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INTRODUCTION
Background
The Pennsylvania Municipal Management Priorities Survey was commissioned and cosponsored by the Chrostwaite Institute—a Pennsylvania nonprofit organization focused on
research promoting government efficiency and community development— and managed by the
Pennsylvania State Association of Boroughs (PSAB). PSAB is a statewide, non-partisan, nonprofit organization dedicated to serving borough governments of the Commonwealth of
Pennsylvania. The objective of the survey was to assess the priorities of municipal officials
tasked with the management of their communities and to explore if and how priorities may differ
based on various factors (i.e. geographic region, resources, size, municipal form) surveyed. It is
intended that knowledge of municipal priorities gleaned from survey data will be used to inform
educational programs and technical assistance for municipalities. To gauge municipal priorities,
the survey was designed and mailed to a large sample of municipalities in the Commonwealth.
Purpose of this Report
This report provides an analysis of the responses to the Pennsylvania Municipal Management
Priorities Survey (hereafter referred to as the survey). It provides extensive background
information on the municipalities studied and focuses on initiatives deemed most pressing by
them, as well as those rated as less pressing. Survey results are presented as percentages and
statistical tests are used to determine whether differences in responses are meaningful in a
statistical sense. Whether relevant characteristics of the responding municipalities have bearing
on the perceptions of priority initiatives are examined. The report offers the Chrostwaite Institute
and PSAB implications from the survey responses so that possible follow-up research and
actions with municipal governments may be undertaken.
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Conduct of the Survey
During March-April 2017, PSAB contracted with the Center for Survey Research (CSR) at Penn
State Harrisburg for assistance in developing and administering a questionnaire to be distributed
to Pennsylvania’s municipalities (Appendix A). CSR mailed the surveys and managed the
returned surveys, as well as coded and transferred data from the surveys. Survey responses were
coded and loaded into Qualtrics survey software by the CSR. The data were read into the IBM
Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) for analysis. CSR also performed initial
internal data checking and quality control.
Data Management and Analysis
Initially, the data received from CSR and PSAB were checked for outliers. Frequencies for each
question were examined for erroneous values and minor changes made. All data analyses were
performed using SPSS. Cross-tabulation tables were developed to compare and measure
associations across the information gathered, according to guidelines in Andrews et al. (1981).
Municipalities Included in the Survey
During the summer of 2017, the survey was mailed to 1,058 municipalities in the
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, including all 53 third class cities, 322 boroughs, 83 first class
townships, 599 second class townships, and the state’s lone town. Only boroughs and townships
having populations greater than 2,500 were included. Overall, second class townships comprised
about 57 percent of the municipalities targeted for survey response. The largest cities in the
Commonwealth were not surveyed.
Survey Response Rates
Each municipality had four options for returning the completed survey: (1) complete the survey
on paper and mail it to CSR, (2) complete the survey online, (3) scan the completed survey and
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send an email to CSR, or (4) send the completed survey by fax. Several tactics were used to
boost the survey response rate. First, a letter inviting the municipalities to participate (Appendix
B) was sent along with the survey and a postage-paid return envelope. Second, municipalities
completing the survey were entered into a raffle to receive one of two $50 gift cards. Third,
municipalities that did not initially respond received a reminder phone call encouraging
participation. Finally, a follow-up reminder email was sent to those municipalities still not
responding (Center for Survey Research, 2017). The survey did not request that the respondents
identify themselves, their municipality, the county in which the municipality is located, or the
exact population of the municipality. These identifying features were omitted so that the
respondents could be assured of complete anonymity, hopefully encouraging increased
participation.
The strategies for encouraging participation paid off in that 633 completed surveys were returned
for a response rate of 60%. The Commonwealth’s lone town returned its survey. Return rates for
the other forms of municipality varied from a low of 52.8% for boroughs to a high of 64.2% for
third class cities (Table 1).
Table 1. Survey return rates.
Surveys
Surveys
Percentage
Form of municipality
mailed
returned
returned
City
53
34
64.2
Borough
322
170
52.8
*
1st Class Township
83
51
61.5
*
2nd Class Township
599
368
61.4
Town
1
1
100.0
Other
0
9
-Total
1058
633
59.8
*Municipal class name shortened for tables and figures in this report
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The survey also asked whether the municipality operates under a home rule charter. Only 9.5%
of the respondents, representing 60 municipalities, indicated that their municipality has a home
rule charter. Over 50% of the cities indicated they operate under a home rule charter. Just twelve
percent or less of each other form of municipality has a home rule charter.
Paper vs. Online Survey Submission
Of the 633 surveys completed and returned, 352 were completed on paper and returned by U.S.
mail; 281 were completed online (web). No surveys were scanned and sent in by email and none
were faxed. A determination was needed to decide whether the responses of the mailed surveys
differed from those submitted online. If answers differed, subsequent analyses of the data would
need to be separate for mailed versus online surveys.
Responses were grouped into two categories: paper versus web. For each municipal initiative
that the survey requested information about, frequencies were calculated based on a 1 through 10
rating and responses were then compared for paper versus web. The percentage for each priority
level was calculated and percentages were compared using the t-test for paired samples in
Microsoft Excel. Sixteen individual comparisons were calculated, one for each of 15 individual
municipal initiatives presented in the survey, as well as one open-ended question soliciting other
responses.
The null hypothesis of no difference between samples for each of the initiatives was used. The ttests for each resulted in failure to reject the null hypothesis. That is, no statistical differences
were found between responses submitted by paper and those submitted online. This result means
that this report can group all responses, whether completed by paper or online, into one
contiguous dataset for its various analyses of data.
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Respondent Position
When municipalities were sent a copy of the survey, an invitation to participate (Appendix B)
was included asking that the survey be completed by the “municipal manager or chief
administrative officer of the municipality.” However, the surveys were completed by a very
broad range of municipal professionals and elected officials. The first question asked, “What is
your position title?” The most frequent answer was “Township Manager,” noted on 125 returned
questionnaires. “Secretary/Treasurer” was the second-most frequent answer with 94 responses.
The question allowed for open-ended answers and there were 102 different responses, many of
which reveal the multiple roles that municipal employees often assume. Here are examples of
some responses:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Assistant Manager/Secretary/Treasurer
Chairman/Secretary/Treasurer
Clerk/Code Enforcement/Zoning Secretary
Manager/Secretary/Treasurer/Public Works
Secretary/Treasurer/Tax Collector
City Manager/Finance Director

With so many position titles represented, a simplification was warranted. For purposes of
analysis, this report takes the first position listed as the major position of the respondent. For
example, the “City Manager/Finance Director” response is operationally defined as “City
Manager.”
It is possible, perhaps even likely, that a municipal manager might have priorities that differ from
the priorities of an elected official, or a zoning officer, or human resources specialist. To provide
meaningful analyses, the 102 different positions were collapsed into fewer but logical categories.
For example, “Director of Operations” and “Director of Public Works” were combined.
“Executive Secretary,” “Administrative Secretary,” and “Office Manager” were combined. There
were many other position categories that were similarly combined. The grouping process
5

resulted in three major categories for “Position of Respondent”: managers and secretaries, other
municipal professionals, and elected officials. The category of other municipal professionals
includes municipal employees such as director of operations, human resources manager, public
works superintendent, and zoning officer. The category titled elected officials includes council
president, township supervisor, and mayor, among others.
Overwhelmingly, respondents fitting into the managers and secretaries category filled out the
survey, with 524 respondents fitting into that category. Just nine respondents were other
municipal professionals and 35 were elected officials. Sixty-five survey respondents did not
provide an answer for the question of position. Table 2 provides the breakdown of respondents
by known position.
Table 2. Position of survey respondents.
Number of
respondents
524
9
35
568

Position
Managers and Secretaries
Other Municipal Professionals
Elected Officials
Total

Percentage
of respondents
92.3
1.6
6.2
100.0

A subsequent section of this report checks to see if the position of the respondent made a
difference in the responses to questions regarding municipal priorities.
QUESTIONNAIRE CONTENT
The questionnaire sought to determine what initiatives are perceived by the respondents to be
municipal priorities. One part of the survey determined background characteristics of responding
municipalities and a second part determined which initiatives are perceived to be the highest
priorities for the next five years.
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Municipal Background Characteristics
Background characteristics included questions about the form of government of the municipality,
its population, rural-suburban-urban status, geographic region, land area, and general fund
revenues. There were also questions about the nature of a municipality’s police and fire services
and whether it operates under an MS4 (Multiple Separate Storm Sewer System), has a separate
stormwater authority, a comprehensive plan, a municipal subdivision and land development
ordinance (SALDO), and a zoning ordinance. Table 3 presents the complete list of background
questions. (See Appendix A for the complete questionnaire, listing every question).
Table 3. Background information on survey municipalities.
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Position of the respondent?
Form of municipality?
Operate under a home rule charter?
Population of municipality?
Geographic region of municipality?
Population increasing or decreasing?
Land area of municipality?
Rural, suburban, or urban?
Total general fund revenues for municipality?
Expanding staff over the next five years?
How are your police services provided?
Paid municipal fire department?
Do you operate under a permitted MS4 from DEP?
Have a stormwater authority?
Have a comprehensive plan?
When was your comprehensive plan last updated?
Have a Municipal Subdivision and Land Development Ordinance?
When
was the SALDO last updated?
OOOrdinanceOrdinanceOrdinance
(SALDO)?
Do you have a zoning ordinance?
When was the zoning ordinance last updated?
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Possible Municipal Initiatives
Each respondent was asked to provide a rating for each of 15 specific initiatives that the
municipality might undertake in the next five years. A 16th question offered an opportunity to
provide open-ended responses. The initiatives covered a wide range of possible issues that every
municipality faces such as economic development, planning, growth, funding, debt, police
services, fire services, and others. Table 4 is the list of the municipal initiatives presented.
Table 4. Municipal initiatives.
1. Community and economic development
2. Community planning
3. Infill development/redevelopment
4. Smart growth
5. Blight prevention and remediation
6. Capital infrastructure maintenance and improvements
7. Human resources management
8. Police service/public safety improvements
9. Fire and emergency medical services
10. Obtaining grants and intergovernmental revenues
11. Stormwater management
12. Improving operating reserves
13. Managing debt service payment
14. Managing pension cost and other legacy liabilities
15. Provision of municipal services via internet (e-government)
(govgovernment)
16. Other
municipal initiative
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CHARACTERISTICS of the RESPONDING MUNICIPALITIES
The next several sections of this report describe background characteristics of the responding
municipalities beyond type of municipality and position of respondent. In some cases, responses
are grouped into fewer categories, with data simplifications explained. This is for logical and
empirical reasons. Collapsing allows the creation of tables that are easier to read and to identify
patterns in responses. It also enables presenting the data to readers without the use of excessively
long tables.
Population Size
To assure anonymity, respondents were not asked to provide the exact population of their
municipalities. Instead, they were asked to categorize their population within a range of
population values: less than 2,500; 2,500 to 5,000; 5,001 to 7,500; 7,501 to 10,000; 10,001 to
15,000; and greater than 15,000. Table 5 presents the population categories in the sample
municipalities, showing Pennsylvania, outside of its largest cities, which were not sampled, to be
predominantly comprised of municipalities with small populations.
Table 5. Population categories for each form of municipality.
Population (in percent)
Less than
2,500

2,501 to
5,000

5,001 to
7,500

7,501 to
10,000

10,001
to
15,000

Greater
than
15,000

Total

City

0.0

0.0

17.6

29.4

32.4

20.6

100

Borough

2.4

55.3

24.7

9.4

4.7

3.5

100

1st Class Township

4.0

16.0

6.0

10.0

20.0

44.0

100

2nd Class Township

0.3

47.0

21.5

11.7

8.4

11.1

100

Town

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

100.0

0.0

100

Other

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

11.1

88.9

100

Form of municipality
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For all analyses in this report, the six population categories are collapsed into three: 5,000 or
less; 5,001 to 15,000; and greater than 15,000. This yields the greatest number of municipalities
in the study to be in the 5,000 or less category. Only 84 surveys were completed by
municipalities with populations greater than 15,000. Just one municipality was not identified by
population. It is not determined why a few respondents from boroughs and townships listed their
populations as less than 2,500 since the questionnaire for boroughs and townships was sent to

Population of Municipality

those with populations greater than 2,500. The breakdown is presented in Figure 1.

