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Executive Summary

The Hazleton Downtown Focus Group sessions were held in August 1997 by the
Greater Hazleton Chamber of Commerce to encourage input about the status of center-
city Hazleton. Twenty-eight participants attended, representing all sectors of the
downtown community.

Participants expressed optimism and great sentiment for Hazleton, the downtown
area, and the City as a whole. The tone was upbeat and positive; seeking solutions and
steps for the future. This says a great deal about the character of the community and its
potential to succeed with a revitalization effort.

The top five issues for downtown Hazleton identified by the participants are:

(

P

Need for planning
Meed for partnerships and a supportive political climate
Need for an image and marketing program

Need for a downtown market assessment

OO

Meed to save the Northeastern Building



Introduction

The Greater Hazleton Chamber of Commerce and its Downtown Committee
contacted the Center for Rural Pennsylvania with concerns about downtown Hazleton.
The Center for Rural Pennsylvania, a legislative agency of the Pennsylvania General
Assembly, connected the Chamber of Commerce with the Pennsylvania Downtown
Ceniter, the statewide not-for-profit providing services and resources for downtown
vitality.

The Chamber convened two focus groups on Monday, August 13, 1997, in the
Community Room of the CAN DO Building. The session aimed to gather input about
attitudes and opinions about downtown Hazleton held by business people with a vested
interest in center-city. The information collected through these meetings will be used by
the Chamber's Downtown Committee to help develop a strategy, and will be shared with
local officials to assist in planning for the downtown.

Sessions were held from 3 until 5 p.m. and from 6 until 8 p.m. to allow flexibility
for the participants. All Chamber members were invited. Twenty-six (26) participated in
the two sessions, eighteen (18) in the afternoon, eight (8) in the evening, representing
retail, service, non-profit, business, banking and investment, and utilities. Chamber of
Commerce representatives introduced the facilitators and excused themselves.

The focus groups were conducted by Mary Joan Kevlin, Executive Director of the
Pennsylvania Downtown Center, and Jonathan Johnson, Senior Policy Analyst for the
Center for Rural Pennsylvania Results were tallied and compiled by Bridgett Welsh,
Assistant to the Director of the Pennsylvania Downtown Center.

The results are intended for the use of the Greater Hazleton Chamber of
Commerce, downtown stakeholders and local officials and leaders as a first step in
developing a strategy for center-city Hazleton. Subsequent steps should address (1)
development of g strategic action plan, (2) determining leadership and implementing
responsibilities, and (3) organizing for implementation.



Methodology

Focus groups participated in a modified SWOT analysis, a tool to analyze
"Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities, and Strengths." The process was modified to
include an initial question requiring each individual to identify his/her number one reason
for attending the session. This served as an ice-breaker and encouraged initial
involvement and investment in the session. It also provided an initial understanding of
attendees’ concerns and provided a topical benchmark for participants' SWOT analysis.

Next, in open discussion, participants identified and listed downtown strengths,
weaknesses, opportunities and threats. Facilitators recorded items on flip charts and
taped those lists on walls around the room for ready reference. Definitions of terms
(strength, weakness, opportunity, threat) were not provided to participants, but left to
their own interpretation. Responses conformed to the following definitions:

STRENGTHS: Identify positive aspects, attributes, resources
and characteristics, contributing to vigor of
center-city Hazleton,

WEAKNESSES: Identify downtown deficiencies, inadequacies,
dissatisfactions or problems for center-city
Hazleton.

OPPORTUNITIES: Identify timely goals and efforts, both suitable to

and meeting the demands and needs of center-
city Hazleton and the community-at-large.

THREATS: Indications of warning of potential problems for
or damage to center-city Hazleton. Also
hindrances or obstacles to maximizing strengths
and opportunities, and overcoming weaknesses.

After an hour of group discussion, participants reviewed the SWOT lists.
Facilitators referred them to the initial list of #1 reasons for attending the session and
asked if those concerns had been met. There were no additions to the lists from either
team. Each participant was given sixteen (16) colored dot stickers (blue for the
afternoon session, green for the evening) and allowed four votes for their top priorities
(approximately the top 20%) within each SWOT category. While four stickers were
allotted to each category, participants were permitted to vote more than one time fora
particular item -- either placing votes for four individual items, or four votes for a single
item, or some combination. Attendees then reviewed their voting and noted the priorities
identified.



Before leaving, each participant was asked to write his or her recommendation for
the next step in the process on an index card and place it in an envelope.

The sessions were upbeat, reflecting concern, commitment, and affection for
downtown Hazleton. There is a willingness to act, participate, and move forward.

Results, tallies, and analysis follow.



Results & Analysis

Complete SWOT lists prepared by the focus group members are included in an
appendix to this report. Those include

1.
2.

3.

List of the participants' #1 reason for attending the focus session
Green and Blue team lists of strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and
threats to center-city Hazleton, with team voting tallies

List of individual's recommendations for next steps

The SWOT process is open, inclusive and encourages brainstorming and debate,
and results in identifications of peints of consensus.

#1 Reason for Attending Session

The priority reasons for attending the sessions were

Pl o e

Interest in improving/revitalizing downtown Hazleton
Identifying markets for downtown Hazleton
Protecting and encouraging investment in downtown Hazleton

Improving the City's image



STRENGTHS

Both green and blue teams identified the following downtown strengths:

Commitment, willing committed people, teamwork
Convenient locations

Strong financial presence -- banks, brokerages
Good foundation of retail and service

Width of Broad Street

S LR

A lack of crime was indicated as a strength but there was a concern that perception of
crime as a problem posed a threat that should not be ignored.

Top Votes:
Green team (afternoon session):
12 votes Convenient location
7 Center of cultural institutions
6 Good utilities, power, telecommunications
6 Safe
6 Broad Street

Blue team (evening session):

7 Commitment, teamwork
4 Financial institutions
3 Tradition, longevity
3 Personal service
3 Central location
Di -

Top strengths identified by both groups indicate a strong sense that center-city
Hazleton is viable. It maintains a varied base in retail and service sectors and
participants are willing to work together toward common goals. Feeling is upbeat,
committed; tone positive.



