 
than 11,400 market rate units with 3+ bedrooms.

Almost 99% of the Valley’s traditional rental units are 
located in the five housing sheds. Similar to the ownership 
discussion, this finding is consistent with the prevalent use 
of more traditional suburban development patterns outside 
the Valley’s historic urban core. Housing Sheds 1, 2 and 
3 have most of the Valley’s traditional rental units, totaling 
52,190 of the Valley’s 56,024 units. As noted, the private 
sector in the Lehigh Valley historically has recognized and 
met the demand for larger units.
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Ownership Housing Values 

Housing values attainable for households clearly varies 
on the basis of income and number of workers in the 
household. Assumed income is lowest for single worker 
households and grows as the workers per household 
increases. As previously stated, the analysis has been 
performed at single and different versions of multiple 
workers per household. Data tables will be presented for 
the average condition of 1.17 workers per household but 
results from all analyses will be discussed to report overall 
findings. 

Based on the 1.17 worker per household methodology, 
the Lehigh Valley has concentrations of traditional 
ownership housing in two distinct pricing ranges. The 
highest concentration is for housing units priced for those 
jobs with the highest incomes in the Lehigh Valley (above 
approximately 125% of AMI) as shown in Figure 99. This 
finding appears to contradict the housing affordability 
analysis from Chapter 6 that identified a shortage of 
supply at the highest end. Only having median wage 
rates available creates this finding since half the workers 
make higher than median salaries. The 1.40 workers per 
household analysis is an attempt to deal with this issue by 

Housing Unit Count Share of Lehigh Valley Total by 
Unit Type and Affordability Band
1.17 Workers/Household; FHA Mortgage

Income Group
Lehigh
Valley

FEE SIMPLE HOUSING UNITS 75.0%
     Up To Approximately 50% of AMI 10.0%
     Up To Approximately 80% of AMI 21.0%
     Up To Approximately 100% of AMI 6.5%
     Up To Approximately 125% of AMI 15.5%
     Over Approximately 125% of AMI 22.1%

CONDOMINIUM HOUSING UNITS 3.1%
     Up To Approximately 50% of AMI 0.0%
     Up To Approximately 80% of AMI 0.6%
     Up To Approximately 100% of AMI 0.3%
     Up To Approximately 125% of AMI 1.0%
     Over Approximately 125% of AMI 1.2%

RENTAL HOUSING UNITS 21.9%
     Up To Approximately 50% of AMI 6.3%
     Up To Approximately 80% of AMI 10.9%
     Up To Approximately 100% of AMI 2.7%
     Up To Approximately 125% of AMI 1.9%
     Over Approximately 125% of AMI 0.0%
Source:  RKG Associates, Inc.

Figure 99
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adding to household incomes. There is a slightly smaller 
concentration of housing priced for those jobs that earn 
between approximately 50% and 80% of AMI (between 
$110,000 and $150,000 for fee simple properties and 
$92,000 and $134,000 for condominiums). The traditional 
ownership units available to the occupation groups earning 
approximately at or below 50% of AMI are concentrated in 
single family attached housing (i.e. townhouses and row 
homes) and mobile homes.

Based on conversations with Lehigh Valley Association 
of Realtors members, the distinction of “markets” in the 
Lehigh Valley generally falls between the more established 
housing stock (built prior to 1990) and the stock built in the 
past two decades. As noted, the construction of Interstate 
78 made the Lehigh Valley a more viable, and affordable, 
residential location for people that worked in northern New 
Jersey/New York City. These households typically have a 
greater ability to pay due to factors such as higher income 
levels (for commuters) and greater existing home equity 
(for commuters and retirees). Effectively, this migration 
has established a second market in the Valley. However, 
the influence of this paradigm shift was attributed to be 

one of the two most influential market factors that changed 
development trends and price points, the well noted easing 
of lending standards of the early 2000s being the other.

The estimated values of traditional ownership units within 
the Lehigh Valley are consistent with typical suburban 
development patterns. Single family detached housing 
predominantly is valued at the highest end of the region’s 
market. For example, single family detached housing 
units constitute approximately 15% of all traditional 
ownership units priced to be affordable for the lowest 
earning occupations (e.g. sales) as shown in Figure 100, 
despite totaling almost 70% of all traditional ownership 
units. In contrast, single family attached housing accounts 
for approximately 72% of units priced below 50% of 
AMI (sales). The remaining 13% are nearly all mobile 
homes, which accounts for almost all of the mobile 
homes in the Valley. This pattern reverses for the highest 
earning occupation groups (management, business and 
financial), where single family detached units account for 
approximately 92% of the traditional ownership supply 
(single family attached housing and condominiums 
account for the other 8%). 
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Figure 100 - Ownership Housing Supply by Occupation & Type

Sources: Lehigh County, Northampton County and RKG Associates, Inc.
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is concentrated at the lower end of the occupation group 
income levels. More than 78% of all traditional rental 
units, or approximately 44,000 of the Valley’s 56,024 total, 
are affordable to the occupation groups earning below 
approximately 80% of AMI (e.g. construction). Similar to 
the ownership housing findings, there is a large portion of 
the Valley’s rental housing priced between approximately 
50% and 80% of AMI, however, there is no commensurate 
rental housing concentration at the highest end. In fact, 
less than 0.1% of all traditional rental units are priced 
above approximately 125% (management, business and 
financial) of the Lehigh Valley AMI as shown in Figure 99. 
The concentration of rental housing at the lower income 
requirement levels is due, in part, to the influence of the 
Valley’s approximately 7,200 subsidized rental housing 
units, which are counted in the lowest occupational 
grouping for the purposes of this analysis.