84

Greater than 15,000

266

5,001 to 15,000

282

5,000 or less

0

50

100

150

200

250

300

350

Number of Respondents
Figure 1. Population categories of the responding municipalities.

Population Trends
Respondents were asked whether, over the last 10 years, the population of their municipality had
increased, decreased, or held steady. Thirty-nine percent indicated their municipality’s population had increased; 18 percent indicated a decrease. Eighteen respondents either did not know
or failed to answer the question. The percentages for all categories are presented in Figure 2.
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Population of the Municipalities Increasing
or Decreasing?
3%
Increased
18%
39%

Stayed about the same
Decreased

40%

Don't know/Not sure

Figure 2. Population trends for responding municipalities.

Geographic Region
The survey instrument provided seven options for respondents to self-characterize their
geographic region: northeast, northwest, northern tier, central, south central, southeast, and
southwest. Self-characterization, however, can be inconsistent across respondents and the
regions are not mutually exclusive. If a municipality is in Warren County, for example, did the
respondent select northwest or northern tier? If a municipality is in Lebanon County, was
southeast or south central selected?
In an attempt to lessen the ambiguity and to simplify analyses, the geographic region of the
municipalities was recoded into only three categories: east, central, and west. Even this
adjustment does not completely avoid the problem because the three geographic regions are still
not mutually exclusive. Even though some ambiguity still exists (Is Cambria County central or
west?), the ambiguity is lessened and any analyses involving geographic region can be
simplified.
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Using the three-part classification for geographic region results in a similar number of
respondents for each of the regions. The most municipalities, 246 (39%), are in the east and the
fewest (30%) are in the west. Four municipalities offered no response to the question. Figure 3
shows all the percentages.

Geographic Distribution of Municipalities
Responding to the Survey

East

30%

39%

Central
West

31%

Figure 3. Geographic distribution of responding municipalities.
Land Area
Respondents were offered five options for defining the land area of their municipality: less than
or equal to 1.00 sq. mile, 1.01 sq. miles – 5.00 sq. miles, 5.01 sq. miles – 10.00 sq. miles, 10.01
sq. miles – 15.00 sq. miles, and greater than 15.00 sq. miles. Again, for simplification, these
categories are collapsed into three categories: less than or equal to 5.00 sq. miles, 5.01 sq. miles
– 15.00 sq. miles, and greater than 15.00 sq. miles. Using the collapsed categories, 49% of the
responding municipalities have a land area greater than 15 square miles; 21% are in the 5.01 – 15
square miles category; and 31% have land areas of 5 square miles or less (Table 6). Seventeen
respondents did not provide an answer.
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Table 6. Land area.
Number of
municipalities
100
127
298
615

Land area
Less than or equal to 5.00 sq. miles
5.01 sq. miles – 15.00 sq. miles
Greater than 15.00 sq. miles
Total
1

Percentage
of municipalities
30.9
20.7
48.5
100.11

Summation greater than 100 percent is due to rounding error.

Rural-Suburban-Urban Character
Each respondent self-identified his or her municipality as “mostly rural,” “mostly suburban,” or
“mostly urban.” That resulted in municipalities overwhelmingly characterized as rural or
suburban with 535 classified into one of those categories. Only 87 (14%) described their
communities as urban. Eleven respondents failed to characterize the rural-suburban-urban nature
of their municipalities. Figure 4 shows the percentages.

The Rural-Suburban-Urban Nature of
Municipalities Responding to the Survey

14%

Mostly rural
49%

Mostly suburban
37%

Mostly urban

Figure 4. The rural-suburban-urban nature of responding municipalities.
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General Fund Revenues
Survey respondents were given six options for providing information about the general fund
revenues of their municipalities: less than or equal to $500,000; 500,001 to $1 million; greater
than $1 million to $3 million; greater than $3 million to $5 million; greater than $5 million to
$10 million; and greater than $10 million. Again, it is useful to collapse the categories into three:
less than or equal to $1 million, greater than $1 million to $5 million, and greater than $5
million.
Three hundred nine (49.5%) of the responding municipalities have general fund revenues
between $1 million and $5 million annually. One hundred seventy (27.2%) have revenues less
than or equal to $1 million and one hundred forty-five (23.2%) have revenues greater than $5
million. Nine respondents did not answer the question. The results are presented in Table 7.
Table 7. Annual general fund revenues for the responding municipalities.
General fund revenues
Less than or equal to $1 million
Greater than $1 million to $5 million
Greater than $5 million
Total
1

Number of
municipalities
170
309
145
624

Percentage
of municipalities
27.2
49.5
23.2
99.91

Summation less than 100 percent is due to rounding error.

Staff Expansion Plans
Twenty-eight percent of the respondents anticipate expanding the full-time staff of the
municipality within the next five years and 72% do not. One percent of the respondents (9
individuals) did not respond.
Unsurprisingly, municipalities expecting to expand their staff size are largely those with
increasing populations. Earlier in this report (page 11, figure 2), it was determined that, over the
last 10 years, about 18% of the responding municipalities were experiencing a population
14

decrease; roughly 40% had increasing populations while another roughly 40% had a stable
population. About 45% of the municipalities with increasing populations expect to expand their
staff sizes. But less than 20% of the municipalities having steady or decreasing populations
expect to hire new staff. The association is significant in a statistical sense (Goodman and
Kruskal lambda = 0.087, p = 0.01).
Also, the more highly-populated municipalities have a higher likelihood of hiring new staff.
Forty-nine percent of those with populations greater than 15,000 anticipate adding staff, but only
16% of municipalities with populations of 5,000 or less expect to hire. This difference is also
statistically significant (Goodman and Kruskal lambda = 0.080, p = 0.01).
Provision of Police Services
The survey requested information about the provision of their community’s police services.
There were five response options:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Through our own department
Through a regional police department
Contracted out with another municipality/municipalities
By the Pennsylvania State Police
Other, please specify

Sixty percent of the municipalities receive police services through their own police department.
Twenty-eight percent use the Pennsylvania State Police. Eight percent use a regional police force
and just 3% contract with another municipality for police services. Less than 1% listed an option
not given that was some combination of their own police force bolstered by the Pennsylvania
State Police. The complete numbers regarding police services are presented in Table 8.
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Table 8. Provision of police services for the responding municipalities.
How are your
police services provided?
Through our own department
Through a reginal police department
Contracted out with another municipality
By the Pennsylvania State Police
Other
Total

Number of
municipalities
380
53
16
177
5
631

Percentage
of municipalities
60.2
8.4
2.5
28.1
0.8
100.0

The survey questionnaire did not inquire whether any changes are planned in policing
arrangements or whether respondents perceived of problems with the existing provision of police
services.
Provision of Fire Services
The survey asked whether the fire department for the municipality is paid or volunteer. Almost
all (95%) of the municipalities rely on volunteer fire fighters with only 5% having a paid
municipal fire department. Only two respondents did not answer the question. The questionnaire
did not inquire whether there are staffing or other issues related to the volunteer fire services or
any future plans for changes. No questions were specifically directed to the provision of
emergency medical services.
Municipal Separate Storm Sewer Systems
A Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (frequently referred to as an MS4) is a conveyance
system that handles stormwater for a municipality. It carries stormwater (rainwater that flows
through storm drains, pipes, and ditches), and not sewer water. That is, it’s not part of a
combined sewer. The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, working through the state
permitting program, requires certain municipalities to construct and maintain MS4s. Further,
16

they are required to develop stormwater management programs to prevent pollutants from
entering the stormwater systems. The result is that residents of many communities are being
asked to pay a fee to support the program.
Three hundred eighty-four of the municipalities (61%) claim to operate under an MS4. Two
hundred seven (33%) do not have an MS4. Thirty-nine respondents (6%) were not sure or did not
know and three provided no response to the question. Table 9 provides the details.
Table 9. Existence of an MS4 for the responding municipalities.
Does your municipality
operate an MS4?
Yes
No
Don’t know/ Not sure
Total
1

Number of
municipalities
384
207
39
630

Percentage of
municipalities
61.0
32.9
6.2
100.11

Summation greater than 100 percent is due to rounding error.

Stormwater Authorities
Some municipalities may have an existing stormwater authority. Others, when required to
operate under an MS4, may establish a stormwater authority to assist in implementing the
stormwater management program. Only 4% of the municipalities responding to the survey
currently claim to have a stormwater authority and 94% do not. Sixteen respondents (2.5%) were
not sure and five provided no response at all. See Table 10 for the details.
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Table 10. Existence of a stormwater authority for the responding municipalities.
Does your municipality
have a stormwater
authority?
Yes
No
Don’t know/ Not sure
Total

Number of
municipalities
23
589
16
628

Percentage of
municipalities
3.7
93.8
2.5
100.0

Comprehensive Plans
Respondents were asked about the existence of a municipal comprehensive plan. Ninety percent
answered in the affirmative; 6% said no; and 4% were not sure (Table 11). Eight individuals
provided no response.
Table 11. Existence of a comprehensive plan for the responding municipalities.
Does your municipality
have a comprehensive
plan?
Yes
No
Don’t know/ Not sure
Total

Number of
municipalities
563
38
24
625

Percentage of
municipalities
90.1
6.1
3.8
100.0

The survey queried respondents about the most recent updates to the comprehensive plan. Just
37% of respondents reported updating their plan within the past 5 years, and 27% say their plan
has not been updated within a decade. The question was not applicable for 62 respondents
because they have no comprehensive plan and 19 did not respond at all. Table 12 provides the
details.