WEAKNESSES

Both teams identified the following downtown weaknesses:

o Sl

Parking

Image, perception

Lack of white-collar jobs

Dilapidated buildings, derelict storefronts

Politics, lack of government support and interest

An "island mentality," feeling of a city isolated amidst sprawl and

municipalities "apathetic” toward plight of the City

Top Votes:

Green team:
12 votes
11
11

6

Blue team:

[PUR PO N

Discussion:

Lack of local government support

Mercantile tax

No anchor department store; cluster of specialty shops; loss of
movie theater, bowling, related activities

Lack of greenspace

Lack of marketing the downtown and key development sites
(Altamont Hotel, Northeastern Building)

Lack of code enforcement (maintenance issues), unsafe buildings
Lack of parking (both free and off street)

Lack of white collar jobs

Public perception ("nothing downtown")

Need for government offices (state, federal)

Major weaknesses identified indicate an awareness of the City's role in the larger
regional economy and a particular awareness of the decline of the City (both physically
and as the center of community life.) There was general acknowledgment that these
problems are inherent to cities in general and cities this size.

There is recognition among all parties that there are issues specific to Hazleton
City government that must be addressed locally -- snow removal, code and health

enforcement.



Items identified also reflected lack of a unique Hazleton focus or identifiable image
or attraction (e.g. Philadelphia and Independence Hall, Pittsburgh and its Downtown
Triangle, Lancaster and the Amish).

Discussion reflected a loss of a unique market for downtown Hazleton, either local
or regional, even though local businesses remain competitive in the face of strip
development, While dilapidated buildings were a concern, there was no discussion
concerning the number of storefront vacancies in the downtown or of any goal need to
concentrate retail activity. This business clustering would provide higher visibility to
individual stores and add to customers image of downtown's range and mix of
merchandise.

While lack of local government interest was mentioned repeatedly, only one
participant mentioned any direct role for businesses and property owners. This is the

private sector group which, along with the City, should be in the forefront of revitalizing
_downtown. Downtown businesses and property owners should redefine their role fo

become a downtown revitalization organization and increase participation. To be -
effective in revitalizing downtown, the group's efforts should inclu arketing the Wj\ \
downtown as a place to locate 2 business and as a place to invest,=Coordinating and ﬂ)’éﬁ : \{“HL
assisting the revitalization efforts of the City and private indiyiduals; “developing and

implementing and overall image campaign for the downtown;and assume a management
role for the central business district.

5



OPPORTUNITIES

Both teams identified the following opportunities for center-city Hazleton:

1. More promotions -- events like FunFest, keyed to sales, contests, and give-
aways
2. Farmers' markets, antiques
s T
Top Votes:
Green team:
12 votes Space for recreation

* indoor -- go-carts, racing, golf
* outdoor -- for public gatherings.

8 Mine lands an opportunity -- multi-use

3 Market/sell properties to Fortune 500 company
Blue team:

8 e« Northeastern Building -- possible educational use

A Py * Penn State satellite
* McCann School of Business

4 Greater participation
4 Become our own county
3 Group advertising

Discussion:

Opportunities for downtown Hazleton generated fewest items for discussion,
indicating that stakeholders are occupied with individual business interests and may not
have considered opportunities within their own market. That thirty-eight (38) strengths
were identified versus twenty-four (24) opportunities suggests an appreciation of strengths
that have not yet be converted into an action agenda,

Large downtown properties (Altamont Hotel, Northeastern Building) were
identified as key opportunities. However, there was some expectation that a single major
development project would "save" downtown. The status of the Northeastern Building
(former Markle Bank Building) was a running concern throughout both sessions. It
surfaced as a major issue under numerous categories (e.g. outmigration of business and
loss of downtown white collar jobs through the mercantile tax, lack of support of City
government in identifying uses and marketing the property, ""bad press" with



Preservation Pennsylvania's designation of the property as its "Most Threatened" in its
Pennsylvania At Risk statewide newsletter. This building and its future clearly isa
benchmark for the direction of downtown Hazleton.

There was no identification of issues/efforts for incremental growth, even though
the community has significant accomplishment in projects like the Deisroth Building
(conversion of a former department store to smaller retail shops) and growth in the
antiques and consignment markets. Likewise, no image-related, community-defining
opportunity surfaced.



THREATS

Both teams identified the following threats for center-city Hazleton:

1. Absentee landlords
j 2 Lack of a short and long term plan
- Lack of "diversity of ages," too much subsidized housing
4. Attitude and political climate, bad press
Top Votes:
Green team:
12 votes Political climate
10 Lack of short- and long-term plan
7 Empty storefronts and lack of upkeep, both owner and municipal
Blue team:
6 Lack of action
5 Malls, strip development, sprawl
5 Parking
4 Code enforcement

Discussion:

Again, the list of threats to the downtown district was short. There was discussion
that there was no single threat, but a gradual downward slide. The groups identified both
threats from outside the community (landlords, market forces, sprawl) and threats internal
to the community (lack of upkeep, lack of planning and marketing, and no partnership
with City Hall). Isolation and continued apathy was a concern with questions raised about
how to best combat the issue.

There was no mention of the lack of a role for downtown stakeholders as a threat
to the downtown. Current players with a vested interest in the health of the downtown
must increase their individual and collective participation in the revitalization process to
met goals. Individuals should organize and assign members specialized tasks: e.g. hold
and improve current promotions, develop membership and on-going financial
commitment, developing a staff position with sound funding commitment; and
developing partners in the revitalization effort, particularly with the City.



NEXT STEPS

At the conclusion of the two-hour session, individuals were asked to provide their
recommendation for the next step in writing on an index card. Responses were collected
in an envelope. Common among the recommendations were

I Recognition that there is a problem and that the downtown needs help.

