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CHAPTER 1 
COMMUNITY PROFILE 

The Indian Valley is 
located in the north 
central section of 
Montgomery County.  
It includes the four 
townships of 
Franconia, Lower 
Salford, Salford, and 
Upper Salford and the 
two boroughs of 
Souderton and 
Telford.  These six 
municipalities 
comprise a region 
nearly 49 square miles 
in size.   

As little as 30 years 
ago, the region was an 
undeveloped, rural 
area with many working farms and a few small villages.  While a good 
portion of the Indian Valley retains that rural character to this day, much of 
the region has changed.  Growth pressures pushing outward from 
Philadelphia have resulted in the rapid construction of many homes and 
businesses on what was once open land.  Similar growth and development 
patterns have occurred repeatedly throughout Montgomery County and the 
larger Delaware Valley region. 

The development patterns experienced by the Indian Valley region can be 
largely attributed to the fact that the region is conveniently located for easy 
access to jobs, stores, and highways.  King of Prussia, North Penn, Fort 
Washington, Montgomeryville, and Quakertown are all within a 30-minute 
drive of the region.  The King of Prussia area alone offers more than 30,000 
jobs and has more than 2,000,000 square feet of retail space. Fort 
Washington and the North Penn area also offer about 30,000 jobs 
respectively.  Quakertown and other areas of Bucks County are frequent 
working and shopping destinations for Indian Valley residents.  The Indian 
Valley itself is an employment center offering approximately 3,600 jobs in 
the meatpacking and insurance industries alone. 

The number of residents living in the Indian Valley is increasing 
dramatically.  In 1970, the region’s population was 23,538.  By 1990, it had 
increased by more than 9,000 people to 33,089, a 40 percent gain.  In 2000, 
the region’s population was 41,213, an increase of 5,845 persons since 1990. 
Finally, 2010 data shows that the region now has a population of 45,316, 
nearly doubling its population over a 40-year period. Though population 
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growth is expected to slow somewhat, growth is still inevitable, 
necessitating the need for smart planning over the next 20 years and 
beyond. 

HISTORY OF THE REGION 
In 1684 William Penn purchased the Perkiomen Watershed from the Lenape 
Indians. Many of the settlers of the Indian Valley were a collection of 
Rhineland Germans and Swiss. The Indian Valley got its name from early 
settlers who noticed that much of present-day Franconia had an abundance 
of fertile farmfields which were cultivated by the Lenape Indians. The early 
settlers called these fields “Indianfield.”  

By 1853 the old paths of the Indians and settlers were intersected by a north
-south railroad. With the railroad, boroughs developed quite rapidly with 
mills, warehouses, businesses, institutions and residences. Souderton and 
Telford became the hub of the Indian Valley. Many young people migrated 
off the surrounding farms to look for work in their many mills and factories. 
Souderton became well known for its clothing mills and cigar factories. By 
1909 Harleysville developed as a center of commerce with the opening of the 
Harleysville Bank and then in 1915 the Harleysville Insurance Company.  
 
After World War II the clothing industry began to decline, and the boroughs 
began to suffer. However, work was to be found just south of Souderton as 
some of the larger farm families in the valley began building plants to 
process their foodstuffs. A cluster of plants as well as an auction center 
began to evolve through Souderton and into Franconia.  

Today the Indian Valley is growing, yet much of the employment base and 
community traits remain the same.  Growth is seen in new housing 
subdivisions in Franconia and Lower Salford; expanded headquarters 
operations in Harleysville, Franconia, and Souderton; as well as the growth 
of institutions within the Indian Valley. 

MUNICIPAL OVERVIEW 
Franconia 
Franconia Township was originally a part of Salford Township, which was 
established about 1727.  However, in 1731, Franconia, which included areas 
now occupied by Souderton and the Montgomery County portion of Telford, 
separated from the original Salford Township.  The major reason for the 
split was that the township had grown too populous for one constable to 
serve. 

The name Franconia signifies “the land of the Franks” and is a name derived 
from an old German Duchy.  On a map prepared in 1682, Franconia is called 
“The Dutch Township,” inferring a predominance of German settlers.  
Descendants of these original settlers are still found today in large numbers 
in Franconia and the boroughs of Souderton and Telford, which were a part 
of Franconia until the 1880’s and 1890’s.  

The first settlers found the valley of the Indian Creek under Indian 
cultivation and consequently named the stream after them.  The Indian 
Creek valley was perhaps more thickly settled with Indians than any other 
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place in Montgomery County, attested by the vast amount and variety of 
relics found within the valley.  In addition, the northern section of the 
township was known as “Indianfield,” even as late as 1809. 

Religious freedom was a major reason for the emigration of people from 
Europe.  The earliest church on record in Franconia was a log church known 
as Indianfield Lutheran (Little Zion) Church.  The log structure was built in 
1730.  In 1734 there were thirty-four taxables and landholders in Franconia, 
nearly all German.  At that time, there were not more than 175 inhabitants, 
two grist mills, one tannery, 153 horses, 266 head of cattle and one tavern.  
By 1882 there were 2,556 inhabitants, seven grist mills, 515 horses, 1,147 
cattle and nine taverns. 

A large number of the earlier settlers were Mennonite.  The Franconia 
Mennonite Meetinghouse was founded between 1730 and 1750, and is one of 
the largest Mennonite churches in Pennsylvania.  Other churches included 
the Indian Creek Reformed Church (Christ Church), built of logs in the 
1750’s.  Its founders were immediate descendents of French Huguenots, 
Hollanders and Palatines.  Leidy’s Church, built in 1858, had a schoolhouse 
and graveyard on that site over one hundred years earlier.  The schoolhouse 
was used for public worship until the church was built. 

The township villages in 1884 were Franconia Square, near the center, 
Franconiaville in the southern end of the township, and Souderton and 
Telford, situated on the line of the railroad in the northeastern portion of 
the township.  Franconia Square (Franconia) and Franconiaville (Elroy) were 
founded by the opening of hotels, stores, and post offices.  Franconia Square 
was laid out about 1735 on Allentown Road which was one of the main 
arteries of travel between Philadelphia and the Lehigh Valley.  A hotel was 
built around 1738 and a post office in 1828. 

The North Pennsylvania Railroad was completed in 1857.  Telford and 
Souderton, located on the railroad, surpassed both Franconia Square and 
Franconiaville in growth and soon thereafter were incorporated as separate 
boroughs.  

Morwood is a small village located in the western part of Franconia 
Township near the east branch of the Perkiomen Creek.  In 1888, the name 
of the post office was changed 
from Gehman to Morwood.  
The first syllable was 
evidently a tribute to Levi P. 
Morton, vice president of the 
United States.  The second 
syllable was in recognition of 
the woods in the area.  
Earlington, like Franconia and 
Elroy, is also on Allentown 
Road.  It is located in the 
northwestern portion of the 
township.  The name 
“Earlington” was chosen by a 
committee of the citizens in 
1855. 
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Community life in Franconia underwent radical changes in the early 1900s 
as the automobile came into common use and roads and highways were 
improved.  By the 1960s village stores were largely replaced by borough 
stores, which were now accessible due to the automobile.  Suburbanization 
increased rapidly following World War II.  Reliance on the railroad 
decreased with use of the automobile and truck.  Industrial, commercial, 
and residential development extended outward from Philadelphia.  Most 
early residents in Franconia were farmers. At the beginning of the 20th 
Century many agricultural businesses were created by these farm families.   
Some of Franconia’s biggest employers currently include these food 
processors: like MOPAC, Pilgrim's Pride (formally Longacre), and Leidy’s.  
Another long time business establishment in Franconia is Bergey’s 
Automobiles Incorporated. 

Today, Franconia is managing its growth, retains much its rural character 
and culture, and maintains much of its manufacturing/processing core.   

Lower Salford 
The earliest recorded history of Lower Salford Township goes as far back as 
the Colonial Period. The first recorded settlement in Lower Salford began 
around 1717. Nearly 3,000 acres was granted to David Powell, an early 
surveyor. Mr. Powell did not intend to settle on this land, rather they 
acquired the land for speculative purposes. 

By 1727, considerable settlement had 
occurred in the Township of Salford, part 
of which is today known as Lower Salford. 
In March of 1741, The Court of Quarter 
Sessions divided the original Salford area 
into the Townships of Lower Salford, 
Upper Salford, and Marlborough. Later in 
1892, Salford Township was organized 
from the northern portion of Upper 
Salford Township.  

In Lower Salford itself, many of the 
original settlers were of Germanic descent 
and members of the “plain sects.” The 
“Schwenkfelders,” a religious sect, settled 
prominently in the Eastern portion of 
Lower Salford. The first meeting house 

was built by the Mennonite's by 1728. 

Church and mill served as a focus for the community, and a network of 
roads and trails connected the churches with the rest of the community. The 
old Manatawney Trail was adapted into a road which was converted into 
Sumneytown Pike in 1847. Sumneytown Pike became the main artery that 
linked the Indian Valley with Philadelphia. During the colonial period the 
many inns and taverns served as administrative posts for the Sumneytown 
Pike corridor.  

In 1875, the Township had three hotels, four general stores, three jewelers, 
three feed stores, one hardware store, one shoe store, one confectioner and 
one sewing machine dealer. By 1860, 1,828 people resided in Lower Salford 
Township creating demand for these goods. 
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The villages of Lower Salford came to be known by name in a rather simple 
way. Harleysville came into name because the landlord of the Klein Tavern 
was Samuel Harley. The Klein Tavern was at the junction of many roads 
within Lower Salford. The other focal point in Lower Salford was the village 
of Lederach. Although Lederach was more populated during the colonial 
period, Harleysville eventually became more populated as the road network 
grew in the 19th century. Vernfield was named for a son of founder Abraham 
Nyce. 