The breakdown of rental pricing by bedroom count is 
consistent with national averages. In general, the larger 
the unit (from a bedroom count perspective), the higher 
the asking monthly rent as shown in Figure 101. Of the 
approximately 16,100 rental units priced for occupation 
groups earning below 50% of AMI, more than 70% 
are efficiencies or 1-bedroom units. Over 56% of the 
2-bedroom units and 100% of the 3+ bedroom units in 
this price range are subsidized housing units. Less than 
1,100 of the approximately 3,800 2- and 3+ bedroom units 
in the Lehigh Valley priced at a rate below affordability for 
the lowest income groups are market rate units. The ratio 

The variety in choice should not be interpreted as 
substantial availability. As seen in Figure 99, the 
concentration of unit counts are at the highest end of 
earnings (above 100% of AMI) and between 50% and 80% 
of AMI. The diversity in housing type is relative to the total 
count for a specific housing or transit shed by type. When 
both quantity and type are considered together, the finding 
exacerbates the challenge, as housing diversity wanes at 
the 80% of AMI approximation, where more than 60% of 
the  traditional ownership units are priced.

These findings create some challenges to delivering 
appropriately priced housing within the Valley. At a base 
level, persons earning at the highest levels in the Lehigh 
Valley have little choice in terms of type of unit. As a 
result, any households earning higher incomes that do not 
desire a detached house are competing for other types 
of units or are forced to “buy below” their ability to pay. 
When this happens, it removes supply from the market 
for those households at lower income levels, cascading 
down to those households with the least ability to pay. 
The open question, however, is whether the lack of variety 
is a weakness in the market or an accurate reflection of 
housing choice by these upper income workers. This will 
be explored further in the jobs-housing balance surplus 
and shortage discussion.

Rental Housing Values

Unlike traditional ownership units, the Lehigh Valley 
traditional rental housing market (multifamily properties) 
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Figure 101 - Rental Housing Supply by Occupation & Type

Sources: Lehigh County, Northampton County and RKG Associates, Inc.
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changes substantially as the price point increases, as 
efficiencies and 1-bedroom units constitute less of the unit 
count of the higher cost occupations. 

It is important to note that the number of units, as well 
as the variety, at the higher end substantially declines in 
terms of bedroom count. Less than 30 were identified as 
being priced above approximately 125% of AMI. These 
findings indicate that persons (or households) with higher 
incomes have very little choice to find an apartment that 
allows them to maximize their ability to pay. Even when 
they can find those units, they are forced into a larger unit 
regardless of their space needs. As a result, these persons 
are forced into three options: 1) rent a unit that does not 
allow them to maximize their ability to pay, 2) rent a unit 
that maximizes their ability to pay, but not necessarily fits 
their space need, or 3) find a traditional ownership unit in 
that price point to rent. In any of these scenarios, it places 
additional pressure on the market that adversely impacts 
other workers seeking suitably sized and priced housing in 
the Valley.

The downward pressure in the rental market is more 
harmful than the homeownership market from a jobs-
housing balance perspective because workers at the 
lowest income levels have the greatest barriers to 
homeownership (i.e. credit history, available down 
payment). If a lower income worker is creditworthy 
and has sufficient resources for a down payment, that 
individual retains the opportunity to buy or rent a property. 

Individuals without the credit history or down payment are 
limited to renting. As a result, there is little option for these 
households other than find housing outside the housing 
shed/transit area or even outside the Valley. The lack of 
market rate 2- and 3+ bedroom units exacerbates the 
challenge for modest income families that choose or must 
rent. 

The lack of availability and choice at the high end of the 
rental housing market could impact the attractiveness 
of the Lehigh Valley for persons who work there and/
or potential new hires to companies that exist or are 
being recruited to the Valley. It is well documented that 
housing preference has been shifting away from traditional 
homeownership, suburban development towards more 
compact and pedestrian scale development. The economic 
downturn and the impacts to the local, regional and 
national housing market have accelerated these shifts 
(by necessity as much as preference). To these points, 
not having sufficient options of housing, particularly rental 
housing, that would appeal to younger, more mobile 
persons, could impact whether local workers remain living 
here or whether companies can be successful at recruiting 
new talent. In both cases, the lack of diversity could 
adversely impact the local jobs-housing balance.
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JoBS-HouSinG BALAncE – LEHiGH VALLEY 
workErS-onLY dEMAnd

Results of the jobs-housing balance are presented for two 
basic scenarios.

First, looking at housing availability if the demand for housing 
is based solely on people who work in the Lehigh Valley. 
Stated otherwise, does the current Lehigh Valley housing 
supply provide appropriate choice by price for the 275,261 
persons working here if they are not competing with any other 
persons for housing? Of course, the reality is that they are 
competing with non-working households and persons who live 
here but work outside the Valley. But, this scenario questions 
whether the people working here even have a chance to 
find price appropriate housing here. We know that there will 
be enough housing in total with this analysis because there 
are fewer people who work here but don’t live here than 
the reverse (88,764 versus 103,667). The question will be 
whether the price points are compatible. Presumably, it would 
be better if Lehigh Valley workers could all live here and may 

represent a sustainability goal or objective to consider. It 
further helps us evaluate the impact of choice, should we find 
there is suitably priced housing but workers choose to live 
elsewhere. We further have the opportunity to consider that 
goal or objective with finer-grained geography using the job 
centers with housing sheds and the transit sheds. The former 
helps evaluate the opportunity to provide a balance of jobs and 
housing within reasonable drive times, and the latter enables 
us to look at that relationship relative to areas proximate to 
LANta bus routes.