18

Table 12. Updates to the comprehensive plan for the responding municipalities.
When was your
comprehensive plan last
updated?
Within 2 years
Within 5 years
Within 10 years
More than 10 years
Don’t know/ Not sure
Total

Number of
municipalities
109
97
169
150
27
552

Percentage of
municipalities
19.7
17.6
30.6
27.2
4.9
100.0

Subdivision and Land Development Ordinances
Information was also requested on the existence of a municipal subdivision and land
development ordinance (SALDO), and how recently the SALDO had been updated. Almost 90%
of the respondents indicated a SALDO is in effect for their municipality. Six respondents did not
provide an answer. The complete data are presented in Table 13.

Table 13. Existence of a subdivision and land development ordinance
for the responding municipalities.
Does your municipality
have a SALDO?
Yes
No
Don’t know/ Not sure
Total

Number of
municipalities
553
57
17
627

Percentage of
municipalities
88.2
9.1
2.7
100.0

Less than half of the municipalities (44%), however, claim to have updated their SALDO within
the last five years. In addition, 25% of the municipalities say there has been no update to their
SALDO for more than 10 years. The question was not applicable for 68 of the municipalities and
16 did not provide a response. Table 14 offers the complete breakdown.
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Table 14. Updates to the SALDO for the responding municipalities.
When was your SALDO
last updated?
Within 2 years
Within 5 years
Within 10 years
More than 10 years
Don’t know/ Not sure
Total
1

Number of
municipalities
127
116
132
138
36
549

Percentage of
municipalities
23.1
21.1
24.0
25.1
6.6
99.91

Summation less than 100 percent is due to rounding error.

Zoning Ordinances
Respondents were asked whether their municipality has a zoning ordinance and how recently the
zoning ordinance had been updated. Over 90% claim to have a zoning ordinance in place (There
were 7 “no responses.”) and about 56% indicate the ordinance was updated within the last five
years. There were 46 “not applicable” answers and 13 individuals did not respond at all. Tables
15 and 16 provide the exact numbers.
Table 15. Existence of a zoning ordinance for the responding municipalities.
Does your municipality
have a zoning ordinance?
Yes
No
Don’t know/ Not sure
Total

Number of
municipalities
579
44
3
626

20

Percentage of
municipalities
92.5
7.0
0.5
100.0

Table 16. Updates to the zoning ordinance for the responding municipalities.
When was your zoning
ordinance last updated?
Within 2 years
Within 5 years
Within 10 years
More than 10 years
Don’t know/ Not sure
Total
1

Number of
municipalities
200
123
117
111
23
574

Percentage of
municipalities
34.8
21.4
20.4
19.3
4.0
99.91

Summation less than 100 percent is due to rounding error.

RATINGS of INITIATIVES by the SURVEY MUNICIPALITIES

Highest Priority Initiatives
A major goal of the Pennsylvania Municipal Management Priorities Survey was to determine
what issues (initiatives) are considered to be most and least important for municipalities in the
Commonwealth. Survey respondents were presented the list of 15 municipal initiatives (Table 4)
and asked to assign a priority rating for each. Only one initiative, capital infrastructure
maintenance and improvement, received a rating of “highest priority” from more than 20% of the
respondents. Three other initiatives—obtaining grants and intergovernmental revenues,
stormwater management, and community and economic development—received “highest
priority” ratings from more than 15% but less than 20% of the respondents. The three initiatives
having the fewest “highest priority” ratings were infill development/redevelopment, provision of
services via the internet (e-government), and human resources management. The last two of
these initiatives received only about 3% of “highest priority” ratings, indicating that they are not
pressing issues for most of the responding municipalities. The entire list of initiatives and the
percentage of “highest priority” ratings is presented in Table 17.
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Table 17. Number and percentage of “highest priority” ratings for municipal initiatives.
Number of
respondents
ranking
this
initiative as
highest
Number
priority
responding
128
607
115
605
107
601
100
604
84
601
76
600
69
600
63
598
58
604
46
580
45
595
39
602
36
600
19
599
18
605

Municipal Initiative

Infrastructure maintenance and improvement
Obtaining grants
Stormwater management
Community and economic development
Blight prevention and remediation
Smart growth
Improving operating reserves
Managing pension costs
Community planning
Managing debt service payments
Police service, public safety
Fire and emergency medical services
Infill development/redevelopment
Provision of services via internet
Human resources management

Percentage of
respondents
ranking this
initiative as
highest priority
21.1
19.0
17.8
16.6
14.0
12.7
11.5
10.5
9.6
7.9
7.6
6.5
6.0
3.2
3.0

Top Three Priority Initiatives
Even if an initiative is not rated as the highest, it may still be an important focus for a
municipality. Initiatives not rated as the highest priority, but still highly rated to command the
attention of municipalities are presented here. For the analysis, responses are combined for
initiatives that were rated as highest, second highest, or third highest priority. These combined
responses are characterized as “Top 3 Priority.” The complete list is presented in Table 18. The
Top 3 Priority list varies only slightly from the list of Highest Priority initiatives. The first four
initiatives in the list remain the same as the list of “Highest Priority” initiatives: infrastructure
maintenance and improvement, obtaining grants and intergovernmental revenue, stormwater
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management, and community and economic development. Nearly 60% of the respondents rated
infrastructure maintenance and improvement as a Top 3 Priority initiative. Over 50% of the
respondents rated obtaining grants and stormwater management as Top 3 Priority initiatives. Egovernment, infill development/redevelopment, and human resources management are the three
initiatives that received the fewest number of Top 3 Priority ratings.
Table 18. Number and percentage of Top 3 Priority ratings for municipal initiatives.

Municipal Initiative

Infrastructure maintenance and improvement
Obtaining grants
Stormwater management
Community and economic development
Improving operating reserves
Managing pension costs
Community planning
Smart growth
Police service, public safety
Blight prevention and remediation
Fire and emergency medical services
Managing debt service payments
Provision of services via internet
Infill development/redevelopment
Human resources management

Number of
respondents
ranking this
initiative as a
Top 3 Priority
361
332
311
245
227
207
198
197
182
182
162
143
135
133
84
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Number
responding
607
605
601
604
601
600
600
598
604
580
595
602
600
599
605

Percentage of
respondents
ranking this
initiative as a
Top 3 Priority
59.5
54.9
51.7
40.6
37.8
34.6
32.8
32.8
30.6
30.3
26.9
24.7
22.5
22.2
13.9

Average Ratings for 15 Initiatives
In the previous two sections, this report evaluated the highest priority initiatives, the top three
priority initiatives, and the lowest rated initiatives. Here, a more comprehensive evaluation
examines all the ratings together. For the analysis, an average rating for each initiative is used for
comparisons.
A relevant question to ask is, “How do the priorities for the various initiatives differ among the
different forms of municipality?” Operationally, an average rating for each initiative was
calculated for each of the different municipal forms. These averages are presented in Table 19.
For the purposes of this analysis, a rating of “1” indicates the highest priority while a rating of
“10” is the lowest priority. Therefore, lower numbers in Table 19 indicate a higher priority. The
table also highlights the highest rating among the forms of municipality for each initiative.
Table 19. Average priority rating for each initiative by form of municipality 1, 2
Form of Government

Community
Development

Community
Planning

Infill

Smart
Growth

Blight

Cities

2.27

3.79

3.50

3.88

1.79

Boroughs
1st Class Townships
2nd Class Townships
Average rating

3.85
4.06
5.14
3.83

4.73
4.36
4.93
4.45

5.37
4.88
6.23
5.00

5.13
4.69
5.24
4.74

4.05
5.52
6.76
4.53

1

Highest priority is rated as number 1; lowest priority is rated as number 10.
Therefore a lower average rating indicates a higher priority.

2

Highest priority for each initiative is highlighted in yellow.
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Table 19 -- continued. Average priority rating for each initiative by form of municipality 1, 2
Form of Government
Infrastructure

HR
Management

Police
Service

Fire and
EMS

Obtaining
Grants

Cities

2.88

4.88

3.75

4.48

2.70

Boroughs
1st Class Townships
2nd Class Townships
Average rating

3.10
2.90
3.91
3.20

6.14
5.26
6.92
5.80

4.46
3.96
5.83
4.50

5.32
4.64
5.36
4.95

3.25
3.02
4.22
3.30

1

Highest priority is rated as number 1; lowest priority is rated as number 10.
Therefore a lower average rating indicates a higher priority.

2

Highest priority for each initiative is highlighted in yellow.

Table 19 -- continued. Average priority rating for each initiative by form of municipality 1, 2
Status of
Comprehensive Plan

Stormwater
Management

Operating
Reserves

Managing
Debt

Pension
Costs

E-Government

Cities

4.06

4.09

4.26

2.94

5.27

Boroughs
1st Class Townships
2nd Class Townships
Average rating

3.55
2.63
4.03
3.57

4.27
4.02
4.88
4.32

5.62
4.79
6.77
5.36

4.84
3.58
5.77
4.28

5.45
4.63
5.82
5.29

1

Highest priority is rated as number 1; lowest priority is rated as number 10.
Therefore a lower average rating indicates a higher priority.

2

Highest priority for each initiative is highlighted in yellow.

Several points are notable. First, for 12 of the 15 initiatives, cities have higher priority ratings
than any of the other forms of municipality. For the other three initiatives, (stormwater
management, operating reserves, and e-government) first class townships had the highest priority
rating. This result supports the findings elsewhere in this report – cities are perceived to have lots
of pressing issues (initiatives) and those issues are of high priority. For several of the initiatives,
cities have a much higher priority (lower average rating scores) than for other forms of
municipality. For example, the average score for blight for cities is 1.79 while the average score
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for blight for the other three forms of municipality is 5.44. Similarly, the rating for managing
pension costs is 2.94 for cities but averages 4.73 for the other three forms of municipality.
This analysis also confirms the findings of the most pressing and least pressing initiatives for
Pennsylvania’s municipalities. Those initiatives having the highest priorities (lowest average
priority ratings scores) are infrastructure, obtaining grants, stormwater management, and
community and economic development, respectively. These are the only initiatives with average
priority ratings of less than 4.0. Further, the initiatives having the lowest priorities (highest
average priority ratings scores) are human resources management, managing debt, and egovernment, also consistent with findings reported earlier.
Considering boroughs only, the highest priorities are infrastructure, obtaining grants, and
stormwater management. Their lowest priorities are human resources management, managing
debt, and e-government. Infill/redevelopment, fire and EMS services, and smart growth are also
low priorities.
A visual presentation of these results is presented in Figure 5. For this figure, a higher bar
represents a lower average score and therefore, a higher priority. From this graph, it is easy to see
that cities have the lowest scores (highest priority) for most of the initiatives, and by a wide
margin for some initiatives such as community and economic development, infill redevelopment,
blight, and managing pensions. Also, it is easy to identify the initiatives having the lowest overall
priorities, such as human resources management, debt, and e-government.
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Average Rating for Each Initiative by Form of Municipality
9.00
1

Average Rating

8.00
2
7.00
3
6.00
4
5.00
5
4.00
6
3.00
7
2.00
8
1.00
9

10
0.00

Cities

Boroughs

Initiative
1st Class Townships

2nd Class Townships

Figure 5. Average priority ratings for each initiative by form of municipality.