Manufacturing in Lower Salford began as early as 1726 when Garrett 
Clemens built the first mill in the Township along the East Branch of the 
Perkiomen. By the 1880’s, textile manufacturing concentrated in 
Harleysville with two garment factories. 

It is essential to recognize Lower Salford’s history to understand its future 
formation. Settled primarily by the plain sects, it has enjoyed a rural life for 
much of its history. Although industry provided goods for local needs, 
manufacturing in Lower Salford never could compete with other 
manufacturing centers to the east because of poor railroad circulation. 
Consequently, commercial services were modest and geared towards 
agricultural products. The township now stands in the pattern of residential 
growth and must plan to accommodate this growth in an efficient manner.  

Salford 
The Salford lands are a southern part of the Old Goshenhoppen region.  The 
original Salford Township contained some thirty thousand acres, including 
the present-day townships of Marlborough, Upper Salford, Lower Salford, 
and Salford.  In 1741, the township was considered too large to manage, and 
following petition, the original Salford Township was split into three smaller 
townships named Marlborough, Upper Salford, and Lower Salford.  In 1879, 
Upper Salford was divided into two voting districts with the eastern portion 
voting in Tylersport.  
This separation became 
permanent in 1892.  The 
eastern district was 
named Salford 
Township while the 
western district was 
named Upper Salford 
Township. 

Salford is a rural area 
with few villages and 
towns.  Tylersport is the 
largest settlement in the 
township.  It was 
or ig inal ly  named 
Cressmanville until a 
post office was 
established in 1842.  The 
postmaster renamed the 
village Tyler’s Port in 
honor of John Tyler who 
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succeeded William H. Harrison as President.  In 1880, the village had 50 
houses, a “segar” factory, a Belgian block factory, and 224 inhabitants.  

Salford was agrarian, and much of its early commerce supported the needs 
of farmers.  In 1893, four gristmills were active including Whites Mill, Dietz 
Mill, and the Cowpath Road and Fretz Road mills.  These mills were 
important for grinding wheat and corn but also as places for farmers to 
socialize.  Salford Township never evolved into a commercial center and is 
still decidedly rural.  Today, Salford Township is a bedroom community with 
most of its residents working elsewhere. 

Salford’s physical features are scenic, but they also remarkably influence the 
township’s development. Changes in elevation from high points in the 
Unami Hills along Salford’s western border to low points along the Ridge 
Valley Creek and along its eastern border, add beauty to the township.  
Salford is known for it boulder fields, including the area locally known as 
“Devil’s Potato Patch,” which extend into the township’s upper region.  
These boulder-strewn hillsides discourage farming and development.  

Souderton 
Souderton was first settled over 200 years ago by immigrant Welsh, giving it 
the early name "Welshtown." The ground on which the borough now stands 
is part of the original one thousand-acre tract conveyed to Thomas Fairman 
in 1708. It was a portion of the original grant of five thousand acres made by 
William Penn to Thomas Harley in 1682. 

The town is named in honor of the 
Souder family, one of the early families 
of the area. The stone house that 
Henry O. Souder built in 1835 still 
stands at the northwest corner of Main 
and Chestnut Streets.  

Souderton first appeared on a map in 
1847 when “Souder’s Lumberyard” was 
marked on the site of the village. In 
1888 the borough had a population of 
600 people. As Souderton approached 
the 20th Century, it had its own 
newspaper, bank, school, churches, 
railroad depot, hotels, industry, stores 
and over 100 dwellings. The buildings 
and infrastructure were unassuming 
but had all the solid comforts 
necessary for a “self-denying” people. 

For over 100 years prior to the advent of the railroad, this area was almost 
entirely devoted to agricultural uses. As a result, Souderton developed into a 
small, farm service oriented village. Once the railroad arrived in 1857, 
Souderton was in position to serve the agricultural needs of the Indian 
Valley and North Penn area.  

The railroad enabled Souderton to grow not only in industry but also as a 
community. The textile and cigar making industries brought prosperity and 
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population to the borough. Some of the big cigar manufactures at this time 
had factories in Souderton. However by 1920, automation in the cigar 
industry reduced the need for labor and space and the industry started to 
decline in Souderton. The textile mills remained prominent in Souderton 
after the decline of the cigar industry.  In the years following World War II, 
the need for expensive labor in the textile industry was eliminated.  

Souderton Borough is becoming increasingly residential as some buildings 
that were formerly commercial or industrial have been renovated for 
residential or office use. There are very few tracts of open space left in the 
borough. Souderton remains in character as an urban center for the Indian 
Valley.  

Telford 
In the year 1737, 
Conrad Detterer 
purchased the land on 
which Telford 
ultimately developed. 
It included about 120 
acres and evolved 
quite early into a 
small, farm service 
oriented village. 

Telford was accessible 
by road and railroad 
with the completion of 
County Line Road in 
1752. The name 
Telford, adopted in 
1867, was given in 
recognition of Thomas 
Telford who was an Englishman known for his roadmaking skills. In 1886, 
the borough petitioned the Bucks County Court for a borough charter which 
was granted. However, it was not until 1897 that the Montgomery County 
Court granted Telford a charter and allowed it to secede from Franconia 
Township. At the time, Telford (Montgomery County) was known as West 
Telford. In 1937, the boroughs of Telford and West Telford merged by order 
of the Governor. 

In 1780, the first industry was introduced into the future Telford area when 
a tannery was founded. However, there was not much activity in Telford 
until the railroad opened in 1857. As in Souderton, textile and cigar making 
industries located along the railroad in Telford. Telford depended more on 
the cigar industry then its neighbor Souderton. Telford was almost 
completely transformed by the cigar industry. The industry furnished 
employment and brought investment into the community. The 
establishment of cigar manufacturing was a prelude to the complete change 
in orientation of borough industry from local farm processing to the 
conversion of imported raw materials into finished products to be exported 
to a regional or national market. 
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With a growing population many retail stores opened in the 19th and early 
20th Century. During the same time, many homes were converted into shops. 
This created a mix of uses across the borough. This pattern of development 
still exists today. 

Upper Salford 
Upper Salford, founded in 1727, is part of the original Salford Township. In 
1741, Salford Township split into Marlborough, Upper Salford, Lower 
Salford, and part of Franconia Township. In 1892, Upper Salford further split 
into the present day Salford and Upper Salford Townships. 

The village of Woxall was originally known as Kroppestettel, which in 
Pennsylvania Dutch means Crowtown.  The village was later named 
Mechanicsville.  By the end of the eighteenth century, the town contained a 
hotel and restaurant, town hall, shoe shop, wheelwright, and 12 homes.  The 
village kept the name Mechanicsville until 1888 when a post office was 
established.  A new name needed to be selected for the post office because 
another Pennsylvania town had the same name.  After much discussion, 
residents submitted the name Noxall, “Knocks All,” to postal authorities.  
The name had been read on the side of a bar of a box of soap in the village 
store. Evidently, they misread the “N” for a “W” and approved the name 
Woxall for the post office. 

The Village of Woxall grew up near the Old Goschenhoppen Church, erected 
in 1744, where Lutheran and Reformed congregations met. With the arrival 
of the railroad in 1868, Salfordville, which prospered without railroad or 
trolley, grew around an old inn. By 1877 it contained a post office, general 
store, cigar factory, and 19 homes. 

The Village of Salfordville was originally situated on a main route between 
the "upper country" and Philadelphia, from which it was a distant thirty-
five miles, and became an early settlement in Montgomery County. This 

early route was opened in 
June 1728 and locally 
passed through Skippack, 
Lederachsvi l le ,  and 
Salfordville on the way to 
Sumneytown.  Along the 
northeastern side of Old 
Skippack Road within the 
township milestones 
depicting the distances to 
Philadelphia may still be 
seen.  

Salfordville was a bustling 
village in the 1700s and 
1800s with a thriving 
market for livestock and 
farm goods. Surrounded by 
farms, the small village 
had two hotels, a one-
room schoolhouse, a cigar 
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factory, a blacksmith livery 
and a general store. 
Salfordville was also home 
to Chirstopher Dock who 
was an early German 
educator, artist, and 
historian. In fact, the 
Christopher Dock White 
Oak tree, estimated to be 
close to 300 years old, was 
destroyed by a storm and 
Upper Salford Township 
residents replanted a White 
Oak tree in its place with a 
bronze plaque to mark this 
historic landmark. Finally, 
genealogy records indicate 
an early resident, John 
Michel Weigel, was born 
here in 1689.  

Other villages include 
Bergey, known in 1893 as Branchville, and Salford, called Rudy in the early 
1900s.  These two villages along with Woxall and Salfordville were noted for 
their general stores that sold a variety of items including fine clocks, 
furniture, barrel molasses, and quilting thread.  Along the Perkiomen Creek, 
the village of Salford was once known as Salford Station when the railroad 
still came through the township. 

Farming, particularly dairy farming, was once a primary occupation in 
Upper Salford.  The number of dairy farmers declined as milking techniques 
modernized and herds become larger.  Today, open space is used primarily 
for crop farming.    

Spring Mountain, once called Stone Hill, was and is a recreation area for the 
township and the region.  At the end of the 1800s, Solomon K. Grimley 
established an amusement a park, named after himself, on the west end of 
the mountain.  Only a short walk from the railroad, the park included an 
observatory, picnic and playground facilities, dance floor for hoedowns, and 
areas for horseshoes and croquet.  For a while it proudly displayed the clock 
from the former County Courthouse in Norristown. For years the Spring 
Mountain House was a widely known resort. The park was abandoned when 
it was sold in 1901. Even with the close of the park, the area continued as a 
popular summer destination for railroad passengers.  Today, Spring 
Mountain is the only downhill ski area in Montgomery County.  Prior to 
becoming a recreation area, however, the mountain was quarried on a 
commercial basis for its black granite rock.  Many Belgian blocks cut from 
the quarry were hauled by the Perkiomen Railroad to Philadelphia to pave 
the city’s streets.  The name Stone Hill died out when the quarry was 
abandoned around the 1920s.  