2. Of twenty-three (23) responses, thirteen (13) related directly to planning.
and show a clear m@mﬂg\%em&_ﬁd/ﬁwmmml%

3 A sense of urgency and momentum. The groups expressed interest in
carrying the process forward. Responses stressed positive attitude and
partnership.

4. The Northeastern Building -- again, a recurrent theme. Comments
included the desire to "halt destruction," stabilize, market the property,
seek funding for rehabilitation. The building is seen as a centerpiece for
downtown, a home to commercial and professional enterprise. Additional

comments: "Other downtown development will depend on what happens
to this building." "This property is the "aura" of Hazleton."

Discussion:

To summarize, focus group participants were clearly committed, not discouraged
and expressed an underlying optimism about center-city Hazleton. They are concerned,
and feel disconnected from local government, surrounding towns, and Luzerne County.
They conclude that the downtown is threatened and recognize the situation. They express
optimism and great sentiment for Hazleton, the downtown area, and the City as a whole.

Prionties identified (no voting or ranking here) are:

Planning

Partnerships

Political climate

Focus, image. Seeming lack of community identity
Market analysis and marketing

Northeastern Building

e & & ° @ ©



CONCLUSIONS

The primary purpose of this report was to gather and prioritize input about

attitudes and opinions towards downtown Hazleton from businessmen and women with a
vested interest in the center-city area. Secondarily, it was to lay the basis for further
discussion within the community and assist residents, business people, and local leadership
in their downtown-related planning.

To take maximum advantage of interest generated to date, the Greater Hazleton

Chamber of Commerce, the City, merchants and property owners should:

S

Visit other communities involved in the downtown redevelopment process.
Integrate downtown questions into larger regional community planning and _~

development efforts.
Create a downtown revitalization organization. Secure funding for a minimum of "~
three years. Hire staff. %

Complete a comprehensive downtown inventory. Identify type and quantity of

“ space, tenant, type of construction, etc.

Stabilize Northeastern Building and develop plan for its future.

Gather additional input on downtown attitudes from a city-wide base, surrounding

towns and Luzerne County to verify focus group direction. Undertake consumer

surveys to identify targeted needs; telephone surveys of area residents (selected

randomly from the Hazleton telephone book); intercept surveys of shoppers at the

Laurel Mall and downtown, and surveys of downtown employees. ,

Assess parking effectiveness by evaluating area of service.

Complete a market analysis for downtown Hazleton. Analyze current demographic

and market information and studies completed to date and expand research to \/
determine current market niches and community needs.

Develop a strategic plan, identifying both short and long term goals. Identify roles \,/
and responsibilities for accomplishing tasks and investigate potential funding sources.
Develop a business recruitment plan, based upon market and strategic planning

efforts. This will includes determining which options to pursue, obtaining necessary
cooperation from property owners and financial institutions and effectively

implementing the strategy.

Develop overall public relations/promotions strategy for downtown to promote \/’
Hazleton as the heart of the City and region. Secure adequate funding,



APPENDIX I:

Downtown Hazleton Focus Group

August 13, 1997
3:00 - 5:00 p.m.



10.
Il

12,

13.
14.
15.
16.

17,

18.

GREEN TEAM’S #1 REASON FOR ATTENDING

Input

Interest

Viability as Neighborhood

Possibilities
Alternatives
HUB - Regional
Partnerships
Residential - People!
Identify Market
Marketing
Safety
Parking
-Needs
-Management
-Service
Culture
Children
Beautification

Activities

Bring People Downtown

Cooperation/Unity/Partnership: Government and Merchants



19.

20.

21.

22,

23.

24,

25.

26.

27

28.

29.

30.

Investment
-Tax Base: HUB

Street Lights (Green Arrows)
To Help
Identify Common Goals
Aftractions
Enthusiasm
Health Care Center
Incorporate as New County - New County Center
Diverse Character: Uniqueness
Preservation
Strengthen Community Economic Development
Short and Long Term Plan

-Northeastern Building

*Keep Building Viable

*Part of Emergency Plan
*Preserve Office Function



10.

11.

12,

13.

14.

15.

GREEN TEAM’S LIST OF STRENGTHS"

Strong Financial Presence

Willing People

_ Convenient Location

-Good Higlhway Access
-Population Center
-Location, Location, Location
-Crossroads

Broad Street
-Wide
-Inviting
-Clean
~Trees

Looks Like a City

Available Retail Space

Good Base Mix (Professional and Retail)

Convenient For Seniors (Customer Friendly)

Senior Citizen Housing

FunFest

Public Transportation
Concentration of Specialty Stores

Government Hub

Community Desire to Shop Downtown

Safe - Will Remain So, No Threat

" Top three vole-getters identified in italics,

# of Voles

12



16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

ol

23,

24,

Parking

Churches

Potential: LOTS!
Good Mix of Eateries
Pizza Parlors and Bars
Social Services

Cultural Institutions:
-Library
-YMCA/YWCA
-Philharmonic
-Historical Society
-Art League
-Community Concert

Hospital

Good Utilities, Power Telecommunications

# ;g{ Votes



10.

11

12,

13.

14.

15,

GREEN TEAM'’S LIST OF WEAKNESSES

Mercantile Tax
-Loss of Ocecupancy
-Loss of Physicians

Parking
-Library

Hazleton Shopping Center Deterioration
-Loss of K-Mart, McCrory’s, Sears

Lack of Community Support

Lack of Local Gevernment Support

Lack of Green Space

Loss of Major Office Centers (e.g. Northeastern Building)

No Hotels, Anchor Department Stores,
Cluster of Specialty Shops, and Movie Theaters

Route 309 Congestion From North to South

Dismal Approach
-Route 309 Bad First Impression

Commuter Economy
Qutmigration
Geographic Isolation
-Landlocked
-Surrounded by Hazle Township

Mine Lands
-ldle

-Ugly

Image; Perception

# of Votes

11

1



16.

17.

18.

19.

20.
21.