Second, looking at housing availability if the demand for 
housing is based on people who either work here or live here. 
This represents a much more difficult task, since clearly there 
isn’t currently enough housing for all of both workers and 
residents; this scenario keeps all current residents in their 
homes while still inflating demand from the 88,764 people who 
work here but don’t currently live here. This scenario is more 
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of a true analysis of the ability of current Lehigh Valley workers 
to live here given the actual competition they face for price 
appropriate housing. In terms of providing for this demand, 
the question will be discussed whether it’s important to Lehigh 
Valley housing policy makers to try to provide appropriately 
priced housing to meet this objective. Again, it would appear 
better from a sustainability perspective for all workers to be 
able to live here. The same question may then be asked as the 
analysis windows in to the job center/housing sheds and transit 
sheds.

A key factor to consider here is the fact that 103,667 residents 
of the Lehigh Valley work elsewhere. Some of these people 
no doubt work just minutes away from their homes at places 
across the Delaware River or north of the Blue Mountain 
or other areas just outside the Valley. Others, however, 
work much farther away from the Valley and require long 
commutes to work. The latter is not especially in keeping 

with sustainability objectives and, again, raises a policy 
consideration of whether providing “housing for all” is really 
the objective. In some ways it may be more appropriate to 
discuss how to provide suitable Lehigh Valley jobs for those 
residents so they don’t need (or choose) to work elsewhere. 
These policy issues will be discussed further subsequent to the 
review of results. 
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The data presented in these sections reflect the 1.17 workers 
per household multiple-income, FHA mortgage assumptions 
detailed in the methodology section. This was done to simplify 
the narrative for the reader (rather than going through four 
scenarios). While there is no way to model the purchasing/
leasing habits of 300,000+ individual households, the multiple-
income FHA financing scenario was chosen because it 
provides a relative “mid-point” scenario within the Lehigh 
Valley based on market assumptions.

Lehigh Valley Totals

Despite the net surplus of housing in the Valley (due to 
the removal of local non-working households and those 
households working outside the Valley), the data indicates 
there is insufficient housing supply for seven of the ten 
lowest earning occupation groups as shown in Figure 102. 
In fact, households earning below approximately 100% of 
AMI have a net shortage of approximately 39,200 units. 
In contrast, households earning above 100% of AMI have 
a surplus of approximately 60,300. The most substantial 
surplus is for houses priced at the top of the market (above 
125% of AMI). In other words, the housing in the Lehigh 
Valley is not priced commensurate with the income levels 
of workers in the Lehigh Valley. If all worker households in 
the Valley chose to live in Lehigh or Northampton County, 
approximately 20% of those households would be cost 
burdened. This finding is consistent with anecdotal and 
socioeconomic data collected during this process, which 
indicates the Lehigh Valley has become more popular with 

workers and retirees from the northern New Jersey/New 
York/Philadelphia area attracted to convenient access, 
relative cost savings and the quality of life.

That stated, it is unreasonable for the Lehigh Valley 
communities to actively pursue all potential demand. 
Personal preference and individual choice oftentimes 
influence housing decisions as much or more than 
proximity to work. To this point, the jobs-housing balance 
analysis is more valuable to the Lehigh Valley Planning 
Commission and its member jurisdictions as a tool to 
identify areas of specific need and opportunity. The 
following summary of findings is framed in this context.

 ● Unmet demand is greatest at the lowest end of the 
income spectrum – The three occupation groups that 
fall below approximately 50% of AMI have a net shortage 
of about 28,000 housing units within the Valley. The 
“best case scenario,” multiple-income conventional 
mortgage assumptions, has a net shortage of more 
than 9,500 housing units for the Valley as a whole. This 
finding indicates that many of these households either 
live outside the Valley (in-commuters) or live above 
the HUD threshold for housing cost burdened (30% of 
gross income). Unfortunately, those households that 
have found lower cost housing outside the Valley end up 
with greater transportation costs due to their increased 
commute. In either case, there is a need for more 
modestly priced housing in the Lehigh Valley. 
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 ● Unmet demand for higher income occupation groups 
limits supply for lower earning households – The fact 
that there is insufficient housing supply through the mid-
range of income indicates the need for housing within 
the Valley goes beyond just more price appropriate 
housing at the lowest income thresholds. For example, 
the 50% to 80% of AMI group, which has the highest 
concentration of housing supply, has a net shortage of 
units for the demand within the market (approximately 
10,500 units). However, the potential need is across 
most of the occupational groups, meaning the approach 
to create better jobs-housing balance will require a 
combination of housing types and price points.

 ● The impact of non-working households intensifies 
need, especially at the lowest end – As noted earlier 
in this chapter, almost 65,000 households in the Lehigh 
Valley have no actively working household members. 
While the Census data does not provide income 
equivalencies for these households, the data identifies 
those living above and below poverty levels. The more 
than 14,300 reported to be living below the poverty 
line are below the 50% of AMI threshold, while the rest 
cannot be categorized as easily.6 Regardless, adding 
nearly 65,000 households to the demand side creates a 
net shortage of housing to about 44,000 households. 