Today, most of Upper Salford’s residents commute to work in neighboring 
townships.  The township is primarily rural and residential as reflected in it 
farms, open space, and natural features. 
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DEMOGRAPHICS 
The information presented below summarizes population and housing 
counts, estimates, and trends for the Indian Valley region.  In order to gauge 
each community’s contribution to the regional profile, data is presented for 
each individual community as well as the overall region.  To provide a 
broader context in which to view the data, comparisons to Montgomery 
County are made where possible. 

The information presented in this chapter draws from the U.S. Census, 
Montgomery County and Delaware Valley Regional Planning Commission 
(DVRPC) projections and estimates. 

Population  
Population Counts and Changes  
The overall population in the Indian Valley region has increased since the 
early twentieth century.  Over the last 90 years the region’s population, once 
concentrated in the railroad towns of Telford and Souderton Boroughs, has 
spread throughout the region.  In 1920, 47.8% of the population lived in the 
boroughs of Souderton and Telford.  That percentage peaked 10 years later 
in 1930 at 51.0%. Since 1940, however it has dramatically declined.  It 
reached a low of 25.4% in 2010.  Another indication of the changing growth 
pattern can be seen in Souderton.  Between 1920 and 1980, Souderton had 
the largest population of any of the region’s municipalities.  In 1990 
Souderton was surpassed by both Franconia and Lower Salford in absolute 
population.  This trend has continued through the past two decades. 

Municipality 1990 2000 2010 
% Change 1990-

2000 
% Change 2000

-2010 

Franconia 7,236 11,523 13,064 59.2% 13.4% 

Lower Salford 10,735 12,893 14,959 20.1% 16.0% 

Salford 2,216 2,363 2,504 6.6% 6.0% 

Souderton 5,957 6,730 6,618 13.0% -1.7% 

Telford 4,294 4,680 4,872 9.0% 4.1% 

Upper Salford 2,719 3,024 3,299 11.2% 9.1% 

Indian Valley 33,157 41,213 45,316 24.3% 10.0% 

Source: U.S. Census     

Figure 1.1 Population Change 1990-2010 
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Figure 1.1 shows how the region’s population increased between 1990 and 
2010.  According to the 2010 Census, 62% of the population within the Indian 
Valley Region is concentrated in Franconia and  Lower Salford townships.  
Census figures indicate that the population of the Indian Valley increased by 
4,103 people, or 10%, between 2000 and 2010. The addition of only 4,103 
people over the last decade is roughly half the number of people that were 
added in the 1990s (8,056). This reflects a dramatic slowdown in growth for 
the region. However, this slowdown was not unique to just the Indian 
Valley. The County’s growth rate for the 1990s was over 10%, but dropped to 
6.8% in the first decade of the new century. All of the Indian Valley 
communities, except Souderton, increased in population between 2000 and 
2010. Franconia, which had by far the highest growth rate through the 
1990s, only increased its population by 13.4% (1,541 people) over the last 
decade and actually trailed Lower Salford by several percentage points.  
Lower Salford added over 2,000 people between 2000 and 2010.  

Population Forecasts 
Figure 1.2 contains population forecasts conducted by the Delaware Valley 
Regional Planning Commission (DVRPC).  The area is predicted to grow by 
16.7% of its 2010 population by 2030.  In contrast, Montgomery County as a 
whole is predicted to increase only about 10%.    

Figure 1.2 shows that all of the Indian Valley communities are expected to 
have a positive change in the period between 2010 and 2030.   

Souderton’s population is expected to grow the slowest, but still at about 6% 
over the next 20 years. Previously, as shown in the 2005 Comprehensive 
Plan, it was expected to decline by 1.6% over the 20 years from 2000—2020.   

Franconia is expected to regain the title as the fastest growing municipality 
in the Indian Valley region after slowing considerably during the 2000—2010 
decade from its population boom decade of 1990—2000.  The previous 
forecast for Franconia was for a 62% increase in the 20 years from 2000—
2020, making the current forecast of about 25% much less dramatic.   

Figure 1.2 Population Forecasts 2010—2030 

Existing

2010 2020 2030

Franconia Township 13,064     13,902    16,368    838 6.4% 2,466 17.7% 3,304 25.3%

Lower Salford Township 14,959     15,479    17,291    520 3.5% 1,812 11.7% 2,332 15.6%

Salford Township 2,504       2,697      3,026      193 7.7% 329 12.2% 522 20.8%

Souderton Borough 6,618       6,711      7,036      93 1.4% 325 4.8% 418 6.3%

Telford Borough 4,872       4,963     5,237      91 1.9% 274 5.5% 365 7.5%

Upper Salford Township 3,299       3,461     3,904      162 4.9% 443 12.8% 605 18.3%

Indian Valley 45,316     47,213   52,862    1,897 4.2% 5,649 12.0% 7,546 16.7%

Montgomery County 799,874   842,452 878,158  42,578 5.3% 35,706  4.2% 78,284  9.8%

Source: Delaware Valley Regional Planning Commission

Municipality
Forecasted

2010-2020 2020-2030

Change

2010 - 2030
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The other noticeable projected change is for Lower Salford Township, 
which previously was expected to grow 40% in the 20 years of 2000—2020, 
but now is expected to grow 15.6%.   

In the end, according to these projections, by 2030 the Indian Valley will 
grow at a rate of about 17% and gain a greater share of Montgomery 
County’s total population, growing from 5.7% to 6%.  Figures 1.3 and 1.4 
graphically show the change in population trends predicted for the entire 
region and the individual municipalities in the Indian Valley over the 
period 1990-2030. 
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Figure 1.3 Population Trends and Forecasts 1990—2030 

Source: Delaware Valley Regional Planning Commission, 2012 
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Age Characteristics 
As illustrated in Figure 1.4, the Indian Valley Region is becoming older, 
particularly due to an increase in 50 to 69 year olds and a significant 
decrease in the 30 to 39 year olds in all the municipalities.  However, there 
are some significant differences between the individual municipalities:  
Telford is the only one to significantly increase the proportion of older 
children in its population; Telford and Souderton are the only ones to 
significantly increase the proportion of 20 to 29 year old young adults.  
While the older children are not likely to have a choice as to the location of 
their residence, young adults generally do.  Since the region does not have a 
college or a large enough employment base to retain all the high school 
graduates, it is normal to expect 20 to 29 year olds to leave the region, but 
Salford and Telford were somehow able to actually significantly increase the 
share of young adults in their populations by either losing less of their high 
school graduates or attracting new young adults or a combination of the 
two. 

On the other end of the age spectrum, while generally increasing their 
median ages, Souderton and Telford significantly decreased their 
proportions of 70 to 79 year olds and Telford’s proportion of its 80 and over 
population. 

So, a few conclusions could be: 30 to 49 year old parents and their children 
did not move to the Indian Valley as significantly as they did in the 1990’s, 
and those who were here and whose children began to leave or had left 
seemed to stay in the Indian Valley.  At the same time Telford seemed to 
attract families with older children as well as young adults while its older 
residents were leaving, perhaps to Franconia where there are several nice 
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Figure 1.4 Indian Valley Region Population by Age Group, 2000 and 2010 

Source: U.S. Census 
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retirement communities, which may have also attracted older residents 
from outside the region as well, or to Lower Salford, which also seemed to 
keep or attract more older residents. 

Household Profile 
Nationally, as well as locally, households are changing.  In census data a 
household is defined by the Census Bureau as a person or persons occupying 
a single housing unit and therefore is important to help understand housing 
as well as social issues.   

Nationally, there has been an overall increase in non-family and single 
person households since the 1970’s.  Fragmentation of the family unit 
through increases in divorce, longer-living widows and widowers, or 
children leaving home to form their own, often smaller, households has 
contributed to an increase in the number of households and a decrease in 
the size of households.  The average household size is the number of persons 
in households divided by the number of occupied housing units.  This, too, 
has seen a national decline as households continue to diversify.   

Figure 1.5 shows how quickly or slowly the number of households have been 
increasing in the region.  While all of the municipalities have increased the 
number of households over the past decade, clearly Lower Salford has done 
so the most rapidly, nearly double the rate of the next highest rate in 
Franconia. Lower Salford’s population increased at 16%, but its households 
increased quite a bit faster at 23.2%.  This means the households must have 
been smaller than average, which is indeed the case as shown in Figure 1.6.  
Other similar comparisons can be made for Salford and Telford where the 
households increase faster than the population. 

The average household size for 
the rest of the municipalities in 
the region, and therefore the 
region itself, also decreased as 
shown in Figure 1.6., with only 
Franconia decreasing slower than 
the county average.  One might 
surmise that smaller households 
may mean smaller dwelling units, 
but until recently that has not 
been the case.  Smaller 
households may mean higher per 
capita spending, however, and 
would also have significance for 
public schools. 

For planning purposes it is also 
important to understand the 
different types of households in 
the planning area.  A household 
can be broken down into two 
categories.  A family household is 
two or more related persons 
living in a single housing unit, 

                      

Municipality 2000 2010 
Number 
Change 

% 
Change 

Franconia 4,151 4,661 510 12.3% 

Lower Salford 4,432 5,460 1,028 23.2% 

Salford 807 888 81 10.0% 

Souderton 2,635 2,641 6 0.2% 

Telford * 1,930 2,038 108 5.6% 

Upper Salford 1,053 1,154 101 9.6% 

Indian Valley * 15,008 16,842 1,834 12.2% 

Montgomery County ** 286,098 307,750 21,652 7.6% 

Source: U.S. Census     

* includes the portion of Telford in Bucks County  

** does not include the portion of Telford in Bucks County 

Figure 1.5 Total Households, 2000 and 2010 
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and a non-family household is occupied by a 
single person or a group of unrelated persons.     