22,

Lack of Pride
Weather
-Windy
-Fog
Evening Hours
Railroad Tracks
-Active Line
-Deterrent
-Removal
Loss of Historical Ambiance
Dilapidated Buildings
Lack of Focal Point, Gathering Point

Lack of White Collar Jobs in City



GREEN TEAM'S LIST OF OPPORTUNITIES

# of Voles
Space for Recreation 12
-Buildings
-Land
Mine Lands 8
-Multi-use
Expand Farmers Market
Market/Sell to Fortune 500 Company 3
Incubators 1
More Activities like FunFest and Downtown-Wide Promotions 2
Lack of Age Diversity 2

-Develop Critical Mass of Elderly to Attract Physicians, etc.



10.

GREEN TEAM’S LIST OF THREATS

# of Votes

Political Climate 12
Bad Press 3
Aging Properties 1
Absentee Landlords 1
Lack of Diversity of Ages 1
Lack of Tolerance

-Racial Diversity

-Newcomers
Empty Storefronts 7

-Lack of Upkeep (Snow Removal, etc.)
Lack of Regional Cooperation

-No Mutual Aid
Ti&d-U(p?L&Bsas on Vacant Properties

-Weis

-Northeastern

Lack of Short and Long Term Plan 10



GREEN TEAM’S NEXT STEPS

Start with one project at a time and stick with it until it’s completed, then start the
next.

Prioritize: short term and long term issues.

Keep the momentum going with merchants meetings; involve government.
Move ahead respectively and don’t take old baggage with you, have a neutral
thinking mind.

“Agreed” - “By the yard its hard, by the inch it’s a cinch”! Need to have one or
two projects per time line and do well. Both short term and long term.

Meet with elected officials, and present the findings and concerns of business
people, and then try to make a plan of where we are now and where we are going.

Work on developing a good positive community attitude - making Hazleton a
place that people are proud of. A city that people want to come shop, socialize,
etc. '

Make up a short and long term plan. List items under long-term which will take a
long time to develop. List items under short-term which can be developed now.
Choose items to begin working on immediately.

Devise a short and long term plan for the N.E. Building.

Develop short and long term plans.

Take inventory of our assets (retailers and financial) and build from there. One
objective.

Restore, rehabilitate, revitalize the Markle Bank Building. Make it a centerpiece
for downtown. It should be home to commercial and professional enterprises - not
low-income housing.

Concentrate on bringing in larger retail businesses (department stores, movie
chains, shopping centers, etc.)

Get government, business, and financial people to sit down and work for the good
of Hazleton.



Do some short/long term, serious planning, using a diverse group of community
leaders.

Try to save Northeastern Building - other downtown development will depend on
what happens to this building.



APPENDIX 1I:

Downtown Hazleton Focus Group

August 13, 1997
6:00 - 8:00 p.m.



BLUE TEAM’S #1 REASONS FOR ATTENDING

Business Investment
Different Ideas
Interest in Future

City Image

Pride

Joint Promotion
Bustle

Develop Local Market

Develop Reason to Come Downtown




10.

11.

12.

13.

14,

BLUE TEAM’S LIST OF STRENGTHS

Commitment/Good People/Team Work

Central Location
Time Capsule:

- Memories

- Local Identity

- Architecture
- Texture

- Different from Mall

- Intimate
Tradition/Longevity
Personal Service
More selective buying: “Different”
Investment
Economics of Downtown Location
High Retail and Service Activity
Width of Broad Street
Banks

FunFest

Local Newspaper

Southwest Beltway - Removal of Truck Traffic

# of Votes
7

3



10.

11.

12.
13.
14,

15.

BLUE TEAM’S LIST OF WEAKNESSES

Code Enforcement (maintenance; unsafe buildings)

Health Enforcement - “Smell”

City Government
-Lack of Interest
-Partiality
-Piecemeal Effort
-Services: snow removal

Lack of Parking
-Free
-Off Street
Fear - assault/crime
Public Perception: “Nothing Downtown”
Absentee/Negligent Landlords
Lack of Business Training
FunFest
-Building Damage
-Cost to Participate in Promotions
-No Immediate Sales Benefit

Lack of White Collar Jobs in the Downtown

Lack of Marketing the Downtown (like individual parks):

-Altamont
-Northeastern Building

Local News Agencies

“Island Surrounded” - Hazle Township
Held Hostage by Local Developer

Derelict Storefronts

# of votes

4



16.

17.

18.

19,

Services:
-Snow Removal
-Bank Obstacles
Local News Agencies Cost of Advertising

Need for Presence of County Government
(Federal/County Offices)

Politics

# of Votes



10.

11.

12,

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

BLUE TEAM’S LIST OF OPPORTUNITIES

# of Votes

Group Advertising 3
Night Hours
More Promotions - “Free” Prizes 1
More Community Sessions 2
Snow Removal - An Evening to Clear All of
Broad Street
Links with Legislators
Greater Participation: Downtown and/or 4
Hazleton Merchants Group
State/Federal Business Program Funding 1
Save/Preserve Downtown and Historic Buildings
Antique Market with Farmers Market or: 1

-Antiques Center

-Resale/Consignment Shops

-New Children’s, Shoes, Lingerie shops
Explore Grants and Incentives 1
Northeastern Building 8

-Educational Use (e.g. McCann’s School of Business,
Penn State, Luzerne County Community College, etc.)

Marketing 1
Manufacturer’s Outlets
Urban Flight - Business Relocation
Become our Own County 4

Leadership 1



10.

11.

12,

13.

BLUE TEAM’S LIST OF THREATS

Attitude
Out-of-Town Landlords (NJ, NY, Philadelphia)
Code Enforcement
Slum Lords/Excessive Occupancy
Continued Apathy
NJ/Philadelphia Transients
-Community
-Economic Opportunity
-Advertising
Southwest Beltway - Removal of All Traffic
Malls/Strip/Sprawl
Parking
Lack of Convenience - Diversity of Shopping Experience
Too Much Subsidized Housing
-Low Income
-Senior Citizen
Mergers and Consolidation Banks

Lack of Action Now!

ole,



BLUE TEAM’S NEXT STEPS

Our group made the first commitment - We Need Help! We Want Help! We shall
stay in Hazleton! We are very proud of our town and will work together to make
shopping and living a delightful experience.

