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What’s ahead for Pittsburgh police residency? 

 
By Colin McNickle 

 

There are both short- and long-term implications in a recent Pennsylvania Supreme Court ruling 

that upheld the right of Pittsburgh police officers to live outside the city, says a scholar at the 

Allegheny Institute for Public Policy. But there continue to be more questions than answers, he 

says. 

 

It was on May 22 that the high court overturned an appellate court ruling that upheld a city law 

requiring police officers to live within the city limits. 

 

Long story short, the Supreme Court held that a home rule municipality cannot amend its home 

rule charter to eliminate mandatory subjects of collective bargaining -- in this case, binding 

arbitration -- under Act 111 of 1968. Thus, affirmed was a 2014 arbitration panel’s ruling that 

Pittsburgh police officers could live within 25 air miles of the city limits. 

 

But as Eric Montarti, a senior policy analyst with the Pittsburgh think tank, reminds (in Policy 

Brief Vol. 17, No. 25), two primary questions arise from the high court’s decision for which there 

are no ready answers. 

  

To wit, city records indicate 888 police employees would be eligible to live outside the city 

proper. But how many indeed would move? 

 

“(A) lot will depend on their housing situation, whether they own a house or rent,” Montarti 

says. Other factors include “available housing stock in the wider residency area where the 

officers may decide to relocate (and) family situation, etc.,” he added. 

 

And while the head of the city police union has predicted a “steady exodus” of eligible 

employees, Montarti says much will depend on motivations for those officers to relocate. 

 



“Are the schools an issue because children of police might be picked on or bullied?” he asks, 

adding that other factors regarding family security could come into play. 

 

 “Is it taxes?” Montarti continues, noting the municipal wage tax is paid in the community where 

one lives, not where the job is. 

 

As a point of comparison, a 2012 collective bargaining agreement allowing Philadelphia police 

officers with five years’ tenure to live outside the city limits has led to just over 16 percent of its 

uniformed force doing so.  

 

Then there’s the matter of what other Pittsburgh unions whose members don’t now have the 

option of living outside Pittsburgh’s borders might do. That would include firefighters and non-

uniformed employees. 

 

Might this cause friction? “How Pittsburgh’s other employees will handle this situation in 

collective bargaining will be seen in the coming years,” Montarti says. 

 

The bottom line is that as current employees separate from the Pittsburgh police force, 

replacement workers can be hired from areas outside the city boundaries (as is the case now) 

with residency having to be established within the (25-mile) radius. 

 

“This could also allow for police employees of other municipalities to seek employment with 

Pittsburgh without having to change residency, so long as they are in the radius,” Montarti 

concludes. 

   

 Colin McNickle is a senior fellow and media specialist at the Allegheny Institute for Public 

Policy (cmcnickle@alleghenyinstitute.org). 
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