Family Households can be further broken down 
into 4 categories:  

Married Couple With Own Children under 18 — 
a married couple living together in the dwelling 
with at least one of their own children (by birth, 
adoption,  or a stepchild), that is under 18 years of 
age. 

Married Couple Without Own Children under 
18 — a married couple living together in the 
dwelling without any children of their own under 
18; such as simply the married couple alone, with 
one or more of their own children over 18, or 
with one or more persons who are not their 
children (such as foster children, boarders, or 
elderly parents, in-laws, or other relatives). 

Single Parent Family — a parent living together in the dwelling with at 
least one child of their own under the age of 18, but possibly, in addition to 
one or more of their own children (birth, step, or adopted), also with one or 
more persons who are not their own child (such as foster children, boarders, 
non-married partners, or elderly parents or other relatives). 

Other Family — two or more related but unmarried persons living together 
in the dwelling in a combination not included in the previous categories; 
such as bothers or sisters or cousins living together, one or more unmarried 
grandparents with one or more of their own grandchildren, an unmarried 
aunt or uncle living with a niece or nephew, or an unmarried adult living 
with an in-law. 

Non-family Households can be divided into 2 categories: 

One Person — one person living alone with no relatives and no unrelated 
persons. 

Two or More Person Non-Family — two or more unrelated persons living 
in the same dwelling.  This can include roommates and unmarried couples 
with no children of either of the partners. 

Figure 1.7 provides an overview of the household types in the Indian Valley 
Region.  Notice that for all the municipalities, the region as a whole, and the 
county, the largest household category is Married Couple Without Own 
Children (under 18).  Married Couples With Own Children (under 18) is 
second in most municipalities.  However, in Telford and Souderton, as well 
as for the entire county, Married Couples With Own Children actually falls to 
the third category behind One Person Households. 

This difference was also the case in 2000, but it has become more 
pronounced this past decade as can be seen in Figures 1.8 and 1.9.  The 
stereotypical suburban family of married parents with children has not been 
the most prominent type of household in this region in over a decade.  One 

Municipality 2000 2010 % Change              

Franconia 2.70 2.70 -0.1% 

Lower Salford 2.89 2.73 -5.5% 

Salford 2.92 2.82 -3.6% 

Souderton 2.54 2.50 -1.5% 

Telford 2.58 2.33 -9.7% 

Upper Salford 2.86 2.82 -1.3% 

Indian Valley 2.70 2.65 -1.9% 

Montgomery County 2.54 2.53 -0.4% 

  Source: U.S. Census       

Figure 1.6 Average Household Size Change, 
2000 to 2010 
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Person households are also quite prominent in the region as can be seen in 
Figure 1.7.   

Households differed slightly throughout the region as a reflection of other 
demographic trends such as age of the population (discussed earlier) and 
housing types (discussed in the next section).   

Household Type Changes: Franconia Township 

Figure 1.8 shows in Franconia the share of Married Couples Without Own 
Children was already the largest type of household in 1990 and has grown 
from 41% of the total households in 1990 to 42.5% in 2010 (but it did decline 
in the 90’s to 40.5% by 2000).  That is a growth of only 2 points over 20 years.  
Meanwhile, the Married Couples With Own Children households decreased 
rapidly from 37% of the total households in 1990 to 32% in 2000 and now is 
under 28%, a dramatic decline of almost 10 points in 20 years.   

Household Type Changes:  Lower Salford Township 

Figure 1.8 shows in Lower Salford there is a different story.  Here in 1990 
Married Couples With Own Children were the largest type of household with 
38.7% of all the households. This share increased slightly during the 90’s to 
39%, but then dropped dramatically more than 7 points to under 32% in just 
the last 10 years.  This is especially significant since this was also a period of 
overall population growth, not decline.  This change was accompanied by 
changes in two other household types: Married Couples Without Own 
Children, which grew 3.5 points from 33.3% in 1990 to 33.7% in 2010, and 
One Person households, which grew  over 3 points from 17.7% to 20.8% in 
the same time period.   
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Figure 1.7 Household Types, 2010 
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Household Type Changes:  Salford Township 

Figure 1.8 shows in Salford, in 1990, Married With Own Children households 
were almost 43% of the households, the highest in the region at the time, 
and 7 points higher than Married Without Own Children in Salford, but by 
2010 Married With Children households dropped over 15 points to 27.5%, 
making it now the lowest of the four townships, and Married Without 
Children picked up most of that difference by rising almost 9 points from 
35.6% in 1990 to 44.5% in 2010, the highest in the region.  Almost half of the 
rest of the difference was made up by One Person households by rising 2.4 
points from 12.7% in 1990 to 15.1% in 2010.   

Household Type Changes: Souderton Borough 

Figures 1.5 and 1.9 show that in Souderton the overall number of households 
barely increased.  However, like all the others, there was a significant drop 
in Married With Own Children households, and it, along with Telford, also 
decreased its share of Married Without Own Children.  This means it had a 
net loss of  both types of married couples.  These losses are offset, of course, 
by increases in the other categories, primarily Other Family and Single 
Parent  households.   

Household Type Changes:  Telford Borough 

Figure 1.9 shows Telford, as might be expected since it is also a small 
borough, has had changes in its households similar to Souderton: the overall 
number of households increased only slightly and less than the previous 
decade, both types of married couples decreased in both the ‘90s and the 
‘00s, and the most significant increases in the share of types of households 
was in the Single Parent Family and Other Family household categories.  The 
most significant characteristic of households in Telford, however, is that 
One Person households have been the largest household type for decades.  
Already in 1990 there were more One Person households in Telford than any 

Figure 1.8 Household Type: Changes in Share of the Total Number of Households, 1990 to 2010 

  

Married Couple   
Without Own 
Children < 18 

Married Couple 
With Own 

Children < 18 
One Person 
Household Other Single Parent 

Two or more     
in Non-Family 
Household 

  
Share of  

Municipal Total   
Share of  

Municipal Total   
Share of  

Municipal Total   
Share of  

Municipal Total   
Share of  

Municipal Total   
Share of  

Municipal Total   

Municipality 1990 2000 2010 1990 2000 2010 1990 2000 2010 1990 2000 2010 1990 2000 2010 1990 2000 2010 

Franconia 41.1% 40.5% 42.5% 37.3% 31.7% 27.7% 12.9% 18.0% 18.4% 4.1% 3.9% 4.9% 2.9% 3.4% 3.6% 1.7% 2.5% 2.8% 

Lower Salford 30.3% 31.1% 33.7% 38.7% 39.0% 31.9% 17.7% 16.1% 20.8% 3.4% 3.8% 4.2% 6.0% 6.1% 5.7% 3.9% 4.0% 3.8% 

Salford 35.6% 41.0% 44.5% 42.8% 33.6% 27.5% 12.7% 12.5% 15.1% 4.5% 6.4% 5.1% 2.7% 2.9% 4.2% 1.8% 3.6% 3.7% 

Souderton 31.5% 29.4% 29.1% 27.3% 25.7% 22.0% 27.3% 26.4% 27.0% 5.3% 5.1% 6.7% 4.8% 6.8% 8.4% 3.8% 6.6% 6.9% 

Telford * 29.4% 28.4% 26.9% 26.6% 22.6% 18.8% 30.9% 33.3% 36.1% 4.5% 4.4% 6.1% 4.8% 6.7% 7.5% 3.9% 4.5% 4.6% 

Upper Salford 37.0% 39.3% 44.4% 39.7% 34.9% 27.9% 14.5% 15.1% 14.8% 3.8% 3.5% 5.5% 3.2% 2.3% 3.6% 1.7% 4.8% 3.9% 

Indian Valley * 33.4% 34.2% 35.9% 34.7% 31.9% 27.1% 20.0% 20.4% 22.2% 4.2% 4.2% 5.2% 4.6% 5.1% 5.5% 3.1% 4.1% 4.1% 

Montgomery 
County ** 

33.0% 31.0% 30.8% 27.0% 26.3% 24.0% 24.6% 25.6% 26.3% 5.8% 5.7% 6.8% 5.2% 5.7% 6.4% 4.4% 5.3% 5.8% 

* includes the portion of Telford in Bucks County 

           
Source: U.S. Census                  
** does not include the portion of Telford in Bucks County 
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other household type (30.9%) — and that share has been increasing and was 
in 2010, at 36.1%, almost double the share of Married Couples With Children 
(18.8%).  This dramatic difference is obvious in Figure 1.8.  Meanwhile, 
Single Parent Family households increased significantly from 4.8% of the 
households in the borough in 1990 to 7.5% in 2010.  Other Family households 
increased from 4.5% of the households in the borough in 1990 to 6.1% in 
2010, with a 47% increase in the number of Other Family households 
between 2000 and 2010, the most significant change in households in Telford 
in this past decade.   

It seems both boroughs, and especially Telford, are more attractive to 
younger adults and singles than the other municipalities.  Looking at age 
groups in the region (Figure 1.4), from 2000 to 2010 Telford had the most 
dramatic increase in its share of 10 to 19 year olds and 20 to 29 year olds, 
resulting in tying Souderton for the highest share in the region of 20 to 29 
year olds in its municipality.  Typically, many of this age group are not 
married, but are out on their own, so increases in non-parent/child relatives 
living together (Other Family households) could mostly explain this age 
change, especially since Telford has a significant net gain in the people who 
were 10 to 19 years old in 2000 (10.9% of the population) and are now 20 to 
29 in 2010 (14.7% of the population).   