6 Households with no wage earners but above the poverty line use means 
other than income from a permanent job to live. The most common example 
is a retiree household, which uses resources such as savings, pensions, 
and Social Security.

UNIT SURPLUS/
(SHORTAGE)

OCCUPATIONS
MEDIAN

INCOME LEVEL
WORKING

HOUSEHOLDS
FEE SIMPLE 

UNITS
CONDO
UNITS

RENTAL
UNITS

TOTAL
UNITS

 BALANCE BY 
OCCUPATION

Other Services $28,234 43,123                 17,060             67               9,076        26,203        (16,920)
Farming, Fishing, and Forestry $31,223 512                      5,710               16               5,878        11,604        11,092
Sales and Related $31,884 24,447                 1,295               7                 769           2,071          (22,376)
Transportation and Material Moving $36,781 17,850                 12,502             165             9,697        22,364        4,514
Office and Administrative Support $37,587 39,934                 2,491               -                  676           3,167          (36,767)
Production $40,381 16,481                 8,236               76               7,496        15,808        (673)
Protective Service $41,370 3,690                   2,798               65               596           3,459          (231)
Installation, Maintenance, and Repair $49,775 8,242                   24,826             850             8,253        33,929        25,687
Construction and Extraction $50,435 6,736                   1,919               362             1,448        3,729          (3,007)
Education, Legal, Community Service, Arts, and Media $56,241 24,639                 16,775             768             6,613        24,156        (483)
Healthcare Practitioners and Technical $68,412 16,514                 31,144             1,846          5,232        38,222        21,708
Computer, Engineering, and Science $73,238 11,107                 9,281               650             270           10,201        (906)
Management, Business, and Financial $82,745 21,991                 15,652             943             -                16,595        (5,396)
All Others NC NC 42,659             2,173          20             44,852        NC
Total NC 235,266               192,348          7,988          56,024      256,360      21,094
Source: RKG Associates, Inc.

Lehigh Valley Workers-Only Demand Jobs-Housing Balance
1.17 Workers/Household; FHA Financing

DEMAND SUPPLY

Figure 102
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Impacts of Alternative Household Income 
- Lehigh Valley Workers

Considering the housing supply deficits for incomes 
below 100% of AMI for the multiple worker per household 
analysis, it is not surprising that for the single-income 
household analysis the situation is even worse at 
incomes below the AMI. This is intuitively obvious that if 
all households were single worker households making 
the median wage for their occupation, not all would be 
able to find appropriately priced housing—there would be 
too much competition with each worker needing housing 
and incomes too low compared to the reality of a mix of 
single- and multiple-income households. The extra income 
assumed in the multiple worker household analysis could 
also represent people making above median wage for 
their occupation or additional part-time jobs that actually 
supplement household income but are not considered in 
this analysis.

Adjusting the multiple-income assumption in the jobs-
housing balance to 1.40 workers per household has two 
substantial impacts. First, households have a greater 
ability to pay for housing due to the approximately 
$8,100 of additional income (over the 1.17 workers per 
household income). This makes the existing housing “more 
affordable” as housing values do not change from this 
multiplier. Second, it reduces the number of households 
needing housing, as the analysis adjusts the demand 
based on the number of workers per household. The 
cumulative effect is lower demand with greater ability to 
pay.

Based on these factors, the jobs-housing balance analysis 
for 1.40 workers per household is much more positive. On 
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the surface, the net demand totals 196,600 households, 
approximately 38,700 fewer than the 1.17 workers per 
household analysis for the Valley. This change impacts 
all of the occupation groups proportionately, as it is not 
possible to allocate the change by occupation/income. 
That said, the net supply of housing experienced a 
substantial shift in affordability, reallocating units into the 
occupation groups below 100% of AMI. Most notably, the 
Valley has a net surplus of nearly 25,000 housing units 
for households that earn less than 50% of AMI. This is 
the result of supplementing the income of all households, 
which makes the most substantial difference for the lowest 
income households. Two key takeaways from this are: 1) 
the significant positive impacts on housing affordability 

created by raising household income, especially at 
the lowest end, and 2) the significant positive impact 
of creating better paying jobs. Traditional ownership 
units accounted for only 57% of this increase despite 
constituting 80% of all units. As discussed previously, the 
rental housing market is much more sensitive to income/
cost changes than the ownership market.
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Job Centers - Lehigh Valley Workers

As noted earlier in this chapter, the supply and demand 
characteristics of the job centers to the Lehigh Valley 
as a whole are not vastly different. That said, unique 
characteristics and findings from the job centers will 
influence policy and implementation recommendations for 
those areas. The following narrative details those findings.

 ● The need for additional housing below 80% of AMI 
exists in four of the five job centers – The supply of 
housing valued to be affordable to the three occupation 
groups that fall below the 50% of AMI income threshold 
is not sufficient for the demand in Job Centers 1 through 
4. Only Job Center 5 has sufficient housing for those 
households. Within the 50% to 80% of AMI group, 
conditions improve in the Valley, with only Job Centers 
1 and 2 continuing to have a net unmet demand. The 
findings indicate that having greater housing supply 
priced appropriately to the occupation groups earning 
the least is a challenge that transcends the Valley, not 
just one or two specific locations. 

 ● Job Centers 1 and 3 have concentrations in the job 
centers’ most expensive housing – Despite having 
comparatively smaller net housing supply levels than 
Job Center 2, Job Centers 1 and 3 have more housing 
priced above 125% of AMI (approximately 2,000 to 3,000 
more units). As a result, the net surplus of housing is due 
to a high concentration of the most expensive housing. 
Within Job Center 1, the supply/demand equilibrium 

is almost balanced when the highest valued housing 
group is removed. Both job centers have unmet need for 
housing below 50% of AMI.

