
HILLTOWN  TOWNSHIP  PLANNING  COMMISSION

REGULAR  SCHEDULED  MEETING

MONDAY,  JUNE  20,  2022

The  regularly  scheduled  meeting  of  the Hilltown  Township  Planning  Commission  was  called  to

order  by Chairman  Dave  Christ  at 7:00  PM  and  opened  with  the  Pledge  of  Allegiance.  Also  present

were  Planning  Commission  members  Brooke  Rush,  Jon Apple,  Frank  Henofer,  Eric  Nogami,

Township  Engineer,  Timothy  Fulmer,  and Township  Solicitor,  Jack  Wuerstle.

1.  APPROVAL  OF MINUTES  -  Action  on the minutes  of  the March  21, 2022,  meeting  -

Motion  was made  by Mr.  Apple  and seconded  by Mr.  Nogami,  to approve  the March  21, 2022,

meeting  minutes  as written.  Motion  passed  4-0-1  with  Frank  Henofer  abstaining  from  the vote.

There  was no public  comment.

APPROVAL  OF  MINUTES  -Action  onthe  minutes  ofthe  June  6, 2022,  meeting  -  Motion

was  made  by Mr.  Rush  and  seconded  by  Mr.  Nogami,  to approve  the  June  6, 2022,  meeting  minutes

as written.  Motion  passed  4-0-1  with  Frank  Henofer  abstaining  from  the vote.  There  was  no public

comment.

Dale  Ott  requested  that  Dave  Christ  recuse  himself  from  voting  on the  Venue  at Hilltown  Zoning

Petition  proposal  because  of  the support  he received  from  the applicant  during  his 2019  bid  for

Township  Supervisor  which  created  collusion.  Carrie  Nase-Poust  objected  stating  the applicant  is

US Home  LLC  d/b/a  Lennar  and they  did  not  sign  the petition  and have  nothing  to do with  Mr.

Christ  running  for  Supervisor.  Mr.  Ott  stated,  as the landowner,  the individual  has the opportunity

to profit  based  on  the decision,  so it  clearly  shows  a bias  towards  the applicant  and  the landowner.

Mr.  Wuerstle  stated  this  connection  is not  collusion,  is well  below  meeting  the standard,  and

recommends  Mr.  Christ  stay involved  in these proceedings  as the Planning  Commission  is a

recommending  body  who  makes  a recommendation  to the  Board  of  Supervisors.  After  discussion,

Mr.  Ott  stated  they  will  determine  whether  to file  their  own  motion  with  the court.

2. CONFIRMED  APPOINTMENTS:

a) Venue  at Hilltown  Zoning  Amendment  Petition  - Carrie  Nase-Poust,  Esq.,  174  Unit

Retirement  Village  -  Bethlehem  Pike/Swartley  Road:  Carrie  Nase-Poust,  Esq.,  Fox  Rothchild,

was  in attendance  on behalf  of  the applicant,  US Home  LLC  d/b/a/  Lennar.  Comments:

*  The property  is  along  Swartley  Road and incorporates  seven  different  parcels  on

approximately  75 acres.

*  The  property  is split  zoned:  PC-1  and  RR.  B7-Retirement  Village  is currently  permitted  in

the PC-1  Zoning  District  which  allows  the  housing  type  of  B3 or B4.

*  The  applicant  is proposing  to develop  the property  as a B7-Retirement  Village  which  will

be limited  to 55 or over,  no school  age children  under  the age of  18 will  be permitted  to

reside  in  the  house.  The  applicant  is requesting  an amendment  to the zoning  ordinance  that

would  allow  this  use to be developed  in properties  that  is zoned  RR,  however,  those

properties  would  need  to be located  adjacent  to other  properties  zoned  PC-1 or being

developed  in  connection  with  other  properties  zoned  PC-1.
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*  The  use would  be proposed  to be by Conditional  Use  under  the  RR  district  which  would

require  another  level  for  approval  before  the  Township  requiring  a public  hearing  before

theSupervisors.  Theprevioussubmissionofanordinanceamendmentin2019foradensity

of  194  units,  with  the  main  access  coming  out  to Swartley  Road,  did  not  pass.

*  With  the  current  plan,  the  density  requirements  have  been  reduced  to 174  (2.25  units/acre

for  B3  and  3.5  units/acre  for  land  in  the  RR  district  being  developed  for  B4).