Household Type Changes:  Upper Salford Township 

Figure 1.5 shows Upper Salford with a total household growth rate from 
2000 to 2010 of 9.6% which is lower than the regional average, and yet, in 
that same time period had the second highest growth rate (Figure 1.9) in 
Married Without Own Children in the region (23.7%), the second highest 
decline in Married With Own Children households in the region (-12.5%), the 
highest and quite dramatic growth rates in Single Parent Family (70.8%) and 
Other Family (70.3%) households.   

Figure 1.9 Household Type: Changes in Number of Households, 1990 to 2010 

  
Total 

Households 

Married 
Couple 

Without Own 
Children < 18 

Married  
Couple        
With Own 

Children < 18 
One Person 
Household Other Family 

Single     
Parent 

Two or more  
in Non-Family 
Household 

 

% Change in 
Number of 
Households 

% Change in 
Number of 
Households 

% Change in 
Number of 
Households 

% Change in 
Number of 
Households 

% Change in 
Number of 
Households 

% Change in 
Number of 
Households 

Municipality 
1990 - 
2000 

2000 - 
2010 

1990 - 
2000 

2000 - 
2010 

1990 - 
2000 

2000 - 
2010 

1990 - 
2000 

2000 - 
2010 

1990 - 
2000 

2000 - 
2010 

1990 - 
2000 

2000 - 
2010 

1990 - 
2000 

2000 - 
2010 

Franconia 77.2% 12.3% 74.5% 17.8% 50.6% -1.8% 148.0% 14.7% 69.5% 42.9% 105.9% 20.0% 153.7% 26.0% 

Lower Salford 19.2% 23.2% 22.4% 33.6% 20.1% 0.9% 8.0% 59.4% 32.3% 36.3% 21.0% 14.0% 22.9% 15.8% 

Salford 13.5% 10.0% 30.8% 19.3% -10.9% -10.0% 12.2% 32.7% 62.5% -13.5% 21.1% 60.9% 123.1% 13.8% 

Souderton 11.7% 0.2% 4.3% -0.9% 5.0% -14.2% 8.2% 2.4% 7.2% 32.1% 57.9% 22.8% 94.4% 4.6% 

Telford * 13.7% 5.6% 10.0% 0.0% -3.1% -12.4% 22.5% 14.3% 11.8% 47.1% 60.5% 17.7% 30.3% 8.1% 

Upper Salford 17.8% 9.6% 25.1% 23.7% 3.7% -12.5% 22.3% 7.5% 8.8% 70.3% -17.2% 70.8% 240.0% -11.8% 

Indian Valley * 28.0% 12.2% 31.0% 17.9% 17.9% -4.8% 30.3% 22.5% 30.3% 36.4% 43.6% 21.0% 68.5% 11.0% 

Montgomery 
County ** 

12.2% 7.6% 5.3% 7.0% 9.0% -1.8% 16.8% 10.5% 11.2% 26.5% 24.7% 19.0% 35.5% 17.5% 

* includes the portion of Telford in Bucks County     
** does not include the portion of Telford in Bucks County          
Source: U.S. Census               

% Change in 
Number of 
Households 
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These changes combined with the data about age groups in Figure 1.4 
(increases in the 50 to 69 age group and the decreases in the 30 to 49 and 
under 10 age groups), lead to the possibility that most of these changes were 
the result of:  fewer young married couples with young children moving to 
the township or more of them leaving (although some older children did 
move to the township, 12 of which were at the New Life facility); empty 
nesters aging in place; divorced or widowed parents of older children 
moving to the township; or people moving in with relatives due to divorce, 
separation, or the loss of their home elsewhere.   

Household Type Changes:  Indian Valley Region 

As a whole, the Indian Valley Region can be described in a similar way using 
the data in Figures 1.9 and 1.10.  While the total number of households grew 
28% in the 1990s, which is more than double the county’s average rate 
(Figure 1.9), that growth in the total number of households slowed to 12.2% 
in the 2000s.  At the same time, the largest share of the households in the 
region, Married Without Own Children households, increased that share 0.8 
points in the 1990s from 33.4% of the total households in the region in 1990 
to 34.2% in 2000 and then further increased 1.7 points in the 2000s to 35.9% 
in 2010 (Figure 1.9).  Meanwhile, during the 2000s while the total number of 
households in the region was growing at 12.2%, Married With Own Children 
households actually decreased in number by 4.8%, cutting its share of the 
total households a dramatic 4.8 percentage points in only 10 years from 
31.9% in 2000 to 27.1% in 2010.  The other household types, however, 
increased their share of the households during these two decades.  
Regionally, One Person households now are approaching the same share of 
households as Married With Own Children since it has increased its share 
from 20% in 1990 to 20.4% in 2000 and most recently, at a 22.5% growth rate 
(Figure 1.9) to 22.2 % in 2010 (Figure 1.8), less than 5 points behind Married 
With Own Children.  The three other household types account for the 
smallest shares of the total households, but two of them are growing faster 
than the county average.  The Other Family households grew in number by 
30.3% in the 1990s 
and 36.4% in the 
2000s while the 
Single Parents grew 
43.6% in the ‘90s and 
21% in the ‘00s 
(Figure 1.9).  In 2010 
they account for 5.2% 
and 5.5% of the 
households, 
respectively.  The 
smallest household 
group in the region is 
Two or More in a Non
-Family Household, 
with only 4.1% of the 
households in 2000 
and 2010 (Figure 1.8).  
While this group 
grew at the fastest 
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rate during the ‘90s, its growth slowed to only 11% in the ‘00s (Figure 1.9), 
almost matching the region’s total household growth rate. 

Considering the age group changes (Figure 1.4) and giving weight to the 
overall population distribution in the region (Lower Salford and Franconia 
having the most population, Figure 1.3) discussed previously, these 
household changes might be understood to be a result of a population that is 
generally aging in place, losing its children upon graduation from high 
school to places outside the region, losing and not replacing or adding new 
young married couples with children, but adding retired couples or retired 
singles as well as young singles in the boroughs. 

Educational Attainment 
It is important to understand the level of education of the region’s residents 
and also identify any trends.  Not only is education directly related to income, 

in today’s economy, workers and the skills they bring are more important than 

ever--especially for higher-paying jobs. The national economy no longer 

revolves around natural resources and market location; instead, it often depends 

on people – what they can do, what creative ideas they generate, and how smart 

they are.  The Indian Valley’s diverse, dynamic, and modern economy depends 

on the skills, education, and training of its workforce. Fortunately, the region’s 

resident workforce is fairly well-educated and highly-skilled, and has improved 

over time.  From 2000 to 2006-2010 there was a 21.5% increase in the 

proportion of the Indian Valley residents over 24 years of age that have attained 

a Bachelor, Post Graduate or Professional Degree.  Similarly, the proportion of 

those without a high school diploma has decreased by 34.7% during the same 

time. 

While the educational attainment of the region has been increasing, the 
region could still improve considerably.  Compared to all the municipalities 
in the 2-county (Bucks and Montgomery Counties) area, see Figures 1.10 and 
1.11, the educational attainment of the residents of the Indian Valley Region 
municipalities generally find themselves in the bottom or middle third.   

This information is 
particularly useful to 
understand employment 
opportunities for the 
region’s residents and for 
the creation, expansion, 
or  relocation of 
businesses in or into the 
region that would be 
looking to hire people 
with higher education.  
These types of jobs are 
often, but not always, 
higher paying, longer 
lasting, and more flexible 
than jobs which do not 
require higher education.  

Source: U.S. Census 
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Figure: 1.10: Educational Attainment, Two-County Ranks 
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Higher wages and more stable jobs allow people to pay more for homes, 
increasing home values. 

Since the Indian Valley region does not have a school of higher education, 
and looking back at the age demographics (Figure 1.5) which indicates 
young adults leave the region, the region must actively work to recruit more 
educated workers in order to continue to see an expanding economy. 

Labor Force 
The distribution of the labor force varied throughout the region and the 
County in the five year period from 2006 to 2010.  The industries of 
manufacturing and educational services, health care, and social assistance 
made up the largest chunks of the labor force in the Indian Valley.  These 
industries combined to employ 36.9% of the working force 16 years of age 
and older.  Manufacturing was the biggest employer of Indian Valley 
residents, while the educational services, health care, and social assistance 
industry was the leading employer for the County labor force.  Within the 
Indian Valley, the largest percentage of the labor force was employed in 
manufacturing in Salford, Upper Salford, and Telford.  The educational 
services, health care, and social assistance industry was the largest 
employer in Franconia, Lower Salford, and Souderton. 

Figure 1.11: Educational Attainment, Indian Valley, 2000 and 2006 through 2010* 
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Median Income 
The calculated weighted median household income of the Indian Valley 
Region was slightly higher than the Montgomery County median value 
(Figure 1.13).  The median incomes of the four townships were above the 
weighted median value of the region as well as the County median value. 
However, there was a noticeable discrepancy in the two boroughs.  In 
Souderton and Telford, the median incomes were $24,983 and $20,898 less 
than the weighted regional median, respectively.  This is a larger 
discrepancy than in 2000, when the boroughs were $13,798 and $15,784 
below the median of the region. This can be attributed to the fact that 
incomes in the townships have risen more quickly than incomes in the 
boroughs over the past 10 years and the boroughs have more one-person 
households than the townships. 