A one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) is the appropriate test for determining whether the
differences among scores for the various forms of municipality are statistically significant. This
test was performed for each initiative using the ANOVA routine in SPSS. The differences are
statistically significant for all but one initiative – fire and EMS services. That is, the scores for
cities compared to boroughs or first class townships or second class townships would not be
expected by chance. The sole town in the survey is omitted from this entire analysis of average
priority ratings to assure confidentiality. The results of the analysis of variance are presented in
Table 20.
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Table 20. Results of analysis of variance to determine differences among average rating scores
for the different forms of municipality.

Municipal Initiative
Community and economic development
Community planning
Infill development/redevelopment
Smart growth
Blight prevention and remediation
Infrastructure maintenance and improvement
Human resources management
Police service, public safety
Fire and emergency medical services
Obtaining grants
Stormwater management
Improving operating reserves
Managing debt service payments
Managing pension costs
Provision of services via internet (e-government)

F statistic
from ANOVA
procedure
15.30
2.93
12.22
2.57
46.26
6.90
11.34
15.27
1.95
8.67
5.40
3.36
11.23
14.73
2.99

Statistical
Significance
0.01
0.05
0.01
0.05
0.01
0.01
0.01
0.01
n.s.
0.01
0.01
0.01
0.01
0.01
0.05

Other Initiatives
Survey respondents also had two opportunities to name and rate initiatives not listed in the
survey’s list of 15 initiatives, but still considered important for their municipalities. One survey
question asked respondents to name and provide a priority rating for “Other Municipal
Initiatives.” Forty different initiatives were named, with 16 of those rated as “highest priority”
(Table 21) and thirty-seven rated as “Top 3 Priority.”
Table 21. “Other Municipal Initiatives” receiving highest priority ratings.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

Act 47 Recovery Plan
Agriculture preservation
Cost effectiveness with minimal resources available
Expand sewer system
Farmland preservation
Flood protection
Grants for dirt roads
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Table 21 -- continued. “Other Municipal Initiatives” receiving highest priority ratings.
8. Historical preservation
9. Integrated infrastructure management
10. Main street revitalization project in phases
11. Maintain better roads, better public park, and industry
12. MS4
13. Municipal website
14. Ongoing maintenance of vehicles, facilities and buildings
15. Outsource police department
16. Update streets, sidewalks, and anything to improve the borough
The list of “other initiatives” beyond those receiving highest priority ratings is long and varied,
but a few were mentioned by several respondents. They include roads and streets; parks,
recreation, and green space; sanitary sewers; and financial issues such as insurance costs and Act
47 recovery. The priorities mentioned in the open responses often overlap with the designated 15
initiatives listed on the survey questionnaire. The “other initiatives” listing is found in Appendix
C.
A second option offered to survey respondents was to name other important initiatives, with no
rating requested. Responses to this question resulted in another long and varied list of 174
different initiatives. Again, many overlap with the survey’s specifically-mentioned initiatives.
The initiatives are listed in full in Appendix D.
Both lists from the open-ended responses are provided in full in this report because PSAB staff
might find them useful for training and education topics, as well as issues to explore in various
publications. Some of the topics may also be of interest in the development of future surveys.
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MUNICIPAL INFLUENCES ON INITIATIVES
What characteristics of the municipalities influence their ratings for the various initiatives?
Percentages of the respondents assigning a particular rating for each initiative are used here, as
well as the background information collected as part of the survey. Statistical tests help to
indicate whether the results are simply by chance. For all percentages and statistical tests,
responses of “Don’t know” and no response at all are not included.

Position of the Respondent
Earlier in this report (page 5), it was indicated that there were 102 different answers to the
question, “What is your position title?” These responses were combined into three logical
categories: managers and secretaries, other municipal professionals, and elected officials. Using
this categorization, whether the position of the respondent has any bearing on the ratings
assigned to the various initiatives is examined, with particular interest in the assignment of a
number 1 priority rating for each individual initiative. A contingency table (cross tabulation) test
is used to discern whether the answers of individuals of one position are different from
individuals having a different position. In this case, the table is a 3 x 2 table with three categories
for position and two categories (yes or no) for number 1 priority rating. The statistical
significance of the results is tested using the Goodman and Kruskal tau measure of association
(Andrews et al., 1981). The results are presented in Table 22.
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Table 22. Results of contingency table analysis for position of respondent (collapsed) by number
1 priority rating for each initiative.

Municipal Initiative
Community and economic development
Community planning
Infill development/redevelopment
Smart growth
Blight prevention and remediation
Infrastructure maintenance and improvement
Human resources management
Police service, public safety
Fire and emergency medical services
Obtaining grants
Stormwater management
Improving operating reserves
Managing debt service payments
Managing pension costs
Provision of services via internet (e-government)
1
n.s. = Not significant

Goodman and
Kruskal tau
0.011
0.004
0.002
0.002
0.002
0.002
0.000
0.001
0.010
0.002
0.005
0.003
0.005
0.009
0.031

Statistical
Significance
0.05
n.s.1
n.s.
n.s.
n.s.
n.s.
n.s.
n.s.
n.s.
n.s.
n.s.
n.s.
n.s.
n.s.
0.01

Importantly, the position of the respondent made no statistically significant difference for any of
the initiatives except for community and economic development and provision of services via the
Internet (e-government) (Table 22). Forty-four percent of other municipal professionals rated
community and economic development as a number 1 priority compared to only 16% of
managers and secretaries and 11% of elected officials (Table 23). Several of the other municipal
professionals have community and economic development as their primary responsibility.
Therefore, we might expect that they would give a high priority rating to the community and
economic development initiative. On the other hand, municipal managers must deal with
multiple initiatives, each of which commands their priority.
For e-government, elected officials (14%) were more likely to assign a number 1 priority rating
than either managers and secretaries (2%) or other municipal professionals (0%) (Table 23). This
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is not surprising because the full-time professionals likely already use e-government applications
frequently in their work while elected officials, who turnover more frequently than
administrators, may be less familiar with such applications. More important, only about 3% of all
respondents rated e-government as a number 1 priority.
Table 23. Percentages of number 1 priority ratings for initiatives by position of respondent.1
Community
Development
is a
number 1 priority
(%)

E-Government
is a
number 1 priority
(%)

Managers and Secretaries

15.5

2.2

Other Municipal Professionals

44.4

0.0

Elected Officials

11.4

14.3

Position of
Respondent

1

Only initiatives having statistically significant differences are shown.

Form of Municipality
Survey responses also reveal that different forms of municipality have different numbers of
highest priority initiatives. Specifically, cities are more likely to rate several initiatives as a
number 1 priority than the other forms of government. This holds for community and economic
development, infill development/redevelopment, blight prevention and remediation,
infrastructure maintenance and improvement, obtaining grants and intergovernmental revenue,
managing debt service payments, and managing pension cost and other legacy liabilities (Table
24). Infrastructure is the only initiative where cities are not as likely to assign a number 1 priority
rating as other forms of municipality. For infrastructure, boroughs, first class townships, and
home rule charter municipalities gave infrastructure a higher percentage of number 1 priority
ratings than did cities (Table 24).
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Table 24. Percentages of number 1 priority ratings for initiatives by form of municipality.1
Community
Development
is a
number 1
priority
(%)

Infill
is a
number 1
priority
(%)

Blight
is a
number 1
priority
(%)

Infrastructure
is a
number 1
priority
(%)

Cities

45.5

18.8

57.6

18.2

Boroughs

21.2

8.5

25.5

27.3

First Class Townships

24.5

8.2

10.0

26.0

Second Class Townships

11.0

3.5

5.2

16.9

Other

0.0

0.0

0.0

44.4

Form of Municipality

1

Only initiatives having statistically significant differences are shown.

Table 24 -- continued. Percentages of number 1 priority ratings for initiatives by form of
municipality.
Obtaining
Grants
is a
number 1
priority
(%)

Managing Debt
is a
number 1
priority
(%)

Pension Costs
is a
number 1
priority
(%)

Cities

33.3

29.0

37.5

Boroughs

24.2

7.5

8.0

First Class Townships

24.5

8.3

16.0

Second Class Townships

14.7

5.3

8.4

Other

11.1

0.0

11.1

Form of Municipality

1

Only initiatives having statistically significant differences are shown.

There is no statistical difference among the forms of municipality for any of the other initiatives.
The Goodman and Kruskal tau measure of association and the statistical significance for that
measure are presented in Table 25.
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Table 25. Results of contingency table analysis for form of municipality (collapsed) by number
1 priority rating for each initiative.1

Municipal Initiative
Community and economic development
Community planning
Infill development/redevelopment
Smart growth
Blight prevention and remediation
Infrastructure maintenance and improvement
Human resources management
Police service, public safety
Fire and emergency medical services
Obtaining grants
Stormwater management
Improving operating reserves
Managing debt service payments
Managing pension costs
Provision of services via internet (e-government)
1
2

Goodman
and
Kruskal
tau
0.057
0.007
0.027
0.007
0.157
0.019
0.009
0.015
0.005
0.021
0.013
0.009
0.036
0.048
0.006

Statistical
significance
0.01
n.s.2
0.01
n.s.
0.01
0.05
n.s.
n.s.
n.s.
0.05
n.s.
n.s.
0.01
0.01
n.s.

The one town in the survey is omitted from this analysis to avoid small cell sizes.
n.s. = Not significant

Unsurprisingly, these data show that respondents from Pennsylvania’s third class cities perceive
their communities to have numerous initiatives that they rate as highest priority (Table 24).
Respondents from other forms of municipality are relatively less likely to rate so many initiatives
as highest priority.
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Population of the Municipality
As explained earlier, the survey asked respondents to place their municipality into one of six
population categories. In order to avoid having cells in the contingency table with low numbers
of expected observations, the population responses were collapsed into three categories: 5,000 or
less, 5,001 to 15,000; and greater than 15,000. There are differences among the population
categories in perceptions of number 1 priorities. In general, municipalities in the largest
population category are most likely to rate the initiatives as number 1 priority. This
generalization holds for 11 of the 15 initiatives: community and economic development,
community planning, infill development/redevelopment, smart growth, infrastructure
maintenance and improvements, human resources management, police service/public safety
improvements, fire and emergency medical services (EMS), stormwater management, operating
reserves, and pension costs and other legacy liabilities. The differences are significantly different
for six of these initiatives: community development, community planning, smart growth, fire and
EMS, stormwater management, and managing pension costs (Table 26). The biggest differences
between the most-populated municipalities and the lesser-populated municipalities are for
community development, community planning, and stormwater management (Table 26).
Table 26. Percentages of number 1 priority ratings for initiatives by population category.1

Community
Development
is a
number 1
priority
(%)

Community
Planning
is a
number 1
priority
(%)

Smart Growth
is a
number 1
priority
(%)

5,000 or less

11.9

7.8

7.5

5,001 to 15,000

18.5

7.9

15.5

Greater than 15,000

26.3

21.0

21.3

Population of
Municipality

1

Only initiatives having statistically significant differences are shown.
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Table 26 -- continued. Percentages of number 1 priority ratings for initiatives by population
category. 1

Fire and EMS
is a
number 1
priority
(%)

Stormwater
Management
is a
number 1
priority
(%)

Pension Costs
is a
number 1
priority
(%)

5,000 or less

6.7

13.8

5.3

5,001 to 15,000

3.9

19.0

14.7

Greater than 15,000

13.8

28.2

14.8

Population of
Municipality

1

Only initiatives having statistically significant differences are shown.