Mobilization of Chamber/City Government in regard to downtown issues, Make
Markle Bank Building (Northeastern) home to major corporation employing well
paid white collar college educated workers. Development of cohesive downtown
group designed to troubleshoot issues, etc.

Continued exploration of the opportunities that exist in downtown Hazleton and
the methods to help these opportunities to be realized.

Would like to see downtown the way it was years ago (lot more parking, lot more
people, and lots of new business)!

Community support, government support - major factors for the future and
development of our city.

Action taken to halt any destruction of the N.E. Building. Seek some finding and
multi-use of the building. Recapture the vacant building and restore the aura of a

thriving community.

Would like to see downtown Hazleton grow more, more group meetings for this
to happen.



APPENDIX III:

Hazleton City Demographic Profile

and

Hazleton City Business Profile

Provided by the Center for Rural Pennsylvania,
a Legislative Agency of the Pennsylvania General Assembly



HAZLETON CITY DEMOGRAPHIC PROFILE

CEMNIED IOF EUTAL PENNST|YAMNIA, 712 LOCUST S1RELTY, SUITE 604, HARLISBURG, TA 17001 I1#07) 7FEP-55243
PEMNMNSYLYAMIA LUZERMNE HAZLETOM
(Sicte Tetel) COUNTY ary
POPULATION
Populotion, 1950 10,415,706 392,243 35,491
Populolion, 1940 11,248 665 3446974 32,0584
Pepulation, 1970 11,766,412 331,404 30, 426
Fcupu‘.lurlnnr 1980 11,6864 720 343,079 27,318
anl.iulinn; 1990 11,881,643 328,149 24 730
Populolion, 1991 [est) 11,747,118 32% 284 24 897
Population, 1992 [esl) 11,990,036 329,475 25.115
Populciion, 1993 (esl] 12,030,230 329,144 24 897
Populafion, 1994 [ast) 12,052,429 327,728 24,664
Population, 1995 [ast) 12,071,931 328,077 24,543
AREA
Area, 5q. Miles 45,0647 889.2 i
Population Par Sq. Mila, 1950 2637 360.0 4,191.5
MIGRATION
# Persons 5 Years Old & Older, 1990 11,085,170 308,977 23,321
% Whao Uved in the Some Housa [n 1985 &3.4% &9.3% &9.5%
% Who Lived in Differant House, But Some County, 1985 22.1% 20.8% 21.1%
% Whe Lived in Different County, But Some Sicte, 1985 7% 4.9% 5.0%
% Who Lived in Differen? Siate or Abrood in 1985 7.2% 5.0% 4.4%
AGE COHORTS
# Persons Under 18 Years Old, 1990 2794810 70,184 A7
% Population Under 18 Years Old, 1990 23.5% 21.4% 19.5%
4 Cilungn in & Person: Under 18 Yeors Old, 198070 10.8% 14.0% A7.3%
# Persons Betwean 18-64 Yeors Old, 1990 7257 727 193,248 13,893
% Persons Betwoen 18-54 Yeors Old, 1990 &1.1% 58.9% 56.2%
% Change in # Persons Batween 1844 Years Cld, 198090 o.7% 5.0% 12.8%
# Persons Over 45 Years Old, 1990 1,829,106 a4 717 5,720
% Parsans Over 85 Yeors Old, 1990 15.4% 19.7% 23.9%
% Change in # Persons Over 45 Years Old, 198090 19.5% 15.3% B.0%
BABY BOOMERS
# Baby Boomers, 1990 {1} 3,457,323 2,441 4,420
% Population Who are Boby Boomers, 1990 30.8% 28.2% 25.0%
% Chonge in # Baby Boomers, 1980-20 A% 2.0% S15.0%
FAMIUES / HOUSEHOLDS
# Famlilies, 1990 (2] 3,155,989 BB, 412 6,739
b ﬂ!\ungl in & Fomilies, 198090 07% -4 0% J1.1%
# Housshalds, 1990 (3} 4, 495 Pod 128,483 10,574
% Change in # Household:, 198020 &,5% 2.4% 1.7%




HAZLETON CITY DEMOGRAPHIC PROFILE

CIHIER 1OT Twdal PINMIYIVAMIA, T3 JOCUST SPRDIET, SUITF 804, HAGIISOURG, PA 171G1 (717] 787.9533
PENNSYLVAMNIA LUZERNE HAZLETON
|Siole Total) COUNTY CITY

TYPES OF HOUSEHOLDS

# Housoholds, 1990 4,495,966 128,483 10,574

% Maorried Cougples without Children 30.5% 30.4% 28.9%

% Memied Couples with Children 25,2% 23.2% 18.2%

% Male Hooded Household: 3% J.4% 47%

% Female Headed Househalds 11.3% 11.9% 13.0%

% Single Person Househalds 25.6% 28.6% 33.4%

% Monhouseholds (4] 4.2% 2.4% 2.8%
HOUSING UNITS

# Housing Unils, 1990 4,938,140 138,724 11,343

% Yocaont or Unoccupied Housing Units 9.0% 74% 6.8%

% Hemeewners [Owner-Occupled Housing Unit) &6d.3% &64,2% 54.2%
HOUSING VALUES

Avg. Yolues of Specified Owner-Occupied Housing Units, 1990 §$88,027 65 877 £53,834

Modian Values of Specified Owner-Occupied Housing Unbis, 1590 $&9,700 £54,000 543,900

% Change in Adjusted Medion Housing Volues, 1980-90 {5) 12.4% 1d.6% 1.6%
RANGE OF HOUSING VALUES