Per Capita Income 
Despite the fact that the weighted median of the region is higher than 
Montgomery County’s median household income, all six municipalities have 
lower per capita incomes than the county as a whole.  Per capita income is 

Figure 1.12: Educational Attainment, Bachelor Degree or higher, 2006 through 2010* 

* Figures are 5 year estimates - an average of responses in 2006 through 2010.  
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the total income of a municipality divided by that municipality’s total 
population. Therefore, the lower per capita incomes in the Indian Valley is 
due to the fact that all four townships in the region have a larger average 
household size than the county. Since household size in the Indian Valley 
Region has been falling at a faster rate than Montgomery County as a whole, 
per capita income should increase in the region as the median household 
income also continues to increase in the future. 

Housing 
In what types of housing do the people of the Indian Valley Region live?  The 
character of the housing in the Indian Valley Region is described in the 
following sections using data and making projections about: Housing Units 
and Types, Housing Tenure, Housing Vacancy, Median Housing Value and 
Sales Prices, and Median Gross Rent.  In order to gauge each community’s 
contribution to the regional profile, data is presented for each individual 
community as well as the overall region.  To provide a broader context in 
which to view the data, comparisons to Montgomery County are made 
where possible. 

Housing Units and Types 
As the overall population in the Indian Valley region has increased since the 
early twentieth century, so, too has the housing.  Over the last 90 years the 
region’s population and housing, once concentrated in the railroad towns of 
Telford and Souderton Boroughs, has spread throughout the region.   

By 2010, the entire Indian Valley had 16,943 housing units.  Figure 1.15 
illustrates that single-family detached housing was the most prevalent type 
of housing structure, followed by single-family attached which consists of 
townhomes and rowhouses. Regarding Pennsylvania’s “fair share” housing 
requirement, courts have ruled in cases involving Warwick Township, 
Marshall Township, and Upper Southampton Township that 2.9%, 2.7% and 
3.5%, respectively, of land area zoned for high density housing is not 
considered exclusionary. Data from a 2010 Fair Share Analysis for the Indian  

Figure 1.13: Median Household and Per Capita Income, 2006 through 2010*   

* Figures are 5 year estimates - an average of responses in 2006 through 2010.  

Municipality Median Household Income Per Capita Income 

Franconia Township $80,533 $34,682 

Lower Salford Township $92,589 $40,869 

Upper Salford Township $89,432 $34,387  

Salford Township $85,602 $36,503 

Telford Borough $57 ,335 $33,038 

Souderton Borough $53,250 $27 ,513 

Indian Valley $7 8,233 $35,580 

Montgomery  County $7 5,448 $38,7 92 

S o urce: U.S . Cens us  B ureau
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Valley shows that the region has 8.7% of its gross area and 9.8% of its 
residential area zoned as high density residential, putting Indian Valley well 
above those townships. 

Figure 1.15 shows that the region’s housing type distribution is similar to 
that of the County.  The region has a slightly higher percentage of single-
family detached housing than the County.  Salford and Upper Salford have 
the highest concentrations of single-family detached housing, while 
Souderton and Telford have the highest concentrations of multi-family.  The 
two boroughs contain 53.7% of the Indian Valley’s multi-family housing, up 
from 52.9% in 2000.  

Housing Tenure 
The housing tenure pattern from the 2010 U.S. Census (Figure 1.16) 
indicates that the majority of residents in the region owned their homes.  
The percentage of homeowners decreased slightly over the past decade but 
the Indian Valley’s owner-occupied percentage remained slightly higher 
than the county as a whole.  In the Indian Valley 74.8% owned their homes 
and 25.2% rented, compared to 73.1% who owned and 26.9% who rented in 
Montgomery County.  However, much greater variations occurred within 
the individual municipalities. Renter occupancy rates ranged from 10.4% to 
43.6%.  The rates were highest in Souderton and Telford where the renter 
occupancy rates were above 40%.  Owner occupancy rates ranged from 
56.4% to 89.6%.  Franconia, Salford, and Upper Salford all had owner 
occupancy rates above 80%.  The percentage of owner-occupied homes 
decreased in all municipalities except Franconia and Upper Salford, which 
saw 1.7 and 1.2% increases respectively. 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Figures are 5 year estimates - an average of responses in 2006 through 2010.  

Figure 1.14: Types of Housing Units, 2006 through 2010*   

Francon ia  4 ,7 4 1 2 ,888 1 ,1 05 294 2 49 1 92

Lower  Sa lford 5 ,4 03 3 ,4 3 9 1 ,07 8 33 7 5 3 7 1 2

Sa lford 9 5 1 905 1 2 34 0 0

Upper  Sa lford 1 ,05 7 993 40 1 5 0 9

Souder ton  2 ,803 1 ,1 1 2 6 7 3 5 2 2 496 0

Telford* 1 ,9 88 9 7 7 3 28 25 0 43 3 0

Indian  Va lley * 1 6 ,9 4 3 1 0,3 1 4 3 ,2 3 6 1 ,4 5 2 1 ,7 1 5 2 1 3

Montgom ery  Coun ty ** 3 2 2 ,4 5 2 1 7 8 ,4 83 63 ,1 1 2 2 3 ,82 9 5 3 ,87 5 3 ,05 3

S ource: U.S . Census B ureau

Mobile 

Hom es
Mun icipa lity

Tota l Housing  

Units

Sing le-Fam ily  

Detached

Sing le-Fam ily  

A ttached
2 -4  Un its 5 + Units

* Includes the portion of Telford in Bucks County. 
**Does not include the portion of Telford in Bucks County. 
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Vacancy  
Figure 1.16 also shows the number of vacant units in the region. Overall, the 
Indian Valley had a 3.6% vacancy rate, an increase from 2.3% in 2000. 
Salford had the lowest vacancy rate at 0.9% and the two boroughs tied for 
the highest vacancy rate at 4.2%.  Every municipality was below the 
Montgomery County rate of 5.5%. 

Median Housing Sales Values 
Sales prices in the region varied between the different municipalities over 
the past decade. In 2000 the region as a whole had a median sales price of 
$172,200 and by 2011 that had risen to $259,900; a 51% increase. However, 
prices did not rise linearly over the 11 year period. In 2007 the median sales 
price was $302,075, a full 14% higher than in 2011. Similar patterns were 
observed throughout the county, with median sales prices of $158,600, 
$278,000, and $260,000 in 2000, 2007, and 2011, respectively.  

In individual municipalities of the Indian Valley median sales prices ranged 
from $346,500 (Lower Salford) to $198,000 (Telford). Souderton ($201,250), 
Upper Salford ($256,000), Salford ($270,000), and Franconia ($273,000) all 
fell in between those two extremes. The difference between the more 
affordable boroughs and the more expensive townships is likely due to the 
presence of more multi-family and single-family attached housing in the 
boroughs. In the period from 2000 to 2007 Upper Salford saw the greatest 
increase in median sales prices (90.7%), but also saw the greatest decrease in 
the period between 2007 and 2011 (29.9%). Overall, Lower Salford saw the 
greatest appreciation in median sales prices over the eleven year period 
(78.2%). 

Median Gross Rent 
Gross rent, which is defined as contract rent plus utilities, varied 
significantly through the municipalities, the region and the County, 
according the 2006-2010 five-year estimates from the American Community 

Figure 1.15: Housing Type Percentages, 2006 through 2010*   

Francon ia  6 0.9% 23 .3% 1 1 .5 % 4 .0%

Low er  Sa lford 6 3 .6% 20.0% 1 6 .2% 0.2%

Salford 9 5 .2% 1 .3% 3 .6% 0.0%

Upper  Sa lford 9 3 .9% 3 .8% 1 .4% 0.9%

Souder ton  3 9 .7 % 24 .0% 36 .3% 0.0%

Telford 4 9 .1 % 1 6 .5 % 3 4 .4% 0.0%

Indian  Va lley 60.9% 1 9 .1 % 1 8 .7 % 1 .3%

Montgom ery  County 5 5 .4% 1 9 .6% 24 .1 % 0.9%

Source: U.S . Census  B ureau

Single-Fam ily  

A tta ched
Mu lt i-Fam ily Mobile Hom esMunicipa lity

Sing le-Fam ily  

Detached

* Figures are 5 year estimates - an average of responses in 2006 through 2010.  
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Survey. Within the individual communities, Telford had the lowest median 
gross rent at $721.  Upper Salford had the highest median gross rent with 
$1,247.  Franconia ($1,125) was also higher than the Montgomery County 
median of $1,028. Lower Salford ($1,018), Salford ($843), and Souderton 
($776) all joined Telford, falling below the countywide median of $1,028.  
Comparing median gross rents to ten years ago, rents in Telford and 
Souderton actually fell (7.4% and 3.2%, respectively). Rents in the townships 
all rose, including monumental 49.5% increase in Upper Salford, from $834 
in 2000 to the current $1,125. All comparisons are made in 2010 adjusted 
dollars. 

Age Restricted and Assisted Living 
Many of the demographic changes in the Indian Valley region have been 
facilitated by the construction of age restricted housing and assisted living 
facilities. Over the past decade, and especially in the last few years, a larger 
percentage of individuals have chosen to “age in place,” meaning that they 
choose to stay in their community after retirement instead of retiring 
elsewhere.  Figures 1.17 and 1.18 show both age-restricted and assisted 
living facilities that have made it possible for more Indian Valley residents 
to age in place. Age restricted housing developments within the region are 
clustered in Franconia and Lower Salford, with one also located in 
Souderton. Assisted living facilities are located in Lower Salford, Telford, 
and Souderton. If current demographic trends continue there will be 
increased demand for such communities in the next few decades. 

Figure 1.16: Housing Tenure, 2006 through 2010*   

Figures are 5 year estimates - an average of responses in 2006 through 2010.  

* Includes the portion of Telford in Bucks County. 
**Does not include the portion of Telford in Bucks County. 