Municipalities with populations of 5,000 or less had the highest percentage of number 1 ratings
for obtaining grants and intergovernmental revenues and e-government. Municipalities with
populations between 5,001 and 15,000 had the highest percentage of number 1 ratings for blight
and for managing debt. However, despite the percentages of number 1 priority ratings being
higher in these categories, the differences are not different in a statistical sense (Table 27).
Table 27. Results of contingency table analysis for population (collapsed)
by number 1 ratings for each initiative.

Municipal Initiative
Community and economic development
Community planning
Infill development/redevelopment
Smart growth
Blight prevention and remediation
Infrastructure maintenance and improvement
Human resources management
Police service, public safety
Fire and emergency medical services
Obtaining grants
Stormwater management
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Goodman
and
Kruskal tau
0.017
0.023
0.006
0.023
0.009
0.002
0.003
0.009
0.016
0.001
0.015

Significance
0.01
0.01
n.s.1
0.01
n.s.
n.s.
n.s.
n.s.
0.01
n.s.
0.05

Table 27 -- continued. Results of contingency table analysis for population (collapsed)
by number 1 ratings for each initiative.
Goodman
and
Municipal Initiative
Kruskal tau
Significance
Improving operating reserves
0.002
n.s.
Managing debt service payments
0.002
n.s.
Managing pension costs
0.023
0.01
Provision of services via internet
0.005
n.s.
1
n.s. = Not significant
A consistent finding from the survey is that municipalities with relatively large populations have
the largest number of number 1 rated initiatives.

Population Trend of the Municipality
Population trend is not a very strong indicator of how the municipalities rate the initiatives.
Whether a municipality is undergoing a population increase, a population decrease, or has a
stable population has a statistically significant impact on ratings for only two initiatives: blight
remediation and managing pension costs. Municipalities undergoing population loss are much
more likely to identify blight prevention and remediation as a number 1 priority than
municipalities that are growing. Thirty-six percent of the municipalities experiencing a
population decrease in the past 10 years rated blight as a number 1 priority whereas only about
5% of municipalities experiencing population growth assigned a number 1 priority to blight
remediation. Similarly, municipalities with decreasing populations are more likely to rate
pension cost and other legacy liabilities as a number 1 priority (18%) compared to municipalities
with increasing populations (8%). These results are not surprising. Communities that experience
population loss have businesses and residents leaving blight behind and less government revenue
to manage blight. Funds for maintaining pensions also decrease with population decline.

37

Recall that 19% of survey respondents rated obtaining grants and intergovernmental revenues as
a number 1 priority, the second largest percentage for all the initiatives. A contingency table
analysis reveals that about 24% of the municipalities experiencing population decline rate
obtaining grants and intergovernmental revenues as a number 1 priority while only about 17% of
municipalities experiencing population growth do so. This difference is not significant in a
statistical sense, but it suggests that municipalities in decline are seeking funds to supplant the
declining tax revenues coming to their coffers.

Geographic Region
The analyses in this report collapsed Pennsylvania’s regions into three categories: east, central,
and west. For ten of the initiatives, geographic region had no significant bearing on the
likelihood that a municipality would rate the initiative as a number 1 priority. For five
initiatives—community and economic development, blight prevention and remediation,
obtaining grants and intergovernmental revenue, managing debt service payment, and managing
pension cost and other legacy liabilities—there was a difference. Except for obtaining grants,
municipalities in the west, with so many communities having faced industrial decline, are more
likely to assign a number 1 priority to blight, managing debt, pension costs, etc. than
municipalities in the east or central that are not experiencing population decreases or may be
experiencing growth. More municipalities in the east assigned a number 1 priority to obtaining
grants, perhaps to deal with expansion and not maintenance. Table 28 gives the percentages and
Table 29 provides the statistics.
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Table 28. Percentages of number 1 priority ratings by region.1
Community
Development
is a
number 1
priority
(%)

Blight
is a
number 1
priority
(%)

Obtaining
Grants
is a
number 1
priority
(%)

Managing Debt
is a
number 1
priority
(%)

Pension Costs
is a
number 1
priority
(%)

East

18.2

12.2

24.5

7.2

11.7

Central

10.1

8.6

13.4

5.1

5.4

West

21.5

21.5

18.1

11.9

14.6

Region of
Municipality

1

Only initiatives having statistically significant differences are shown.
Table 29. Results of contingency table analysis for region (collapsed)
by number 1 ratings for each initiative.

Municipal Initiative
Community and economic development
Community planning
Infill development/redevelopment
Smart growth
Blight prevention and remediation
Infrastructure maintenance and improvement
Human resources management
Police service, public safety
Fire and emergency medical services
Obtaining grants and intergovernmental revenue
Stormwater management
Improving operating reserves
Managing debt service payments
Managing pension costs and other legacy liabilities
Provision of services via internet
1

n.s. = Not significant
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Goodman
and
Kruskal
tau
0.016
0.006
0.010
0.006
0.023
0.006
0.006
0.001
0.001
0.014
0.006
0.003
0.010
0.015
0.001

Statistical
Significance
0.01
n.s.1
n.s.
n.s.
0.01
n.s.
n.s.
n.s.
n.s.
0.05
n.s.
n.s.
0.05
0.05
n.s.

Rural-Suburban-Urban Character
The rural-suburban-urban character of a municipality played an important role in the perceptions
of survey respondents. Those self-described as being from urban municipalities were almost
always more likely to rate an initiative as a number 1 priority than respondents claiming to be in
suburban or rural municipalities. For five of the initiatives, the responses were statistically
different: community and economic development, infill development/redevelopment, smart
growth, blight prevention and remediation, and managing debt service payment. The percentages
are reported in Table 30 and the statistics are reported in Table 31.

Table 30. Percentages of number 1 priority ratings for initiatives by rural-suburban-urban
character.

Community
Development
is a
number 1
priority
(%)

Infill
is a
number 1
priority
(%)

Smart
Growth
is a
number 1
priority
(%)

Blight
is a
number 1
priority
(%)

Managing
Debt
is a
number 1
priority
(%)

Mostly rural

10.0

2.8

7.7

9.1

7.2

Mostly suburban

16.0

5.5

14.2

13.3

6.1

Mostly urban

38.4

18.6

25.6

31.0

15.2

RuralSuburbanUrban
Nature
of Municipality

1

Only initiatives having statistically significant differences are shown.
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Table 31. Results of contingency table analysis for rural-suburban-urban character of a
municipality by number 1 ratings for each initiative.

Municipal Initiative
Community and economic development
Community planning
Infill development/redevelopment
Smart growth
Blight prevention and remediation
Infrastructure maintenance and improvement
Human resources management
Police service, public safety
Fire and emergency medical services
Obtaining grants and intergovernmental revenues
Stormwater management
Improving operating reserves
Managing debt service payments
Managing pension costs
Provision of services via internet
1

Goodman
and Kruskal
tau
0.066
0.009
0.049
0.034
0.046
0.007
0.006
0.006
0.001
0.009
0.008
0.006
0.012
0.008
0.004

Statistical
Significance
0.01
n.s.1
0.01
0.01
0.01
n.s.
n.s.
n.s.
n.s.
n.s.
n.s.
n.s.
0.05
n.s.
n.s.

n.s. = Not significant

A common theme running through three individual characteristics of municipalities—form of
municipality, especially city; large population; urban nature—is evident. Each characteristic
points to a large number of individuals in a densely populated area. And for respondents
representing municipalities having these characteristics, their perceptions of number 1 priority
initiatives is higher (in general) than respondents from other municipalities. Again, the
conclusion is that larger, more urbanized communities, whether cities, boroughs, or townships,
are perceived to have more issues and initiatives that demand more attention (number 1 priority
ratings) than other municipalities.

41

General Fund Revenues
For almost every initiative, higher operating revenues for a municipality coincided with a higher
likelihood of assigning a number 1 priority rating for the municipal initiatives. The only two
initiatives where this generalization did not hold were obtaining grants and intergovernmental
revenue and e-government. For nine of the initiatives, the differences between higher operating
revenues and lower operating revenues were statistically significant: community and economic
development, community planning, smart growth, infrastructure maintenance and improvement,
human resources management, police service/public safety improvements, fire and EMS
improvements, stormwater management, and managing pension cost and other legacy liabilities.
The percentages of number 1 priority ratings for these initiatives are presented in Table 32 and
the statistics are presented in Table 33.

Table 32. Percentages of municipalities rating initiatives as number 1 priorities by general fund
revenues.1

Community
Development
is a
number 1
priority
(%)

Community
Planning
is a
number 1
priority
(%)

Smart
Growth
is a
number 1
priority
(%)

Infrastructure
is a
number 1
priority
(%)

HR
Management
is a
number 1
priority
(%)

$1 Million or less

10.7

6.9

5.6

13.4

0.6

$1 Million to $5 million

16.4

8.4

13.8

23.2

2.7

Greater than $5 million

23.7

15.7

18.1

25.9

6.4

Municipal
Revenues

1

Only initiatives having statistically significant differences are shown.
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Table 32 -- continued. Percentages of municipalities rating initiatives as number 1 priorities by
general fund revenues.1

Police
Service
is a
number 1
priority
(%)

Fire and
EMS
is a
number 1
priority
(%)

Stormwater
Management
is a
number 1
priority
(%)

Pension
Costs
is a
number 1
priority
(%)

$1 Million or less

4.5

4.4

8.1

6.8

$1 Million to $5 million

6.8

4.7

20.9

8.9

Greater than $5 million

13.0

12.9

22.6

17.3

Municipal
Revenues

1

Only initiatives having statistically significant differences are shown.

Table 33. Results of contingency table analysis for general fund revenues of a municipality
by number 1 ratings for each initiative.

Municipal Initiative
Community and economic development
Community planning
Infill development/redevelopment
Smart growth
Blight prevention and remediation
Infrastructure maintenance and improvements
Human resources management
Police service, public safety improvements
Fire and emergency medical services improvements
Obtaining grants and intergovernmental revenue
Stormwater management
Improving operating reserves
Managing debt service payments
Managing pension cost and other legacy liabilities
Provision of services via internet
1

n.s. = Not significant
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Goodman
and Kruskal
tau
0.015
0.013
0.006
0.019
0.000
0.014
0.015
0.014
0.020
0.009
0.024
0.006
0.006
0.017
0.001

Statistical
Significance
0.01
0.05
n.s.1
0.01
n.s.
0.05
0.05
0.05
0.01
n.s.
0.01
n.s.
n.s.
0.01
n.s.