 ● Job Center 2 has greatest diversity of price, but 
is the employment hub for the Lehigh Valley – Job 
Center 2, which includes downtown Allentown, is the 
employment hub for the Lehigh Valley. Net need for 
housing within Housing Shed 2 (117,400 households) by 
Valley workers is greater than the other four job centers 
combined (103,800 households). However, the housing 
supply totals slightly more than 83,000. To this point, the 
worker households in Job Center 2 would need more 
than 30,000 new housing units in Housing Shed 2 just to 
accommodate their needs. 

 ● There is unmet demand in Job Center 2 at all 
income threshold groupings – The impact of property 
conditions has made Housing Shed 2 the most diverse 
in terms of distribution of housing by cost. Housing 
demands are also evenly distributed among the various 
occupational groups, translating into unmet demand at 
all AMI income thresholds. In fact, there is an identified 
need of nearly 4,000 housing units for the top five 
occupation groups in Job Center 2, including units priced 
above 125% of AMI. To this point, the need for lower 
priced housing is only one component of the challenges 
Job Center 2 faces when trying to create greater balance 
between jobs and housing. 
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 ● Job Center 3 has the best jobs-housing balance of 
the three larger job centers – Similar to Job Center 
1, the balance of jobs and housing in Job Center 
3 is positive. However, the net need for housing is 
concentrated for occupation groups earning below 50% 
of AMI. The 50% to 80% of AMI group has a net positive 
supply/demand balance, unlike Job Centers 1 and 2. 
That said, Job Center 3 has a deficit of nearly 5,000 
housing units for the six lowest earning occupation 
groups.

 ● There is an overall small housing surplus for 
Job Centers 1 to 3 combined but mismatched 
affordability – Shortages exist across the board for 
lower incomes, and the primary surpluses are at or 
above the highest income occupation. The latter is a 
function of using median occupational wages where it 
won’t be possible to simulate actual incomes associated 
with these households.

 ● Job Centers 4 and 5 have greater housing supply 
than jobs/demand – Due to the more suburban nature 
of Job Centers 4 and 5, there is a better correlation 
between jobs (income) and housing (cost) in these 
areas. In Job Center 5, 881 working households exist 
to consume more than 7,000 housing units. Simply put, 
Job Centers 4 and 5 are not job centers at all. However, 
Job Center 4 does have unmet need of approximately 
400 units for the lowest income occupation group and 

households with no workers living below the poverty 
line. To this point, the need for better balance between 
jobs and housing is not unique to the predominant 
employment corridor in the Lehigh Valley.
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Impacts of Alternative Household Income 
- Job Centers

For Job Center 1, even the single worker household 
analysis has a surplus of housing, but it is very poorly 
matched to income levels. Very large shortages exist 
below about 80% of AMI, and surpluses exist for higher 
priced housing. 

For the Job Center 2 single-income household analysis, 
there is a very large overall shortage with about 90% of 
the shortfall below 80% of AMI. For Job Center 3, there 
is a very significant overall housing surplus of about 40% 
of demand, but still a shortage for incomes below 80% of 
AMI. These results support a conclusion that the housing 
sheds for Job Centers 1 and 3 partially fill the overall 
demands for Job Center 2, but not below 80% of AMI, 
where shortages exist throughout.

When applying 1.40 workers per household, removing 
working households and increasing the ability to pay 
for those remaining households substantially changes 
the jobs-housing balance equilibrium in each of the job 
centers. While a few individual occupation groups retain 
a deficit in housing (i.e. sales and related occupations in 
each of the five job centers), only Job Center 2 has deficits 
for entire income affordability thresholds. Interestingly, Job 
Center 2 has a net surplus for households earning below 
50% of AMI in this scenario. This presumably is due to 
the relative presence of income-controlled housing and 
comparatively lower property values than other parts of the 
Valley. However, Job Center 2 has shortages in each of 
the other affordability bands in this scenario. 
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The takeaways from this effort are two-fold. First, the 
results of the analysis indicate that households that work 
outside the Valley and those that live in the Valley but 
do not work make up a substantial portion of the local 
market. Simply put, the outside pressures for housing in 
the Valley are prevalent. The reported influx of households 
from the east combined with the reported concentration 
of households that have retired and are choosing to age 
in place affect the Valley’s housing market. Second is that 
Job Center 2 has unmet need for higher end housing. 
Even when competition is pulled from the analysis, Job 
Center 2 has a net shortage of more than 16,700 housing 
units for households earning above 50% of AMI, with 
nearly 6,400 of that for households earning above 80% 

of AMI. The lack of effort to meet this demand indicates 
there are more substantive issues in Housing Shed 2 
that dissuade the private sector from acting. The analysis 
indicates the lack of developable land (greenfields), 
existing property conditions, and the perceptions of 
schools are the biggest obstacles.