@ The  access  to Swartley  Road  has  been  eliminated.

*  The main  access  is along  Sterling  Drive  at the signalized  intersection  along  with  a

secondary  access  through  the  commercial  property  on  Route  309.

*  Buffer  requirements  have  been  increased  to 100'  buffer  along  the  entire  perimeter  of  the

property  and  a 225'  buffer  on Swartley  Road  to the  rear  of  the  homes  along  with  a berm

and  landscaping.

*  The  clubhouse  has been  relocated  which  allows  for  a more  centralized  open  space  area

within  the  community.  Open  Space  was  increased  from  55%  to 66%  and  reduced  the

impervious  from  39%  to 32%.

Ms.  Nase-Poust  reviewed  tl'ie  proposed  Ordinance  Amendment  and  the  revisions  that  were  made

since  the  initial  ordinance  that  was  proposed  in  2019:

Section  l: updated  the Table  of  Use  Regulations  to allow  a B7-Retirement  Village  in the RR

District  by  Conditional  Use.

Section  2:7  (a) It  would  be permitted  by  Conditional  Use  in  the  RR  District  subject  to:

[1] It shall  be located  adjacent  to the PC-1  Zoning  District  and  a portion  of  the

property  shall  be located  within  the  PC-I  Zoning  District.

[2] It sliall  have  two  (2) primary  access  points  to arterial  streets,  which  such

accesses  may  be permitted  via  easements  over  adjacent  properties.

[3]  Minimum  base  site  area  of  65 acres.

[4] Maximum  density:  Use  B3 on the  portion  of  the  property  zoned  RR  shall  be

2.25  dwelling  units  per  acre  and  for  Use  B4  on  the  portion  of  the  property  zoned  RR  shall  be 3.5

dwelling  units  per  acre.

(b) Any  liousing  type  in Use  B3 and B4  are permitted  subject  to the dimensional

regulations  for  the  specific  dwelling  type.  The  ordinance  was  clarified  stating  it  would  relate  to the

dimensional  regulations  for  those  specific  dwelling  types.

(c)  No  changes  were  made  to the  Building  Setbacks  and  Buffering  other  than:

[2]  Minimum  building  back  setback:  100  feet  from  the  property  line  adjacent  to any

residential  use or  residentially  zoned  property.

[4]  Remain  the same  but  proposing  if  a buffer  yard  is located  adjacent  to Open

Space  that  is at least  50'  in width,  that  buffer  could  also  be counted  towards  the Open  Space

requirement.

(d) [1] Maximum  impervious  surface:  remains  at 40%

[2]  Minimum  open  space  ratio:  is a reduction  from  PC-1  currently  which  allows

an impervious  of  70%  and  the  40oA remains  consistent  witli  the  current  ordinance.
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(e) Identifies  that  one individual  homeowner  be at least 55 years  of  age with  no

children  under  the age of  18 are permitted  to reside  at the  house.

(g) As part  of  the Conditional  Use  process,  documentation  will  be submitted  in the

form  of  a Declaration  to the Solicitor's  satisfaction  that  there  would  be a restriction  recorded

against  the  property  in terms  of  the  occupancy  limitations.

(i)  The  parking  requirements  are different:

[1]  Off-Street  Parking:

[i] 2.5 spaces  per  dwelling  unit.  Currently  it is an increase  from  the current

ordinance  which  only  requires  only  2 parking  spaces  be required  for  a B3 use and  only  1 parking

space  required  for  a B4  use.

[iiil  The ordinance currently does not require parking for the clubhouse facility,
so they  are proposing  7.5 spaces  per  1,000  square  feet  be included.

[2] The  garage  may  be counted  towards  the parking  requirements.  They  will  be

required  to include  in the Declaration  of  Restrictive  Covenants  that  the garages  could  not  be

converted  into  living  space  so that  they  would  always  be available  for  parking.

(k)  A  General  Requirements  section  was  added  that  the Open  Space  would  be further

restricted  from  further  subdivision,  the  streets  would  be private  and owned  and maintained  by  the

Homeowner's  Association,  and added  provisions  for  exterior  lighting  to ensure  that  any lighting

that  is proposed  would  not  have  a glare  on neighboring  properties.