# Yalues Specified Cwner-Oceupied Housing Units, 1990 2,581,261 72,110 S.514

% Under §29,999 13.3% 15.2% 25.4%

% Between $30,000-54% 5999 18.8% 27 4% a1.7%

% Berween $50,000.574 990 22.6% 27 4% 23.6%

% Bebtwaoen $75,000.599 999 16.8% 15.5% 10.6%

% Between $100,000.5149.599 15.3% ?.5% 5.8%

% Butwaan $150,000.41599,909 7.0% 2.8% 1.8%

% Over $200,000 &8.1% 2.2% 0.9%
RATE OF HOUSING DEVELOPMENT

# Housing Units, 1990 4938,140 138,724 11,343

% Units Bulll Alter 1980 12.4% 8.0% 5.0%

% Units Bullt Betwoen 197079 15.8% 17.6% P.4%

% Units Built Between 194049 12.4% B.4% 7.5%

% Unils Built Bebween 1950-59 Td.8% 7. % 9.5%

% Uniis Buill Between 194049 0.7% 9% 10.4%

% Units Buill Before 1939 351% 49.8% S58.1%
TYPES OF HOUSING UNITS

# Housing Uniis, 1990 4,938,140 138,724 11,343

% Deloched 1 Housing Unit (Single Family Homes) 53.4% 57.6% 34.7%

% Attached 1 Housing Unit [Duplex/Townhouse| 18.4% 13.5% 33.9%

% 2 Unil Housing [Apl.} 57% 7.9% 77N

% 34 Unil Housing {&pi.) 4.6% 6.6% 10.9%

% 5 Or Mare Howsing Unils [Ap1.) 11.4% B.5% 90%

% Mabile Homes 5.2% 4.2% 0.4%

% Other Typas of Houslng Units 1.3% 1.7% 2.5%




HAZLETON CITY DEMOGRAPHIC PROFILE

CENTERL 1TOF RURA) PEMMEYIVAMIA, 213 1OCUST STREED. 3UITE poe, HATEISAUEG, FA L7101 (X1 7)) 7B7+9483%5%
PENNSYLVANIA LUZERNE . HAZLETON
[Stote Telsl) COUNTY CITY

WATER / SEWAGE

# Housing Units, 1970 4,938,140 138,724 17,343

% Units Using Public or Private Wator Systom 78.1% B2.2% 0.4

% Units Using Drilled Walls ar Other Sources 21.9% 17.8% 0.6%

% Units Using Public Sownge Disposals FAIYL 80.3% o9.3%

% Units Using Seplic Tenk, Cesspoel, or Othar Systems 25.7% 19.7% 0.7%
POVERTY

# Persons Living Below the Poverty Une, 1989 1,283,629 35742 3,292

Poverly Rote, 1989 11.0% 11.2% 13.5%

# Porsons Living Below the Poverty Line, 1979 1,209,815 33,349 2,626

Peverty Rete, 1977 10.5% o.9% %

# Children Uving in Heusehelds Balow Poverty Line, 1989 421,750 11,051 1,171

% Children Uving In Housahalds Below Poverty Line, 1969 18.2% 19.0% 31.5%
INCOME

Per Copita Income, 1989 $14,048 $12,002 $11,.512

Median Housshsld Income, 1989 529,089 $23,600 s20927

% Chenge in Adjusted Medicn Household Income, 197967 (4) 0.8% -1.2% 5.3%
RANGE OF HOUSEHOLD INCOME

# Roporing Househalds, 1989 4,492 058 128,283 10,563

¥ Low Income Housshelds Under $17 497} 29.8% 38.0% A2.7%

% lewerddiddla Income Houssholds [Batweon $17,500-525, 999 21.9% 22.9% 24.7%

% Middla Income Houssholds [Betweon $30,000-542,499) 18.8% 18.1% 16.1%

% Upper-Middla Inceme Houscholds [Betwoen $42,500-555,9%9) 15.3% 12.5% 0.8%

% Upper Incoma Househalds [Over $60,000) 14.4% 8.5% 6.7%
TYPES OF HOUSEHOLD INCOME, 1989

Avg. Househald Income fram Weges or Solarios $34,643 $31,140 5§27 441

Avg. Houssheld Income from Intareal, Dividends & Rent 15,584 54,597 $4.519

Avg. Househeld Inceme from Social Security 48,107 57,491 $7.454

Awg. Housoheld Incame fram Reliramont 37,615 16,083 $5.913

Avg. Housohold Income From Other Sources $3,891 §3.450 $3.975
HIGHEST LEVEL OF EDUCATION ATTAIMNED FOR PERSOMNS
25 YEARS OLD & OLDER

# Parzons 25 Yoars Old & Oldor, 1950 7872932 226,563 17,594

% With Mo High Schoal Dogres 25.3% 28.0% 28.3%

% With High School Degres ar Equivalant 38.4% A1.0% 46.0%

% With Soma Callege or Asusociale Degree 18.2% 17.9% 15.4%

% With Bacholor Dagrea 17.9% 13.1% 10.3%




HAZLETON CITY DEMOGRAPHIC PROFILE

CIMTER FOUR HURA| PEMNMNIYLYAMIA, 7137 IOCUATI STREEY, SUITE B804, HARRISAUEG., F& 17101 [717) JE7.0845
PENNSYLVANIA|  LUZERNE . HAZLETON |
[State Tolal) COUNTY iy
EMPLOYMENT BY SECTOR
# Parsons Employed 16 Yeors Old & Older, 1990 5,434,532 143,045 10,521
% Employed in Agricultura, Forestry, & Mining Seciors 24% 1.4% 1.3%
% Employed in Consiruction Sectar &% 6.0% 55%
% Employed in Manufacturing Sector 20.0% 22.0% 246.3%
% Employed in Communicalions, Uiilifles, & Transportation Seciors &.9% 6.9% &.2%
% Employed in Wholesale & Retoll Trade Sectors 21.5% 23.3% 21.3%
% Employed in Finance, Insurance, & Resl Eslate Soctors 6.5% 5.4% 5.5%
% Employed in Service Saciar 32.0% 30.4% 31.6%
* Employed In Public Administrofion Sector A4.0% 4.4% 2.3%
EMPLOYMENT BY JOB TYPE
& Persens Employed 16 Yeors Old & Older, 1990 5,434,532 143,044 10,521
% Emplayed In Professionc! or Management Jobs 25.2% 21.1% 20.1%
% Employed in While Collor Jobs 3T% 3% 29.9%
% Employed Service Jobs 13.0% 13.8% 13.4%
% Employed in Blue Collar Jobs 30.1% 33.9% 367%
PLACE OF WORK
& Workars, 1590 5,348,132 140,750 10,3280
Avg. Time te Work fin Minutes) 22 18 14
% Werkars that Wark Within the Municipality of Residonca (7] 95.7T% B5.2% 56.1%
4.2% 14.8% 43.9%