Staff Expansion Plans
Recall that of the various forms of municipality, it is the cities that assigned the most number 1
priority ratings for the various municipal initiatives (pages 32-34). That is, the cities perceive that
they have more pressing needs (number 1 priority ratings) than other forms of government.
Cities are also less likely to indicate that staff expansion is expected. Boroughs (25%), first class
townships (36%), and second class townships (29%) are all more likely to have staff expansion
in their future than cities (21%). These differences are not statistically significant at the 0.05
level (Goodman and Kruskal tau = 0.016, p = 0.067), but are significant at the 0.1 level. It
appears that municipalities with the most pressing needs are not in a position to address those
needs through addition of personnel.

Municipal Separate Storm Sewer Systems
For those municipalities having a Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System program in place,
infrastructure maintenance and improvement is the most-frequently identified number 1 priority
initiative at 23.8%. Because many aspects of a separate storm sewer system involve
infrastructure (storm drains, conveyance piping, retention ponds) this result is predictable. But,
19% of municipalities without an MS4 rated infrastructure as a number one priority, however the
differences are not statistically different. The bottom line is that infrastructure is an important
initiative for many of Pennsylvania’s municipalities, whether or not there is an existing MS4.

The second-most-identified number 1 priority initiative for municipalities having an MS4 is
stormwater management (21.4%). This outcome is statistically different from the 13.2% of
municipalities not having an MS4 program that rated stormwater management as a number 1
priority.
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For municipalities having an MS4, obtaining grants and intergovernmental revenue received
almost as many number 1 priority ratings at 21.0%. Again, this is not significantly different from
municipalities without an MS4. After all, the municipalities will need to pay for all that
infrastructure and obtaining grants will help to relieve some of the financial burden that will need
to be shouldered by the municipalities.

Stormwater Authorities
Having a stormwater authority or not made no statistical difference in the number 1 priority
ratings for any of the initiatives, as measured by a Fisher’s exact test for 2 x 2 cross tabulation
tables. (The Fisher’s exact test corrects for small sample sizes and is recommended over the Chisquared test for sample sizes less than 1,000 (McDonald, 2014).) But, 33.3% of municipalities
having a stormwater authority in place assigned a number 1 priority rating for the stormwater
management initiative. This compares to only 17.3% of municipalities without a stormwater
authority assigning number 1 priority ratings for stormwater management. This difference is
large, but not different in a statistical sense at the 0.05 level. It is a statistically difference at the
0.1 level. (Statistical significance level of 0.05 is used general in this report.)

There appears to be an obvious connection between having an MS4 and/or a stormwater
authority and a high percentage of number 1 priority ratings for several initiatives: infrastructure
maintenance and improvement, stormwater management, and obtaining grants and
intergovernmental revenue.
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Status of Comprehensive Plans
As reported previously in this report (pages 18-19, Table 11), approximately 90% (563) of the
municipalities responding to the survey have a comprehensive plan in place. Yet, having a plan
or not having a plan had little effect on the priority ratings for municipal initiatives. In fact, the
only initiative where having a comprehensive plan or not made a difference was for managing
debt service payments. This finding appears to be insignificant and may be by chance because
just 10% (38) of the municipalities report not having a comprehensive plan. Specifically, 20% of
municipalities (or just seven municipalities) without a comprehensive plan rated managing debt
service payment as a number 1 priority whereas only about 7% (37) with a comprehensive plan
rated it a number 1 priority. For eleven of the 14 other initiatives, a larger percentage of
municipalities without a plan assigned a higher percentage of number 1 priority ratings, but the
differences were not statistically significant.

Status of Subdivision and Land Development Ordinances
For 13 of the 15 designated initiatives, municipalities without a subdivision and land
development ordinance in place had a higher percentage of number 1 priority ratings than those
municipalities with a SALDO. For four of these initiatives; infill development and
redevelopment, blight prevention and remediation, obtaining grants and intergovernmental
revenue, and improving operating reserves, the differences are statistically significant. Almost
43% of the municipalities without a SALDO indicated that blight prevention and remediation is a
number 1 rated priority. It would have been interesting to ask respondents with SALDOs
whether the ordinances helped prevent and/or remediate blight because this is a very large
percentage compared to other initiatives. All percentages are presented in Table 34, with
statistics in Table 35.
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Table 34. Percentages of municipalities rating initiatives as number 1 priorities by status of
SALDO.1
Infill
is a
number 1
priority
(%)

Blight
is a
number 1
priority
(%)

Obtaining
Grants
is a
number 1
priority
(%)

Operating
Reserves
is a
number 1
priority
(%)

SALDO Yes

4.7

10.8

17.5

10.6

SALDO No

16.4

42.9

30.4

21.8

Status of
SALDO

1

Only initiatives having statistically significant differences are shown.
Table 35. Results of contingency table analysis for SALDO status of a municipality
by number 1 ratings for each initiative.

Chi square
Municipal Initiative
statistic
Community and economic development
2.485
Community planning
4.962
Infill development/redevelopment
12.265
Smart growth
1.378
Blight prevention and remediation
43.567
Infrastructure maintenance and improvement
2.021
Human resources management
0.053
Police service, public safety
0.037
Fire and emergency medical services
0.021
Obtaining grants and intergovernmental revenue
5.487
Stormwater management
0.494
Improving operating reserves
6.046
Managing debt service payments
3.811
Managing pension cost and other legacy liabilities
1.880
Provision of services via internet
3.077
1
Statistical significance is based on Fisher’s exact test.
2
n.s. = Not significant
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Statistical
Significance1
n.s.2
n.s.
0.01
n.s.
0.01
n.s.
n.s.
n.s.
n.s.
0.05
n.s.
0.05
n.s.
n.s.
n.s.

Status of Zoning Ordinances
Having a zoning ordinance or not made little difference in the assignment of number 1 priority
ratings for the presented initiatives. In fact, there was no statistically significant difference
between the percentages of number 1 priority ratings for any of the initiatives. A large number
(25.6%) of municipalities without a zoning ordinance in place indicated that obtaining grants and
intergovernmental revenue is a number 1 priority, but that was not significantly different from
the 18.4% of municipalities having a zoning ordinance.

Provision of Police Services
Forty-five different municipalities rated police service/public safety improvements as a number 1
priority. Interestingly, thirty-nine of those 45 (87%) provide police services through their own
department and the differences are statistically significant (Goodman and Kruskal tau = 0.027, p
= 0.003). If a municipality contracts out their police services or the Pennsylvania State Police
handles the policing function, the municipality appears to be pleased with the services. It would
be useful to know why the municipalities citing their own police departments as being a number
1 priority did so. Are there financial problems? Is there dissatisfaction with the quality and or
extent of service? Or, what? It is noted, also, that respondents may have distinguished between
police services and public safety improvements when offering their perceptions.

Provision of Fire and EMS Services
Recall that only 5% (27) of the responding municipalities have a paid municipal fire department
(page 16). The other 95% rely on a volunteer fire-fighting force. But 16% of those that have a
paid municipal fire department rate fire and EMS improvements as a number 1 priority initiative.
Only 6% of municipalities without a paid municipal fire department give fire and EMS a number
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1 rating and the difference is statistically significant (Chi-square = 4.631; Fisher’s exact test
probability = 0.049). The questionnaire did not explore whether it was fire or EMS that was
receiving the ratings. It is puzzling, however, why municipalities that rely solely on volunteers
seem to be more satisfied than those with paid firefighters. Again, it may be that respondents
distinguished between fire and EMS services, although the questionnaire did not.

SUMMARY and IMPLICATIONS
The Pennsylvania Municipal Management Priorities Survey was sent to 1,058 Pennsylvania
municipalities: all third class cities and all other forms of government of 2,500 or more in
population. The returned rate of response was 60%. This ranged from a low of 53% from
boroughs to a high of 64% for third class cities. Respondents were overwhelmingly managers
and secretaries (524 in total), with 19 other municipal professionals such as human resources or
zoning officers responding, as well as 35 elected officials.
The largest number of responding municipalities have populations of less than 5,000 and only 84
municipalities have populations greater than 15,000. The municipalities studied are from all
regions of the Commonwealth: 39% in the east, 30% in the west, and 31% located in central
Pennsylvania. Just 14% of the communities were described as mostly urban, with 49% claiming
to be mostly rural and 37% mostly suburban. About half of the governments have general fund
revenues greater than $1 to $5 million, 27% have general fund revenues of $1 million or less,
and 23% have general fund revenues greater than $5 million.
Most of the local governments do not anticipate significant staffing changes within the next five
years. Specifically, just 28% expect their government to expand full-time staff in that period.
Municipalities losing population are least likely to be hiring.
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Sixty percent of the study municipalities already have their own police departments and few
(8%) are part of a regional police department or contract with another municipality (3%).
Twenty-eight percent rely on the Pennsylvania State Police for that service. Volunteer fire
departments exist in 95% of the municipalities.
A Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4) is operated by 61% of the municipalities. Just
4% of the municipalities report having a stormwater authority.
Respondents were asked about their municipality’s comprehensive plan, subdivision and land
development ordinance (SALDO), and zoning ordinance. Comprehensive plans and zoning
ordinances were reported by 90% of the communities and a SALDO by 88%. However, just 37%
of the comprehensive plans were reported to have been updated within the last five years, and
25% have not been updated within the last ten years. A similar pattern exists for the SALDOs:
44% were updated within the last five years, but 25% of the municipalities had no update for
more than 10 years. While 56% of zoning ordinances were reported to be updated within the last
five years, it’s been 10 years or more since updates were done for 20% of the municipalities.
Clearly, simply looking at the background characteristics of the study communities suggests
numerous opportunities for training and education by PSAB. State legislative efforts for
municipalities to bear the costs of using the Pennsylvania State Police for their policing services
are frequent and not yet successful, but municipal officials need to understand options and costs
of various alternatives. Volunteer fire departments need help in recruiting volunteers and paying
for services. Comprehensive plans, SALDOs, and zoning ordinances need to be updated more
frequently than is the case for many of the study communities. The creation, maintenance, and
costs of stormwater authorities are a growing issue.