Unmet housing demands by job center and housing shed, 
in effect, identify shortcomes in the sustainability objective 
to live in close proximity to a job. The unmet demand will 
be resolved by workers living further away from their jobs, 
either in other housing sheds, other Lehigh Valley locations 
or outside the Valley.
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JoBS-HouSinG BALAncE – ALL LEHiGH VALLEY 
rESidEntS And workErS

Lehigh Valley Totals

Adding the 88,600 households comprised of persons 
who live in the Valley, but work outside Lehigh and 
Northampton County, has a profound impact on the 
jobs-housing balance equilibrium. At a base level, the 
previous analysis net surplus of over 21,000 housing 
units becomes a net shortage of more than 67,500 units. 
Substantial residential development would need to occur 
to accommodate all potential market demand. As shown 
in Figure 103, the final analysis reveals that ten of the 
13 occupation groups have deficiencies in affordable 
housing supply. The only income threshold groups with a 
surplus are the 100% to 125% of AMI group (healthcare 
and computer combined) and the over 125% of AMI 
group (management and “All Others” combined). This is 
partially explained by the fact that each occupation group 
is represented by its median and not the full range (thus 
limiting the top-end earners’ impact on the analysis). 
However, this finding amplifies the earlier sentiment 
about the desirability of the Lehigh Valley for retirees and 
out-commuters into the northern New Jersey/New York/
Philadelphia areas.

It is worthwhile to reiterate that it is unreasonable for the 
Lehigh Valley communities to actively pursue all potential 
demand. As noted earlier in this section, personal 

preference and individual choice often influence housing 
decisions as much or more than proximity to work. To this 
point, the jobs-housing balance analysis is more valuable 
to the Lehigh Valley Planning Commission and its 
member jurisdictions as a tool to identify areas of specific 
need and opportunity. The following summary of findings 
is framed in this context.

 ● Demand with all Lehigh Valley residents and 
workers intensifies shortage at the lowest end of 
earnings – The cities of Allentown, Bethlehem and 
Easton offer lower income workers access to greater 
services and amenities than most of the surrounding 
area. To this point, they have become attractive 
“collector areas” for households earning at the 
lower end of the income scale. This analysis reveals 
the housing availability impacts for the substantial 
number of households that work elsewhere but live 
in the Valley. The three occupation groups that fall 
below approximately 50% of AMI have a net shortage 
of nearly 53,000 housing units (almost double the 
workers-only demand scenario from Figure 102) within 
the Valley. To this end, the analysis indicates that 
many of the Lehigh Valley worker households either 
live outside the Valley (in-commuters) or live above 
the HUD threshold for housing cost burdened (30% 
of gross income). Unfortunately, those households 
that have found lower cost housing outside the 
Valley end up with greater transportation costs due to 
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UNIT
SURPLUS/

(SHORTAGE)

OCCUPATIONS
MEDIAN

INCOME LEVEL
WORKING

HOUSEHOLDS
FEE SIMPLE 

UNITS
CONDO
UNITS

RENTAL
UNITS

TOTAL
UNITS

 BALANCE BY 
OCCUPATION

Other Services $28,234 58,556             17,060              67            9,076     26,203    (32,353)
Farming, Fishing, and Forestry $31,223 721                  5,710                16            5,878     11,604    10,883
Sales and Related $31,884 33,532             1,295                7              769        2,071      (31,461)
Transportation and Material Moving $36,781 24,455             12,502              165          9,697     22,364    (2,091)
Office and Administrative Support $37,587 54,961             2,491                -               676        3,167      (51,794)
Production $40,381 23,261             8,236                76            7,496     15,808    (7,453)
Protective Service $41,370 5,088               2,798                65            596        3,459      (1,629)
Installation, Maintenance, and Repair $49,775 11,442             24,826              850          8,253     33,929    22,487
Construction and Extraction $50,435 9,545               1,919                362          1,448     3,729      (5,816)
Education, Legal, Community Service, Arts, and Media $56,241 33,970             16,775              768          6,613     24,156    (9,814)
Healthcare Practitioners and Technical $68,412 22,363             31,144              1,846       5,232     38,222    15,859
Computer, Engineering, and Science $73,238 15,582             9,281                650          270        10,201    (5,381)
Management, Business, and Financial $82,745 30,394             15,652              943          -             16,595    (13,799)
All Others NC NC 42,659              2,173       20          44,852    NC
Total NC 323,870           192,348            7,988       56,024   256,360  (67,510)
Source: RKG Associates, Inc.

Lehigh Valley All Workers and Residents Jobs-Housing Balance
1.17 Workers/Household; FHA Financing

DEMAND SUPPLY

Figure 103

their increased commute. In either case, this analysis 
reinforces the need for more modestly priced housing in 
the Lehigh Valley. 

 ● Unmet demand for higher income occupation groups 
limits supply for lower earning households – The 
analysis reveals an insufficient housing supply through 
the mid-range of incomes (50% to 100% of AMI) and 
indicates the need for housing within the Valley goes 

beyond just more price appropriate housing at the lowest 
income thresholds. The 50% to 80% of AMI group has 
almost as much unmet need (approximately 46,300 units) 
as the lowest earning occupation groups. They combine 
for a net shortage of more than 99,000 housing units (not 
including non-working households). Households earning 
below 100% of AMI constitute a shortage of just over 
109,000 housing units in the Valley.
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Impacts of Alternative Household Income 
- All Valley Residents and Workers

For the single-income analysis, the results are predictable 
that the demand is far too great with all workers requiring 
a separate household and incomes low across the board. 
There are very large shortages for incomes below 80% 
of AMI and a high number of units not affordable for any 
occupation.