% Warkers that Werk Oulside the Municipolity of Residence
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CLHIEE TOL EURAL TEHNMSTIVAMIA, 313 IOCUSE STHEED, SUINL o0a. MATRISOURG, FA (7101 ¢F12) 2879533
PENNSYLVANIA LUZERME . HAZLETOMN
[Siato Tolal] COUNTY cITY

RETAIL ESTABLISHMENTS

# Retoil Establishments, 1982 &d 266 1,838 290

# Retoil Esfoblishments, 1987 70,823 2,108 247

# Rolall Estoblishmants, 1992 71,452 2,045 220

% Change In Retall Establishments, 198287 10.2% 14.8% 10.0%

% Chenga in Retoil Establishments, 1987.92 1.2% 3.0% 2.1%
SERVICE ESTABUSHMENTS

# Sorvico Estoblishmonts, 1982 55,022 1,364 174

£ Service Estoblishments, 1987 70,011 1,709 232

# Service Estoblishments, 1992 77 B39 1,941 264

% Change In Service Exoblishments, 198287 7. 4% 25.3% 33.3%

% Chongo in Service Establishments, 198792 11.1% 13.6% 13.8%
RETAIL & SERVICE SECTORS

Totol # Retoil/Service Establishmants, 1982 11¥.288 3,200 394

Tetal # Retoil/Service Establishmonts, 1787 140,894 3,817 147-‘-

Tetel # Relail/Service Estoblishmants, 1992 149, 491 3,784 -5-3-4

% Change in Retall/Service Esiablishments, 198287 18.1% 19.3% 20.3%

% Change in Retall/Service Establishmaents, 1987.92 &.1% 4.4% 2.1%
RETAIL SALES"

Adjusted Retall Sales, ($1,000), 1982 571,565,833 $1,8451,900 $254,807

Adjusted Relail Scles, (§1,000), 1787 $87. 555015 $2,342,226 $259,874

Adjusted Rofoil Soles, ($1,000], 1992 67,787 842 $2,345715 §257 332

% Change in Adjusted Reloll Salos, 198287 229% 25.8% 2.0%

% Change in Adjusted Relali Sales, 1987.52 0.2% 0.1% -1.0%
AVG. SALE PER RETAIL ESTABUSHMENT"

Avg. Adjusted Reiail Scle Par Establishmoent, 1582 $1,113,588 51,014,107 51,158,212

Avg. Adjusted Retoil Solo Per Establishment, 1987 51,241,899 1,011,113 $1,073,858

Avg. Adjusted Retoil Solo Par Establishment, 1992 $1,225.197 $1,147.049 $1,149.691
SERVICE SECTOR RECEIPTS”

Adjusted Sarvice Recoipts ($1,000], 1982 $27 744,640 $448.972 $51,681

Adjusted Sorvica Recelpls [$1,000), 1987 341,042,905 709778 J87,332

Adijusted Sorvice Receipts [$1,000], 1992 349,382,550 $925372 $103,458

% Chenge in Adjusted Service Recolpls, 1982-87 47 9% 58.1% &9.0%

% Changa in Adjusted Service Recalpls, 1967.92 20.3% 30.4% 18.5%




HAZLETON CITY BUSINESS PROFILE
CINTIE FORE TUEAl PEMMGSTIVAMIA, 1137 IOCUST STREET, BUITF 204, HARRISAULOD, Fa tALal (FIF) FTRF.05 03
PEMNSYLVANIA LUZERNE . HAZLETON
[Siate Total] COUNTY ciTY

AVG. RECEIPTS PER SERVICE ESTABLUSHMENT"

Avg. Adjusted Servico Recoipts Per Esloblishment, 1982 $504,245 $329,158 $ze7.09

Awg. Adjustod Servico Recelpts Per Esioblishmant, 1987 $585,733 3415318 $376,430

Avg. Adjusted Servico Receipts Per Establishment, 1972 1634419 $475,499 $391,8848
TOTAL RETAIL/SERVICE SALES”

Adjusted Retail/Service Sales {$1,000] , 1982 199,310,474 $2,310,872 $306,488

Adjusted Retall/Service Scles {$1,000) , 1987 $128,997,920 43,052,004 £347,205

Adjusted Rololl/Service Sclas ($1,000}, 19%2 $137,170,392 $3,270,9687 $3460, 790

% Change in Adjusted Retoil/Servica Receipts, 178287 29.9% J2.1% 13.3%

% Change in Adjusted Reloil/Sarvico Rocoipls, 1987.92 &.3% 7.2% 1.9%

AVG. SALES/RECEIPTS PER ESTABLISHMENT" )

Avg. Adjusted Ratail/Sarvice Receipts Por Estoblishment, 1982 $832,527 722,147 §777 Bes

Avg. Adjusted Retoil/Service Receipts Per Establishment, 1987 1915567 §799 582 §732,50

Avg. Adjusted Retoil/Service Receipts Per Estoblishment, 1992 $917.583 3820619 $745,434
MIX OF RETAIL/SERVICE SALES

Tolal Reloil/Sarvico Sales , 1992 $137,170,392 $3,270,987 $340,790

% Ratall Scles ($1,000), 1992 6d.0% J1.7& 71.3%

% Servico Rocoipls, {$1,000] 1992 35.0% 28.3% 28.7%
ANMNUAL RETAIL PAYROLL"