50

The ratings by respondents of a set of issues faced by communities was a key part of the survey.
Infrastructure maintenance and improvement, obtaining grants and intergovernmental revenues,
stormwater management, and economic development were predominantly rated as highest
priorities, whether the respondent was a municipal manager/secretary, other municipal
professional, or elected official. Internal management concerns such as provision of services via
the internet or human resources management were generally not rated as highest priorities.
Respondents from different forms of government, especially cities, did rate some initiatives
differently. This holds for community and economic development, infill
development/redevelopment, blight prevention and remediation, obtaining grants and
intergovernmental revenue, managing debt service payment, and managing pension cost and
other legacy liabilities. In general, cities rated more initiatives as having the highest priority,
while other types of municipalities are less likely to rate so many initiatives as highest priority.
And, cities are less likely than other forms of government to be adding future staff to assist in
dealing with these high-priority initiatives.
There are differences among governments across population categories in perceptions of number
1 priorities. Municipalities in the largest population categories are most likely to rate an initiative
as a number 1 priority. That tendency holds for 11 of the 15 named initiatives on the
questionnaire, with differences significantly different statistically for six initiatives: community
and economic development, community planning, infill development/redevelopment, smart
growth, fire and emergency medical services, and stormwater management. The biggest
differences between most-populated and least-population municipalities are for community
development and stormwater management.
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A consistent survey finding is that municipalities with relatively large populations have more
number 1 rated initiatives. However, whether the community is growing, losing population or
stable is not a very strong indicator of how initiatives are rated. Similarly, for two-thirds of the
initiatives, geographic region did not have a significant bearing on the likelihood that a
municipality would rate an initiative as a number 1 priority. There was a difference for
community and economic development, blight prevention and remediation, obtaining grants and
intergovernmental revenue, managing debt service payment, and managing pension cost and
other legacy liabilities. Except for obtaining grants and intergovernmental revenues,
municipalities in western Pennsylvania were more likely to assign a number 1 priority to the
initiative than municipalities in the eastern or central parts of the Commonwealth.
On the other hand, the rural-suburban-urban character of a municipality played an important role
in the perceptions of respondents regarding the initiatives. Urban municipalities were almost
always more likely to rate an initiative as a number 1 priority than respondents describing their
municipalities as mostly suburban or mostly rural. For five initiatives, the responses were
statistically different: community and economic development, infill development/redevelopment,
smart growth, blight prevention and remediation, and managing debt service payment.
A common theme from the ratings of various initiatives is evident, based on background
characteristics of the municipalities. Form of municipality, large population, and urban character
define how respondents rate initiatives as having highest priority. Respondents from larger, more
urbanized communities—especially cities but also some boroughs and first class townships—
perceive their governments to have more issues demanding greater attention (number 1 priority
ratings) than other municipalities. Related to this finding is that for almost every initiative, higher
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operating revenues for a municipality coincide with a higher likelihood of assigning a number 1
priority rating to an initiative.
The findings on how SALDOs and the provision of police and fire services influence the priority
rating of initiatives present some questions in need of exploration. Do respondents from
governments with a SALDO think that it prevents blight and helps with remediation and why?
Do government officials perceive that paid fire departments present more high priority issues for
a municipality than other arrangements? Similarly, are municipal officials more satisfied with
volunteer fire departments than paid fire departments and why?
Overall, the survey findings offer a wealth of information that can help inform additional
research and educational and technical assistance programming oriented towards local
government. A number of topics specifically emphasize for a need for more training, such as
updating comprehensive plans and SALDOs. Other topics stand out for the need for more
detailed exploration, such as arrangements for the provision of police, fire, and emergency
medical services. Still other topics emerge as very high priority concerns that affect a large
number of municipalities, such as infrastructure maintenance and improvements, obtaining
grants, stormwater management, and the many aspects of community and economic
development. Finally, the design and conduct of the survey yield ideas for designing and
implementing future surveys that can provide comparative information and also tap issues as yet
unexamined.
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APPENDIX A: FINAL SURVEY INSTRUMENT
For each question, place an “X” over the box that corresponds to your answer(s). Do NOT write your
name/municipality name on this survey. Responses should relate to the municipality where you work
(not where you reside). We thank you for sharing this information, and we will keep your answers
confidential.

General Information
________________________________________________________________
1. What is your position title?
_______________________________________________________________
2. What form of municipality do you serve?
 City
 Borough
 Township of 1st class
 Township of 2nd class
 Town
 Other, please specify:
__________________________________________________________

3. Does your municipality operate under a home rule charter?
 Yes
 No

4. What is your municipality’s population? Select one of the following population ranges.



Less than 2,500
2,500 to 5,000




5,001 to 7,500
7,501 to 10,000

 10,001 to 15,000
 Greater than 15,000

5. Which of the following Pennsylvania geographic regions BEST represents the location of your
municipality?
 Northeast
 Northwest
 Northern Tier

 Central
 South Central
 Southeast

 Southwest

6. Has your municipality’s population increased, stayed about the same, or decreased in the last
10 years?
 Increased
 Stayed about the same
 Decreased
 Don’t know/Not sure

7. What is the approximate land area of your municipality (in square miles)?
 Less than or equal to 1.00 sq. mile
 1.01 sq. miles – 5.00 sq. miles

 10.01 sq. miles – 15.00 sq. miles
 Greater than 15.00 sq. miles

 5.01 sq. miles – 10.00 sq. miles

8. Which of the following BEST describes your community?


Mostly rural



Mostly suburban

 Mostly urban

9. In a typical year, what are your municipality’s total general fund revenues?
 Less than or equal to $500,000
 $500,001 to $1 million
 Greater than $1 million to $3 million
 Greater than $3 million to $5 million
 Greater than $5 million to $10 million
 Greater than $10 million

10. Do you anticipate expanding your full‐time staff in the next 5 years?
 Yes
 No

11. How are police services provided in your municipality?
 Through our own department
 Through a regional police department
 Contracted out with another municipality/municipalities
 By the Pennsylvania State Police
 Other, please specify: ___________________________________________________

12. Do you staff a paid municipal fire department, where most or all staff are on your payroll?
 Yes
 No

13. Do you operate a Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) permitted municipal
separate storm sewer system (MS4)?
 Yes
 No
 Don’t know/Not sure

14. Do you operate a storm water authority?
 Yes
 No
 Don’t know/Not sure

15. Do you have a municipal comprehensive plan?
 Yes [go to question 16]
 No [go to question 17]
 Don’t know/Not sure [go to question 17]

16. When was your comprehensive plan last updated?
 Within 2 years
 Within 5 years

 Within 10 years
 Don’t know/Not sure
 It’s been more than 10 years

17. Do you have a municipal subdivision and land development ordinance (SALDO)?
 Yes [go to question 18]
 No [go to question 19]
 Don’t know/Not sure [go to question 19]

18. When was your municipal subdivision and land development ordinance (SALDO) last
updated?
 Within 2 years
 Within 5 years

 Within 10 years
 It’s been more than 10 years

 Don’t know/Not sure

19. Do you have a municipal zoning ordinance?
 Yes [go to question 20]
 No [go to question 21]
 Don’t know/Not sure [go to question 21]

20. When was your zoning ordinance last updated?
 Within 2 years
 Within 5 years

 Within 10 years
 It’s been more than 10 years

 Don’t know/Not sure

Priority Rating of Municipal Initiatives
21. Over the next 5 years, what initiatives is your municipality planning to focus its attention,
time, and resources on relative to other initiatives. Use a scale of 1 through 10, with 1 being the
lowest priority and 10 as the highest priority.
PRIORITY LEVEL
Mark one box per row
Community and Economic Development
Community planning
Infill development/redevelopment
(residential and commercial)
Smart growth (i.e. compact/mixed use
development, walkability, open space
preservation)
Blight prevention and remediation
Capital infrastructure maintenance and
improvements

1 -- Low

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10 -- High

PRIORITY LEVEL
Mark one box per row
Human Resources Management (i.e.
recruitment, training, collective bargaining,
compensation)

1 -- Low

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10 -- High

Police Service/Public safety improvements
Fire and emergency medical services (EMS)
improvements
Obtaining grants and intergovernmental
revenues
Storm water management
Improving operating reserves (rainy day
fund)
Managing debt service payment
Managing pension cost and other legacy
liabilities (other post‐employment
benefits)
Provision of municipal services via internet
(e‐government)
Other municipal initiative, please specify:
[optional]

22. What other objectives or initiatives is your municipality prioritizing over the next 5 years?
[optional]
_______________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________

Thank you for taking the time to fill out our survey!
Completed surveys will be collected until July 28, 2017. For questions about the survey, please contact
the Center for Survey Research at Penn State Harrisburg. They can be reached at surveys@psu.edu or
717‐948‐6117.

Instructions for Returning Your Completed Survey
1. Return the completed paper survey in the enclosed postage paid business reply envelope. If you
misplace the business reply envelope, completed surveys can be sent to: Center for Survey Research,
Penn State Harrisburg, 777 West Harrisburg Pike, Middletown, PA 17057.
2. Scan and email the completed paper survey to: surveys@psu.edu
3. Fax the completed paper survey to: 717‐948‐6306

Drawing for $50 Visa Gift Card
If you would like to enter the drawing for one of two $50 Visa gift cards, please complete the
form below and send it back along with your completed survey. If you do not enter your
contact information, you will not be entered into the drawing! The drawing form is completely
separate from the survey, so any information you provide will not be able to be tied to the
responses you provided in the survey. You do not have to enter the drawing; it is optional!

APPENDIX B: INVITATION TO PARTICIPATE LETTER
The Center for Survey Research at Penn State Harrisburg invites you to complete a survey of municipal
management priorities. This survey should be completed by the appointed municipal manager or chief
administrative officer of the municipality. The survey is being sponsored by the Pennsylvania State
Association of Boroughs.
The purpose of the survey is to identify municipal priorities and how they may differ by geographic
region, community character, and other basic demographic factors. Results of the survey will be used to
help inform policymakers and other stakeholders of common municipal priorities that could be further
supported.
There are several options for completing the Pennsylvania Municipal Management Priorities
Survey. You can complete the survey using ONE of the following methods:
1. Complete the survey online at: http://bit.ly/pamunicipal
You can also scan the following code with your smartphone:

2. Return the paper survey in the enclosed postage paid business reply envelope.
3. Scan and email the completed paper survey to: surveys@psu.edu
4. Fax the completed paper survey to: 717-948-6306
Please note: Completed surveys will be collected until July 28, 2017. We ask that you complete the
survey and send it to us by that date.
Drawing for $50 Visa Gift Card
Participants who submit a completed survey will have the opportunity to enter their name into a drawing
for one of two $50 Visa gift cards. If you would like to enter the drawing, please complete the drawing
entry form at the end of the questionnaire. You will be asked for your name, address, phone number, and
e-mail address if you have one. This information will NOT be linked with your survey responses.
Participant contact information will only be used for the purposes of conducting the drawing and will
only be accessible by members of the Penn State research team. At the conclusion of the data collection
period, the Center for Survey Research at Penn State Harrisburg will randomly select 2 participants to
receive a $50 Visa gift card.
If you need any further information on the survey, please contact the Center for Survey Research at Penn
State Harrisburg. They can be reached at surveys@psu.edu or 717-948-6117.
We hope that you will consider participating in this important survey. Thank you for your time and
interest.
Enclosure
Center for Survey Research
Penn State Harrisburg

APPENDIX C: OTHER MUNICIPAL INITIATIVES
IDENTIFIED IN QUESTION 21_16
Count

Initiative

Number of
times
mentioned
1

1.

15 year roadway management plan

2.

Act 47 Recovery Plan

1

3.

Agriculture preservation

1

4.

Amphitheater

1

5.

Community activities

1

6.

Cost effectiveness with minimal resources available

1

7.

Expand healthy living and recreational opportunities

1

8.

Expand sewer system

1

9.

Farmland preservation

1

10.

Flood protection

1

11.

Grants for dirt roads

1

12.

Health insurance costs

1

13.

Historical preservation

1

14.

Integrated infrastructure management

1

15.

Inter-municipal partnerships

1

16.

Main street revitalization project in phases

1

17.

Maintain and improve on services already provided

1

18.

Maintain better roads, better public park, and industry

1

19.

Managing health care costs

1

20.

MS4

1

21.

Municipal website

2

22.