Francon ia  84 .3% 1 5 .7 % 0.5 % 4 ,7 4 1

Lower  Sa lford 7 5 .5 % 24 .5 % 2 .4% 5 ,403

Sa lford 9 3 .2% 6 .8% 3 .8% 95 1

Upper  Sa lford 87 .3% 1 2 .7 % 1 .3% 1 ,05 7

Souder ton  6 2 .2% 3 7 .8% 2 .5 % 2 ,803

Telford* 6 4 .8% 3 5 .2% 2 .5 % 1 ,9 88

Indian  Va lley * 7 6 .3% 23 .7 % 1 .9% 1 6 ,9 4 3

Montgom ery  Coun ty ** 7 4 .2% 2 5 .8% 4 .9% 3 22 ,4 5 2

S o urce: U.S . Census  B ureau

Occupied

Vacant
Tota l Hou sing  

Units
Municipa lity

Owner Renter
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Figure 1.17: Age Restricted Independent Living Developments, 2012 

Municipality
Development 

Name
Location Acres

Total 
Units SFD

(2) SFA(2) MF(2) MH(2) Year Built Notes(3)

Franconia
Harrington 
Village

Leidy Road, north of 
Cowpath Rd

28.5 120 120 2005-2006

Franconia Hidden Springs
Cherry Lane, south of 

County Line Rd
50.75 208 208 1990

Franconia
Indian Valley 

Greenes
Cowpath Rd and 
Morwood Rd

70.22 96 96 2005-2006

Franconia Kingsfield
Cowpath Rd, south of 

Green St
27 66 66 2000-2002

Franconia Lion's Gate 1 and 2
W. Broad St, north of 

Cowpath Rd
54 156 156 1997-2000

Franconia
Peter Becker 
Community

Yoder Rd and Maple Rd 53.5 343 343 1971, 1991, 2007 CCRC

Franconia
Souderton 

Mennonite Homes
Summit Street and 

Colonial Drive
27.12 198 31 167 1980 CCRC

Lower Salford Arbour Square 695 Main Street 20 146 146 2006

Lower Salford
Parkview at 
Oakcrest

Oak Drive and Route 113 8.68 100 100 2001
Income 

Restricted

Lower Salford Salford Mill
Sumneytown Pike at 

Ruth Rd
8.6 40 40 2000-2001

Lower Salford Valley Manor 350 Broad St 3.21 40 40 1983
Income 

Restricted

Lower Salford Wilshyre Village
West Broad St, north of 

Oak Dr
9.9 40 40 2002-2003

Souderton
Valley Vista 
Apartments

36 South County Line Rd 1.35 100 100 1978
Income 

Restricted

SFD (single-family detached) - Housing units which stand alone on a lot and do not share any party walls.

(3) Additional information about each development:

MH (mobile home) - A movable dwelling designed to be towed on its own chassis, with transportation gear integral 
to the unit when it leaves the factory, and without need of a permanent foundation.

 CCRC (Continuing Care Retirement Community) - A facility which typically offers a variety of independent living 
arrangements for residents, together with medical and nursing services, full central dining accommodations, and 
educational, recreational, and social activities for those who wish to partake of them.

Source: Montgomery County Planning Commission, Montgomery County Board of Assessment Appeals
(1) Age restricted housing includes units in developments where a legal restriction requires either 1) that all residents are 62 years of age 
or older or 2) at least one person (per household) is age 55 or older lives in at least 80% of the development's occupied units.
(2) Type of housing unit(s) in the development:

SFA (single-family attached) - Housing units in which two or more units share a vertical party wall but have 
individual entries into the units, frequently with common open spaces.
MF (multifamily) - Housing developments that consist of one (or more) larger apartment-style buildings, with 
common entries that serve the buildings’ multiple dwelling units.
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Conclusions 
The following summarizes the major demographic trends presented in this 
section . 

Population   
The region had a total population of 45,316 in 2010.  This represented a 
steady increase throughout the 20th century and into the first decade of this 
century. It is expected that the population of the Indian Valley will reach 
52,862 by 2030. Population trends in the region indicate that as the 
population grows, it is also becoming more decentralized. Trends and 
projections show that the population will continue to grow at a much slower 
pace in Telford and Souderton than in the townships. 

Age Composition  
The 2010 age profile of the region showed that the region’s population 
seems to be aging in place. The 30-39 age grouping, saw a large drop, while 
the number of residents who are 40+ saw a large increase.  Some areas of the 
region are retaining young people though, most notably Souderton and 
Telford. This contributed to the slight increase is the 20-29 age grouping 
over the past decade. 

Households and Housing Units.   
Changes in household composition have impacted the composition of 
housing structures. Household size has decreased and is expected to 
continue to decrease. The average household size has steadily decreased in 
the region dropping from 3.3 in 1970 to 2.65 in 2010.  This is reflected in the 
available housing stock.  Single-family detached housing units have declined 
as a percentage of total units and single-family attached have risen.  
Likewise, the percentage of  homeowners has dropped as renters have 
increased.  Traditionally, the boroughs have had a greater concentration of 
renters than other Indian Valley communities.  More recently, this has 
started to change as Lower Salford and Franconia have become further 
developed with multiple housing types, specifically single-family attached 
and multi-family housing units.  

Figure 1.18: Assisted Living Facilities, 2012 

Municipality Facility Name Location Capacity 
Number of 

Residents(1)
Type of 
Operation

Lower Salford
Birches at Arbour 

Square
691 Main Street 
Harleysville

85 80 Profit

Lower Salford
Peter Becker 
Community

800 Maple Avenue 
Harleysville

47 34 Non-Profit

Souderton
Souderton Mennonite 

Homes
207 West Summit Street 

Souderton
154 104 Non-Profit

Telford
Lutheran Community 

at Telford
12 Lutheran Home Drive 

Telford
125 63 Non-Profit

(1) Latest data available. All data is from 2012.
Source: Pennsylvania Department of Public Welfare
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Education and Labor Force.   
The 2000 educational attainment levels in the region corresponded with the 
agriculture and manufacturing influence of the labor force at that time.  
47.4% of the region’s population had a high school diploma or less while 
43.6% had some college or a degree. By the time the 2006-2010 data was 
collected, the number of residents 25 years or older with at least some 
college swelled to 58.9%. These numbers are expected to continue to 
increase as development of the region continues. In 2000, manufacturing 
was the biggest employer in the region at 23.0% followed by educational 
services at 17.3%.  The 2006-2010 data show that manufacturing fell to 17.7% 
and educational services rose to 19.2%. Though still an important part of the 
Indian Valley economy, manufacturing will likely continue to decrease over 
the coming decade and beyond.    

Income, Housing Value and Gross Rent.   
The 2006-2010 regional median of municipal median incomes in the Indian 
Valley was $83,068 and was higher than that of the County.  Souderton and 
Telford had significantly lower median incomes than the four townships.  
The regional median housing sales price in 2011 ($259,900) was barely lower 
than that of the County as a whole, while the values in the boroughs were 
significantly lower.  In addition, there was almost a $100 difference between 
the regional median of individual municipal gross rents and the County 
median according to the 2006-2010 data. 
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CHAPTER 2 

EXISTING LAND USE 

Introduction 
This chapter focuses on the types and amounts of existing land uses within 
the Indian Valley Region and provides a “snapshot” of the region’s existing 
characteristics.  This snapshot of current land use patterns is a reflection of 
historical economic, social, political, and technological conditions. In addi-
tion, these existing land use patterns provide the foundation for future 
growth and preservation.  

In order to develop sound future land use policies, it is necessary to under-
stand and acknowledge the context of existing development. Tracking exist-
ing land use changes over time also allows us to understand how the region 
has changed from a largely rural hinterland to a developing area on the 
Philadelphia suburban fringe, and how the area will continue to change and 
evolve over time. 
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Land Use Categories 
For the purposes of this chapter, existing land use was divided into 16 spe-
cific categories.  These are listed below.  A map of existing land use for the 
Indian Valley is shown in Figure 2.3.  The land use category assigned to each 
property was initially based on the land use classifications used by the 
Montgomery County Board of Assessments (BOA) which assigns categories 
for taxing purposes.  The BOA classifications, however, were adjusted to be 
more meaningful for land use planning.  For example, a private golf course is 
a commercial land use for taxing purposes but is considered private open 
space for land use planning. 

As mentioned above, 16 specific existing land use categories were used for 
planning purposes.  These are grouped into three general categories as 
listed below: 

 Residential Categories      

 Country Residence  Twin/Duplex        Single-Family Attached  

 Single-Family Detached Dwelling             Multi-family Dwelling 

 Mobile Home Park      
     

 Nonresidential and Mixed-Use Categories 

 Retail                   Office                           Utilities            

 Mixed Use          Industrial  Institutional 

 

 Open Space, Agriculture, and Undeveloped Categories 

  Public Open Space       Private Open Space 

  Agriculture        Undeveloped Land 

Land Use Consumption 
The existing land use map (Figure 2.3) shows the geographical distribution 
of existing land uses throughout the region.  It is not surprising to see that 
higher density residential and nonresidential uses are primarily within and 
around Souderton and Telford Boroughs and Harleysville village.  It is also 
not surprising that farmland, larger residential lots, and vacant properties 
are located throughout the townships. Agriculture is a dominating category 
on the overall map of the region. 

Figures 2.1, 2.2, 2.4 and 2.5 identify existing land use by acreage as well as by 
the percent of the region’s total area.  Figures 2.1 and 2.2 show the three 
general groupings of existing land use while Figures 2.4 and 2.5 show all 16 
categories. 
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As shown in Figure 2.1, about 44 percent of the land in the Indian Valley is 
categorized as open space, agriculture, or undeveloped.  Together, the six 
residential uses comprise another 45 percent, or about 13,200 acres, of the 
land in the region.  The largest residential land use is single-family de-
tached dwellings. This land use category consumes the most land of any of 
the 16 categories at nearly 9,600 acres or 32.49 percent of the region.  Final-
ly, about 11 percent of 
the region is occupied 
by non-residential uses. 
The largest non-
residential use is insti-
tutional, consuming ap-
proximately 1600 acres 
or about five percent of 
the region.  