Adjusted Annual Retail Peyrell, 1982 [$1,000) 48,190,540 $205,529 426,385

Adijusted Annual Retail Payrall, 1967 ($1,000) £9.999 820 $250,032 §29,122

Adijusted Annual Retail Payral, 1992 ($1,000] $10,042,888 $263,849 $27,521

% Changa in Adjusied Retail Poyrell, 198287 22.1% 21.7% 104%

% Changs in Adjusted Retall Payroll, 198792 0.4% 55% 5.5%
AVG. PAYROLL PER ESTABUSHMENT"

Avg. Adjusted Payroll Per Estoblishment, 1982 $127 447 $111,944 5119932

Awg. Adjusted Payroll Per Estoblishment, 1987 5141195 s11g811 $120,33%

Avg. Adjusted Payrofl Per Estoblishmont, 1992 $140,162 $129,022 $125,095
AMMUAL SERVICE PAYROLL'

Adjusted Annucl Service Payroll {$1,000}, 1982 $10,243,011 $158,112 $19,004

Adjusted Annual Servica Payrall ($1,000], 1987 $15,324,100 3245,250 $37.807

Adjusted Annual Service Poyrall [$1,000), 1992 $18,740 764 $324,874 541,349

% Chonga in Adiusted Servico Payrall, 198287 49.4% &7.8% 98.9%

% Chongae in Adjusied Sorvice Payrell, 1987.92 22.3% 22.5% 4%




% Changa in # Poid Servica Employees, 1987.592

"HAZLETON CITY BUSINESS PROFILE .
CEIMIED IOf TULAT FEMMSTIVANIA, 112 tOoCuUSs) STREET, SUITE 604, HARRISAURG. #4 17101 [7017) FB7-9333
PENNSYLVANIA LUZERNE HAZLETON
[State Total) COUNTY cITY
AVG. PAYROLL PER ESTABLISHMENT"
Avg. Adjusted Payroll Par Sarvice Establishment, 1982 3186,142 $115718 3109217
Avg. Ad]ustod Payroll Fer Service Estoblishmont, 1987 5218,694 3155208 $162,981
Avg. Adjusted Payrall Por Sarvice Establishment, 1992 3240763 $1&7,374 $156,425
ANNUAL RETAIL/SERVICE PAYROLL
Adjusted Annuel Reteil/Sarvica Payroll {$1,000), 1982 §18,433,550 $363,640 $45,389
Adjusted Annual Relail/Service Payrell (§1,000], 1987 $25,323,720 8515241 $66,929
Adjusted Annual Rotail/Service Peyrell ($1,000], 1992 428,783,652 $588,725 168,870
% Chonge In Adjusted Retoll/Service Payrell, 198287 37.4% 41.7% 47.5%
% Change in Adjusted Retail/Sorvica Payrell, 1987.92 13.7% 14.3% 2.9%
AVG. PAYROLL PER ESTABLUSHMENT"
Avg. Adjusted Poyroll Per Refail/Sarvice Establishment, 1982 $154,530 $113,438 $115,200
Avg. Adjusted Payroll Par Retall/Service Establishment, 1967 5179737 5134,796 $141,200
Avg, Adjusied Payroll Per Retail/Sorvica Estoblishment, 1992 $192,544 3147698 $142,293
MY OF RETAIL/SERVICE ANNUAL PAYROLLS
Annual Retail/Servico Poyroll (Actval), 1992 {$1,000] 28,783,652 588,725 48,870
% Annual Reloil Poyroll (Actual], 1992 (51,000 34.9% 44.8% 40,0%
% Annual Servies Payroll [Acneal) , 1992 (§1,000) &5.1% 55.2% &0.0%
RETAIL EMPLOYEES
# Poid Relofl Employees for Pay Perfed Ending March 12, 1982 497,826 18,760 2,566
# Paid Retall Employess for Pay Period Ending March 12, 1987 B47 907 23,663 2,802
# Paid Retall Emplayees for Pay Peried Ending Merch 12, 1992 861,565 24,421 2,615
% Change in # Poid Relcil Employess, 198287 21.5% 26.1% 2.2%
% Chaonge in # Pod Relall Employees, 198792 1.6% 3.2% 4.7
SERVICE EMPLOYEES
# Pald Service Employees for Pay Period Ending March 12, 1982 485,850 9,057 1,090
# Paid Service Emplayoes for Pay Period Ending Merch 12, 1987 693,760 14,641 1792
# Paid Service Emplayees for Poy Period Ending March 12, 1992 797,051 20,290 3,166
% Chnngn in # Peid Sarvice Emp[u}mns, 1982.87 42.8% a1.9% a4.4%
14.9% 38.4% T&TH
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HAZLETON CITY BUSINESS PROFILE
CEMIEL 1 OF EURAL PEMMEYIVANIA, 212 (OCusl STREET, SUITE 604, MalliSBUEG, Fra 1711 70 F) #7RF9353
= PENNSYLVANIA| LUZERNE | HAZIETON
[Siote Tetal] COUNTY (=in g
RETAIL/SERVICE EMPLOYEES G
# Poid Retoil/Service Emplayoes, 1982 1,183,674 27,817 3,656
& Paid Rotoil/Sarvice Employeeas, 1987 1,541,647 38,324 4,504
# Poid Relall/Sarvice Employess, 1992 | 458,614 44711 5781
% Chenga in # Poid Retail/Servico Employess, 198287 30.2% 37.8% 25.7%
% Chango in # Pald Retoil/Service Employees, 1987.92 To% 16.7% 25.8%
MIX OF RETAIL/SERVICE EMPLOYEES
# Pald Retoil/Service Employees, 1992 1,458,414 44 711 5781
% Paid Retoll Employeess for Pay Period Ending Maorch 12, 1992 51.9% E4.6% 4572%
% Paoid Service Employess for Poy Pericd Ending Morch 12, 1992 4B.1% 45.4% £48%

"D wdpnied L iniom vainy B T wiih | 907100
St 1902, 1907, £ 1997 Corma of Lesd liode sad Carmam o tmrecs Whase UL Comen Baess