On going maintenance of vehicles, facilities and buildings

1

23.

Outsource police department

1

24.

Parks and recreation

2

25.

Parks and trails

1

26.

Public water infrastructure

1

27.

Recreation improvements

1

28.

Repairing roads

1

29.

Revitalize downtown

1

30.

Roads

1

31.

Roads and equipment

1

32.

Sanitary sewerage treatment

1

33.

Sewer

1

34.

Sewer system improvements

1

35.

Shared services

1

36.

Storm water fee implementation

1

37.

Street maintenance

1

38.

Streetscape improvements

1

39.

Sustainability

2

40.

Update streets, sidewalks, and anything to improve the borough

1

Total

43

APPENDIX D: OTHER INITIATIVES PRIORITIZED BY
PENNSYLVANIA MUNICIPALITIES
Number of
times
mentioned
1

Count

Initiative

1.

2.

A mandated 537 plan resulted in a mandated sewer system, which resulted in a
need for more utilization of the sewer system. This forced us to expand
residential availability and seek economic capacity. We went from very rural to
suburban and are moving toward urban.
Acquisition and development of community park

3.

Act 537 Plan

2

4.

Attracting businesses to downtown

1

5.

Balancing the increased demand for services while avoiding additional taxes

1

6.

Bettering roadway system and correcting water problems

1

7.

Blight and infrastructure rehab

1

8.

Blight remediation and redevelopment

1

9.

Blight removal within neighborhood

1

10.

Bridge replacement

1

11.

Bringing jobs to the city

1

12.

Budget and capital improvements planning

1

13.

Building maintenance and equipment maintenance/replacement

1

14.

Business development and community recreation

1

15.

1

16.

Business development, affordable housing, and pedestrian friendly walkable
community
Capital improvements to recreation facilities

17.

Changing police service to State Police

1

18.

City came out of Act 47 in November 2015. Working to start improving the City after
years of neglect.

1

19.

Clean water act mandate, sanitary sewers, and management of storm water

1

20.

Commercial and industrial development

1

21.

Commercial growth along route 10

1

22.

Complete new ordinance and SALDO, put staffing needs in place to enforce. Storm
water management, gather information and put procedures in place for
documenting requirements

1

23.

Completing the mandated sewer rehabilitation project

1

24.

Comprehensive rewrite of the Zoning Code and new SALDO

1

25.

Consolidation of two independent volunteer fire companies

1

26.

Consolidation of water/sewer systems with neighboring municipality

1

27.

1

28.

Constructing a new fire station, expanding park and recreation opportunities, and
reducing pension and benefit costs
Constructing transit facility

29.

Construction of a new borough hall

1

30.

Construction of new municipal, public safety and public works buildings; expansion
of sanitary sewer infrastructure

1

31.

Continue to be pro-active in providing excellence in all of our programs and
services, and pro-active in managing explosive growth

1

1

1

1

32.

Controlling expenditures

1

33.

Correcting sewage issues, improving sewage pump station, and attempting to take
care of complaints regarding the sewer system
Debt recovery, Westmoreland Heritage Trail

1

Demolition of abandoned and vacant buildings, and road paving to make the city
more attractive for potential commercial and residential development
Developing long term planning and capital improvement projects to maintain
financial stability and managing aging infrastructure
Developing more recreational opportunities for area youth (i.e. constructing a
recreation center)

1

38.

Development

1

39.

Development of a Downtown Business area, and new road access to Millersville
University

1

40.

Development of an environmental sustainability plan

1

41.

Document Manager

1

42.

Downtown revitalization and traffic calming

1

43.

Economic development - commercial property and zoning expansion

1

44.

Economic development, river front development

1

45.

Economic Development; Main Street improvements including pedestrian safety,
traffic control and business recruitment and retention; updating aging
infrastructure
Equipment

1

47.

Expand sewer system, improve traffic pattern/control within township, purchase
additional land for township use

1

48.

Expanding healthy living and recreational opportunities

1

49.

Expanding services for library, senior, recreation, parks, and e-gov interface

1

50.

Expanding services to keep up our expanding residential and commercial
communities
Flood protection, MS-4, airport improvements, improvements at pool, town-wide
walkability and trails

1

52.

Floodplain restoration and helping properties in the floodplain

1

53.

Further development of Main Street initiative

1

54.

1

55.

Gaining effectiveness in our staffing levels, establishing a storm water fee per Act
62 of 2016, and expanding capital improvement funding
Get abandoned properties back on the tax rolls

56.

Get rid of blighted properties

1

57.

Getting grants for relief route; Completing our relief route around the borough.

1

58.

Giving our residents the best possible with limited income

1

59.

Grants to replace township trucks and equipment

1

60.

Greenway trails connectivity

1

61.

Implement comprehensive plan rewrite, comprehensive park, recreation, and open
space plan (per DCNR grant program)
Implementation of Act 537 Plan

1

Improve clean and green areas, expand the parks and recreation dept., reduce
waste and landfill waste, and increase recycling efforts
Improved state highway access to community

1

Improvements to park, focus on obtaining grants to fund improvements as well as
donations from local residents and businesses who have access to the
facilities

1

34.
35.
36.
37.

46.

51.

62.
63.
64.
65.

1

1
1

1

1

1

2

1

66.

Improvements to township park, select intersections and commercial development

1

67.

Improving services through use of technology

1

68.

Improving the infrastructures (sewer, storm and roads)

1

69.

In the process of updating comprehensive plan, MS4 improvements

1

70.

Infrastructure (water, sewer, curbs, paving , storm water management)

1

71.

Infrastructure and street paving

1

72.

Infrastructure repairs and maintenance

1

73.

Infrastructure updates and traffic improvements

1

74.

Infrastructure, economic development

1

75.

Investing in township parks, sidewalks and trails; improve financial reporting

1

76.

Keeping taxes low

1

77.

Keeping up with less revenue and greater expenses

1

78.

Land preservation

1

79.

Levee recertification

1

80.

Local Economic Revitalization Tax Act

1

81.

Long term financial planning, including capital

1

82.

Long term planning for roads

1

83.

Lowering healthcare costs

1

84.

Maintain current services

1

85.

Maintaining a balanced budget

1

86.

1

87.

Maintaining lowest possible general property tax rate; Maintaining low/moderate
rates for water, wastewater and community (contracted) trash/recycling costs
Maintaining our current population

88.

Maintenance and improvement of all township roads

1

89.

Managing our budget to keep taxes low while providing essential services

1

90.

More commercial/industrial development

1

91.

More initiatives involving cooperative purchasing and planning within our Council of
Government

1

92.

More recreation

1

93.

MS4

3

94.

MS4 permit issues

1

95.

Multi-municipal zoning and updating all ordinances

1

96.

Municipal building improvements

2

97.

Municipal cooperation of services

1

98.

Municipal park initiatives

1

99.

New municipal building for police and administration

1

100.

New municipal building, sewer extension, SALDO and zoning ordinance updates

1

101.

1

102.

New municipal swimming pool, skate park, public works building, salt storage shed,
for sale program, and improve electric utility infrastructure
Open space acquisition/management; maintaining sewer (both sanitary and storm)

103.

Operating without raising taxes

1

104.

Park improvements

1

105.

Park land acquisition and development

1

1

1

106.

Parks and recreation improvements; roads

1

107.

Parks and recreations; municipal building improvements

1

108.

Parks, recreation, and open space improvements and planning

1

109.

Paving of all gravel roads

1

110.

Permit process improvements

1

111.

Planning and implementation of strategies to remain a sustainable community

1

112.

Planning for capital purchases

1

113.

Police and fire services; road replacement.

1

114.

Professional staff, MS4 compliance

1

115.

Providing additional recreation through grants for a recreation building and new
playground equipment, and school safety signal code enforcement to keep the
borough from becoming run down

1

116.

Public park improvements

1

117.

Public sewer line extension

1

118.

Public water system; update ordinance

1

119.

Re-enactment of Revolutionary War; historical education; Open space and park
development

1

120.

Recreation

2

121.

Recreational facilities

1

122.

Reduce the tax burden on residents due to an over abundance of tax exempt
entities in the borough

1

123.

Refurbishing several parks

1

124.

Regional cooperation, capital planning

1

125.

Regional law enforcement and fire department services

1

126.

Regional planning

1

127.

Regional planning, farmland preservation, watershed management

1

128.

Regionalized storm water management, sewer shed management

1

129.

Renovate Main Street business area with new design, removing blight, and
encouraging developers to bring in new vendors
Rental inspection and registry program; disorderly property ordinance; change of
use control ordinance

1

131.

Replace aging salt shed, upgrade building to meet all the MS4 requirements, and
make improvements at park

1

132.

Revamping all zoning ordinances

1

133.

Riverfront trail development

1

134.

Road maintenance

1

135.

Road repair and upgrading traffic signs

1

136.

Roadway, and asset management

1

137.

Sale of sanitary sewers; expansion of municipal building

1

138.

Sanitary sewer re-lining

1

139.

Senior housing development, street paving and sidewalks, main street upgrades,
borough building upgrades (windows, heating, electrical)
Sewage expansion

1

Sidewalk and curb repairs, traffic, updating comprehensive plan, zoning and
SALDO
Significant recreation improvements which includes trail systems

1

130.

140.
141.
142.

1

1

1

143.

Single trash hauler

2

144.

Staff succession planning

1

145.

Storm water

1

146.

Storm water solutions best management practices

1

147.

Succession planning

1

148.

Township-wide Hike & Bike Economic Development Authority

1

149.

Traffic congestion

1

150.

Traffic congestion mediation

1

151.

Trail - north west

1

152.

Trail connections

1

153.

Transitioning to a more residential township

1

154.

Transportation improvements and general capital facilities improvements

1

155.

Transportation planning to alleviate traffic congestion

1

156.

Tree inventory management, sustainability

1

157.

1

158.

Trying to create more revenue since over half our township is state park. The cost
of doing business (i.e. road maintenance, other municipal services) falls on the
residents with little opportunity for widespread development with so much of
the township owned by the state.
Trying to remain rural in nature and continue the farming community

159.

Undergoing comprehensive plan update currently, approve before 2018

1

160.

Update comprehensive plan

1

161.

Update comprehensive plan, parks & recreation, and new municipal building

1

162.

Updating all ordinances and our comprehensive plan

1

163.

Updating ordinances

1

164.

Updating parks

1

165.

Updating the open space plan

1

166.

Updating zoning

1

167.

Updating zoning ordinances

1

168.

Upgrade equipment and continue to improve roads; keep taxes where they are
now, and operate within budget

1

169.

Walkable community

1

170.

Walkways and bikeways to connect our community to commercial areas, the river,
parks, and schools

1

171.

Water and sewer infrastructure replacement and repair

1

172.

We are just now in the process of updating our comprehensive plan, realizing it will
probably take the good part of a year to complete.
We are looking to create a 5-10 year replacement plan for our 50 miles of roads.
We are also looking to create a replacement plan for equipment.
We need to sustain the growth of our area and grow in a way that is smart and
organized.

1

173.
174.

Total

1

1
1
181
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