Figures 2.4 and 2.5 show 
the acreage and percent 
breakdown for each of 
the sixteen land use cat-
egories within the re-
gion.  

The following sections 
define each of the land 
use categories and pro-
vide a more detailed 
breakdown of the cate-
gories based upon the 
three use types 
(residential, nonresiden-
tial, and open space) 

Residential Categories 
Six residential categories are used.  These categories are defined according 
to the number and arrangement of dwelling units.  A dwelling unit is de-
fined as one or more rooms intended to be occupied as separate living quar-
ters with cooking, sleeping, and sanitary facilities in the unit for the exclu-
sive use of a single-family maintaining a household.  These categories in-
clude all lots that have been developed solely for residential purposes.  Lots 
with both residential and nonresidential uses are covered under mixed-use 
in the non-residential category.  The six residential categories are described 
as follows. 

Single-Family Detached (SFD). A single-family detached dwelling is a 
building designed for and occupied exclusively as a residence for 
one family and not attached to any other building or dwelling unit.  

Figure 2.2 General Characteristics of Existing Land Use 

Acres

13,224.73

3,258.82

Agriculture, Undeveloped, and Open Space 12,944.64

Residential

Non-Residential

Land Use

Residential

44.94%

Non-Residential

11.07%

Agriculture, 

Undeveloped, and 

Open Space

43.99%

Chart TitleFigure 2.1 General Characteristics of Existing Land Use 
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Figure 2.3 Existing Land Use 
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Figure 2.4 Specific Categories of Existing Land Use 

There are two categories that describe single family detached dwell-
ings, single-family detached and country residence.  For the purpos-
es of this chapter, the single-family detached category refers to a 
single-family detached dwelling located on a lot of less than 5 acres. 

Country Residence. A country residence is the second type of single-
family detached.  For this chapter, a country residence is defined as 
single-family detached dwelling located on a lot greater than 5 acres 
but less than 20 acres. 

Twin/Duplex. A twin or duplex is two dwelling units located in one 
building that is not attached to any other building.  A twin has two 
dwelling units placed side-by-side and joined to each other by a ver-
tical common wall.  Duplexes have one dwelling unit placed above 
the other and share a common horizontal partition (floor/ceiling). 

Single-Family Attached (SFA). A single-family attached dwelling is 
often defined as a dwelling unit with independent outside access 
with no other dwelling units located directly and totally above or 
below it.  Single-family attached units have party walls in common 
with at least one but not more than three adjacent similar dwelling 

Multi-Family

0.58%

Single-Family Attached

0.84%

Twin/Duplex

0.94%

Mobile Home Park

0.06%

Single-Family Detached

32.49%

Country Residence

10.04%

Mixed Use

0.77%

Commercial/

Retail

1.13%

Office

0.46%

Industry

2.29%

Institutional

5.37%

Utilities

1.05%

Undeveloped

5.51%

Public Open Space

7.06%

Private Open Space

4.91%

Agriculture

26.51%
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units.  They also contain at least three dwelling units.  
Townhouses, row houses, triplexes, and quadruplexes 
are typical single-family attached dwelling units. 

Multi-family. Multi-family residential uses are dwelling 
units located in a detached residential building contain-
ing three or more dwelling units, usually referred to as 
apartments.  Typically, they are located entirely above 
or below one another, may share outside access and/or 
internal hallways, lobbies, or similar facilities, and 
share the lot on which the building is located.  Multi-
family development is usually under one operating unit 
as a rental or condominium property and includes gar-
den apartments, flats, and multifamily conversions 
from single-family detached dwellings. 

Mobile Home Park. A mobile home park is a distinct 
classification identified in the Pennsylvania Municipali-
ties Planning Code.  A mobile home park is a parcel of 
land that contains lots rented under one operating unit 
for the placement of mobile homes.  Typically, residents 
own their mobile home.  When mobile homes are place 
on lots owned by the mobile home owner, it is consid-
ered a single-family detached dwelling. 

Figure 2.6 shows how the various land uses are distrib-
uted within the residential land use category. As expected, single-family de-
tached occupies the most residential land at about 9,560 acres or just over 72 
percent of all residential land uses. Country residence is the next highest at 
about 2,953.92 acres, or approximately 22 percent. None of the other resi-
dential uses account for a significant percentage of the total residential land 
use. Twins and duplexes make up about two percent of the total, and so do 
single-family attached. Multi-family uses make up about one percent of the 
total and are clustered mainly in and around the two boroughs and the vil-
lage of Harleysville. There is almost no land within the region that falls into 
the mobile home park category, with the only example located in far eastern 
Franconia near the Bucks County line, just outside of Souderton. 

Non-Residential Categories 
The existing non-residential and mixed-use lands are categorized as mixed 
use, retail, office, industrial, institutional, or utilities.  The categories are 
described as follows: 

Mixed-Use.  This category identifies individual properties having 
more than one land use.  The property has one or more nonresiden-
tial uses and may or may not include a residential component.  
Within the boroughs, mixed uses often combine stores and dwellings 
or stores and offices. 

Figure 2.5 Specific Categories of 

Existing Land Use 

Land Use Acres

Multi-Family 170.75

Single-Family Attached 247.56

Twin/Duplex 275.49

Mobile Home Park 16.55

Single-Family Detached 9560.46

Country Residence 2953.92

Mixed Use 227.17

Commercial/Retail 331.95

Office 135.7

Industry 673.75

Institutional 1581.49

Utilities 308.76

Undeveloped 1621.63

Public Open Space 2077.43

Private Open Space 1444.73

Agriculture 7800.85
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Multi-Family

1.29%

Single-Family 

Attached

1.87%
Twin/Duplex

2.08%

Mobile Home Park

0.13%

Single-Family Detached

72.29%

Country Residence

22.34%

Commercial/Retail.  Retail includes stores, restaurants, repair shops 
and garages, and a variety of other commercial uses that are fre-
quented by the general public.  The Shops at Harleysville is among 
the largest and most recognizable retail development in the region.  
Many retail businesses in the boroughs are included under the 
mixed use category because the retail building also includes offices 
or dwellings. 

Office.  The office category includes properties that are developed 
exclusively for office purposes in addition to other miscellaneous 
uses such as animal hospitals, funeral homes, and banks.  Many of-
fice businesses in the boroughs are included under the mixed use 
category because the office building also contains retail uses or 
dwellings. 

Industrial.  This category includes large industrial uses and a variety 
of smaller uses that are scattered throughout the townships and 
boroughs. 

Institutional.  Institutional uses include schools, churches, cemeter-
ies, fire companies, and similar uses. 

Utilities.  Utilities include primarily sewer and water company prop-
erties and gas and electric transmission lines.  Large sections of the 
electric companies’ transmission lines and water and sewer lines are 
located within easements on properties shown under other catego-
ries and are not counted under utilities. 

Figure 2.6 Existing Residential Uses 
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Figure 2.7 depicts how the various land uses are distributed within the 
mixed-use and  non-residential land use category. Institutional is the most 
common designation, covering about 1,579 acres, or 48 percent of all land in 
the mixed-use and non-residential category. Industrial land uses are second, 
comprising about 20 percent, or about 670 acres. Retail is the only other use 
with more than 10 percent of the total, at about 336 acres.  

Open Space, Agriculture, and Undeveloped  

Categories 
The existing land use categories distinguish between public open space and 
private open space.  These two categories as well as agriculture and unde-
veloped land are defined as follows: 

Undeveloped.  Undeveloped land includes properties designated as 
vacant land under the Board of Assessment land use classifications.  
Larger properties may easily be seen as vacant while other smaller 
properties may appear to be part of adjoining developed properties.  
Each parcel is assigned an individual tax parcel number, and it is, 
therefore, possible for a parcel to be transferred to a new owner as a 
vacant lot.  The smaller properties, however, may not be large 
enough for independent development. 

Public Open Space.  Public open space includes park, recreation, and 
open space parcels owned by Montgomery County or one of the mu-
nicipalities of the region.  Public open space is considered to be per-
manently preserved open space. 

Figure 2.7 Mixed-Use and Non-Residential Categories 



 

  INDIAN VALLEY REGIONAL COMPREHENSIVE PLAN 39  

Private Open Space.  Private open space includes land owned by golf 
courses, camps, conservation organizations and similar uses.  Unlike 
public open space, most of the private open space could be sold by 
its private owners and/or developed as permitted by zoning. 

Agriculture.  Agriculture includes parcels larger than 20 acres that 
are covenanted under Act 319, land where development rights were 
s o l d  t o  M o n t g o m e r y  C o u n t y  u n d e r  t h e  
County’s Farmland Preservation Program, and other farmland iden-
tified from aerial photography and input from municipal officials.  
Most of the parcels contain a house, but agriculture is the dominant 
use of the land. 

Figure 2.8 depicts how the various land uses are distributed within the open 
space, agriculture, and undeveloped land use category. The largest single 
land use in the region—agriculture—is, by extension, the largest of the land 
uses in this category. Just over 60 percent of the total land in this category, 
or about 7,939 acres, is devoted to agriculture. The next largest land use is 
public open space, which occupies about  1,960 acres in the region, or about 
15 percent of all land in the open space, agriculture, and undeveloped land 
use category. 
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Figure 2.8 Agriculture, Open Space, and Undeveloped 