Similar to the workers-only analysis, adjusting the number 
of workers per household for the multiple worker analysis 
to 1.40 workers per household has substantial impacts on 
the results. Unlike the workers-only analysis, the reduction 
in demand due to the higher incidence of multiple-income 
households has not created a net surplus. The Valley as 
a whole could not support all working households (either 
working here or living here and working elsewhere) if 
that was the market’s preference. There are 14,200 more 
households than housing units in this analysis. That said, 
the most substantial finding from this effort is that the 
net 51,200 housing unit shortage for households earning 
below 50% of AMI becomes a net surplus of slightly 
below 4,300 units. As mentioned, this shift is due primarily 
to: 1) the decrease in net demand of more than 28.5% 
compared to the 1.17 workers per household analysis, 
and 2) the substantial increase in supply affordable to this 
income band due to the price sensitivity within the market 
(particularly for rental housing). 

While the shift of supply benefited the occupation groups 
earning below 50% of AMI, the occupation groups earning 
between 50% and 100% got little relief. The net shortage for 
these groups totaled 42,500 housing units, as compared to 
a net shortage of 55,400 in the 1.17 workers per household 
analysis. This finding indicates that there is a concentration 
of housing at the 50% of AMI level, where market changes 
can influence the balance of income and housing. However, 
there is not a corresponding concentration at 100% of AMI. 
The analysis highlights the sensitivity of affordability at the 
lowest income occupations to an increase in household 
income. This strongly indicates the benefit provided if 
wages were increased.
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Job Centers - All Valley Residents and 
Workers

 ● Workers earning below 50% of AMI compete the most 
for affordable housing – The supply of housing valued 
to be affordable to the three occupation groups that fall 
below the 50% of AMI income threshold is not sufficient 
for the demand in Job Centers 1 through 4. Only Job 
Center 5 has sufficient housing for those households. 
The findings indicate that supplying appropriate housing 
to the occupation groups earning the least is a challenge 
throughout the Valley, not just one or two specific 
locations.

 ● As a whole, Job Center 1 has a net surplus of 
housing– Although Housing Shed 1 has a slight surplus 
of housing overall under the 1.17 workers per household 
analysis, there is a near 12,000 unit deficit when 
housing units priced above 125% of AMI are excluded. 
Furthermore, the balance of jobs and housing is skewed 
to the higher income occupation groups. There is a 
net deficit of more than 17,000 units for the six lowest 
earning occupation groups. This finding is consistent with 
market conditions, as there are substantial manufacturing 
and warehouse/distribution jobs in Job Center 1, but few 
housing options for those workers. The greatest needs 
are for ownership housing priced between $100,000 
and $140,000 and/or apartments priced between $850 
and $950 per month. For the rental housing, 2- and 3+ 
bedroom units have the greatest demand. Unfortunately, 

the portion of Lehigh County outside the housing shed 
has very little modest priced housing, forcing these 
workers to live even further from their jobs.

 ● Job Center 2 residents that work outside the Valley 
skew to the lower income groups – Based on the 
occupation characteristics, persons that live in Job 
Center 2 but work outside the Valley are more heavily 
concentrated in jobs that pay below 80% of AMI than 
other job centers. This finding is not surprising, given 
the high concentration of affordably priced housing. 
Unfortunately, this finding also indicates that the job 
center with the greatest need (for local workers) is also 
the job center with the greatest internal competition. 
Job Center 2 has a net deficit of 30,250 units priced 
below 50% of AMI despite the Valley’s net surplus. 
In short, the data indicates that Job Center 2 has the 
highest concentration of lower paying jobs, creating 
substantial need. That said, the net 70,000+ shortage of 
units indicates strategies for Job Center 2 that focus on 
a mix of incomes are the most prudent to create a more 
effective jobs-housing balance equilibrium.

 ● Job Center 3 has near equilibrium overall, but 
mismatches within the different occupation groups 
– Similar to Job Center 1, the balance of jobs and 
housing in Job Center 3 is above equilibrium when 
income and price considerations are ignored. However, 
the distribution of supply and demand indicates there 
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is substantial unmet need at the lower income groups 
(15,400 units for the six lowest earning occupation 
groups) and a surplus of supply at the upper end of 
housing price/income level (24,700 units more than 
demand for the six highest earning occupation groups). 
When all three job center conditions are considered, it 
becomes apparent that higher income earners in Job 
Center 2 have the opportunity to find housing in the 
adjoining housing sheds (Sheds 1 and 3). However, 
lower earning households and those with no income 
and below the poverty line have very few options to 
avoid housing cost burdening anywhere in the Valley’s 
main employment centers.

 ● Job Centers 4 and 5 have greater housing supply 
than jobs/demand – Due to the borough-oriented 
nature of Job Centers 4 and 5, there is a better 
correlation between jobs (income) and housing (cost) in 
these areas. However, Job Center 4 does have unmet 
need of more than 1,300 units for the lowest income 
occupation group and households with no workers 
living below the poverty line. To this point, the need for 
better balance between jobs and housing is not unique 
to the predominant employment corridor in the Lehigh 
Valley. 

Transit Areas

The transit area analysis yielded similar findings for 
each of the three study areas. Most notably, LANta has 
effectively provided transit service near the majority of 

the Valley’s employment base. However, the finding 
that all three transit areas have a large unmet need for 
housing indicates that housing opportunities are not as 
clustered as job opportunities. Simply put, the suburban 
development patterns of the Valley have inhibited 
households’ ability to reliably use alternative methods 
of transportation to go to and from work. The fact that 
Transit Area 1 (59,054 unit shortage) has almost as 
much unmet demand as Transit Area 2 (62,172 unit 
shortage) despite a much smaller worker household 
demand (151,433 households and 199,060 households, 
respectively) indicates the availability of housing near 
transit routes is much less robust outside the downtown 
areas of Allentown and Bethlehem. To this point, there is 
need for greater housing activity along all of LANta’s bus 
lines, particularly away from the urban core. 

It is important to note that the unmet need in the transit 
areas is highest for the lowest income occupation groups, 
but not exclusively for these groups. There is a net 
shortage of appropriately priced housing in each of the 
income groupings studied in this section. To this point, 
efforts to encourage additional housing development 
along transit routes within the Valley should incorporate 
a mix of housing types, sizes and prices. Not only would 
this approach address actual unmet needs for the Valley, 
it can create more stable and sustainable communities for 
the host municipalities.
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Impacts of Alternative Household Income 

For the single-income assumptions, Job Center 1 has an 
overall housing shortage and, of course, larger shortages 
at the incomes below 80% of AMI than the multiple-income 
analysis. Job Center 2 has as even larger single-income 
housing shortage, where less than 50% of demand is met 
and worse conditions for occupations below 80% of AMI. 
Job Center 3 has nearly equal overall supply/demand for 
the single-income analysis but split into large shortages 
below 80% of AMI and surpluses at higher incomes. When 
combined, there is a very large housing shortage of nearly 
one-third of demand.

For the 1.40 workers per household option, removing 
non-working households and increasing the ability to pay 
for those remaining households substantially changes 
the jobs-housing balance equilibrium in each of the job 
centers. While a few individual occupation groups retain 
a deficit in housing (i.e. sales and related occupations in 
each of the five job centers), only Job Center 2 and the 
three transit areas maintained net deficits for housing. 
Unlike the workers-only analysis, Job Center 2 did not 
have a net surplus of housing at the lowest income 
levels. This is not surprising, as the previous analysis did 
not consider existing residents who work elsewhere. As 
mentioned throughout the analysis, the addition of zero-
working households has an impact on all job centers, 

particularly for the households earning below 50% of AMI 
(due to the zero income households under the poverty 
line). 

The findings of this effort support the earlier findings from 
the Lehigh Valley workers-only analysis. However, the 
final analysis even further reinforces the importance for 
a concerted effort to accommodate the development of 
housing at all prices and types in Job Center 2. Simply put, 
Job Center 2 is on another level from the other job centers; 
it accounts for more demand of housing than the four other 
areas combined despite its slightly higher concentration of 
housing units. While Job Centers 1 and 3 were analyzed 
independently, it is obvious that they serve as part of Job 
Center 2’s Housing Shed in addition to serving their own 
employment needs. 

However, Job Centers 1 and 3 can only provide relief at 
the highest income levels (where they have surpluses). 
Their respective shortage of housing at the lowest end only 
exacerbates the need for adequate housing for households 
earning below 100% of AMI, and particularly those earning 
below 50% of AMI. To this point, it is appropriate that the 
LVPC pursue policies and efforts to expand housing priced 
below $150,000 (ownership) and $950 per month (rental) 
in these areas to serve both their needs and to allow these 
areas to relieve the pressure in Job Center 2, similar to the 
way they do for upper income households.
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JoBS-HouSinG BALAncE SuMMArY

For the scenario where housing demand is solely based on 
people who work in the Lehigh Valley, there is an overall 
surplus of housing—meaning that all Lehigh Valley workers 
have housing available. The housing, however, is largely 
mismatched in pricing with median occupational wages. 

From a job center perspective, there also is a combined 
surplus of housing but a mismatch in pricing. This indicates 
that the housing sheds have sufficient housing for the demand 
within reasonable drive times but not at appropriate price 
points. Again, it is the occupations below 80% of AMI that have 
insufficient supply. 

Using higher estimates of income per household (1.40 
workers per household) has a dramatic positive influence 

on affordability below 100% of AMI and again, provides 
sufficient housing within reasonable drive times. It is clear that 
Job Center 2, with the largest demand by far, has an actual 
housing shed that extends into the housing sheds for Job 
Centers 1 and 3, and even beyond. 

The overall analysis clearly indicates the need to provide 
additional housing at incomes below 80% of AMI or to 
supplement incomes to change housing affordability at the 
lower incomes. Apparent housing surpluses at the highest 
end (above 100% of AMI) are explained by using the median 
income methodology in the jobs-housing balance, whereby 
it’s not possible for household incomes to pay for the most 
expensive housing in the Lehigh Valley. This is the benefit of 
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having completed the housing affordability analysis detailed 
earlier that clearly shows that actual household incomes in the 
Lehigh Valley are more than sufficient to purchase the housing 
above 100% of AMI. Median wage earners, even when there 
are 1.40 of them per household, cannot afford the highest 
priced housing in the Lehigh Valley. This housing, however, is 
affordable to individuals earning wages well above median for 
his/her occupation or two-person, higher wage households.

For the scenario where housing demand is based on all 
workers and residents in the Lehigh Valley, there is an overall 
shortage of housing. This is an obvious overall conclusion 
since there are nearly 90,000 people who work here but don’t 
currently live here. This scenario reinforces the finding that 

people who work in the Lehigh Valley have difficulty competing 
for suitably priced housing in the Valley, given the competition 
from people that already live here but work outside the Valley. 
The price point most notably impacted with shortages in 
housing are below 80% of AMI. This reinforces the difficulty 
for workers in this income range to find suitable housing in the 
Lehigh Valley within suitable drive times of their jobs.