Section  3: The Table  of  Performance  Standards  was updated  to include  the Bulk  and Area

requirements  for  the  B7  use in  the RR  District.

Section  4: Relates  to woodland  disturbance  which  is consistent  with  the CR-1  where  B7 use is

currently  permitted  to be developed.

Section  5: Relates  to how  the impervious  surface  is calculated.  This  language  is the same  that  is

in the current  ordinance  for  Age  Qualified,  so this  section  is amended  to include  Retirement

Village.

Questions/Comments  from  the  Planning  Cornrnission:

*  Mr.  Rush  - Difference  between  B7 and B9:  Ms.  Nase-Poust  stated  they  are similar  but  the

B9 is required  to have 100 acres,  is Age  Restricted,  but  permitted  to have  single  family

detached  or quad  units.  It  is a larger  site  area, a different  type  of  housing,  and  the age limit

is the same. Mr.  Fulmer  stated  Regency  at Hilltown  is zoned  in a special  zoning  district

called  the  Age  Qualified  Residential  Community  District.  The  B9  is only  permitted  in  that

district  but  it  is an age qualified  housing  district  that  was  adopted  in  2007  by  the  Township

and is the  only  area  of  the  Township  where  a B9 can be developed.

*  Mr.  Apple  -  Regulations  on required  parking  at the Community  Center:  Ms.  Nase-Poust

stated,  currently,  the B7 does  not  have  parking  regulations  if  a clubhouse  is proposed  so

they  clarified  the clubhouse  would  have  parking  requirements  similar  to the B9.

Ms.  Nase-Poust  stated  they  previously  proposed  to not  include  language  with  regard  to providing

accessible  housing.  That  was  re-inserted  into  the Ordinance  Amendment  so that  is no longer  being

proposed  to be amended  and  will  comply  with  the current  ordinance.

Ms.  Nase-Poust  stated  Impact  Statements  were  submitted:
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*  Fiscal  Impact  Analysis:  shows  this  type  of  development  has a net  impact  to the Township

as well  as the school  district  given  the fact  there  are no school  age children.

*  Market  Analysis:  There  is more  of  a demand  for  this  type  of  housing  then  there  was back

in 2019.  The Comprehensive  Plan  notes  the population  of  65 and older  has steadily

increased  from  10%  in 1990  to 15%  in 2014  and continuing  to increase.  Since  2017,  the

inventory  has decreased  significantly  however  the demand  continues  to increase.  There  is

not  much  land  in the  B7  or B9  (Regency  is sold  out)  that  is available  for  this  type  of  use.

@ Comprehensive  Plan: Ms. Nase-Poust  stated  they  have  confirmed  that  the proposal  is

consistent  with  the Township's  Comprehensive  Plan.

*  TrafficStudy:NicoleKline,McMahonAssociates,Inc.,statedthebiggestchangefromthe

traffic  perspective  is the  access  configuration.  Any  and  all  access  has been  removed  from

Swartley  Road  and there  are no proposed  modifications  along  the roadway  frontage,  but

significant  buffering  is proposed  along  the Swartley  Road  frontage.  The  primary  access

point  is the northern  most  access  which  will  intersect  opposite  Sterling  Drive  at an existing

traffic  signal  which  provides  significate  benefit.  PA  DOT  will  require  modifications  such

as road  widening,  pedestrian  accommodations,  signal  modifications,  deceleration  lane,

dedicated  right  lane,  and  a second  access  from  the commercial  area  to Route  309.

Questions/Comments  from  the Planning  Cornrnission:

*  Mr.Rush-IstheEmergencyAccessaplanningissue:Ms.Klinestateditisbothaplanning

issue  and  a traffic  operations  item  and  her  perspective  is, due to some  of  the other  concerns

in the community,  she does not  see the need  to provide  an emergency  access  to Swartley

Road  because  there  are two  accesses  provided  to Route  309.  Emergency  Accesses  are

more  restricted:  not  fully  paved  but,  if  it  is, there  are gates  to ensure  traffic  cannot  drive  on

it unless  they  have  the means  to unlock  it and access  it.

@ Mr.  Nogami  -  The  definition  of  an arterial  street  and does it change  over  time:  Ms.  Kline

stated  arterial  is a roadway  classification,  and it is determined  based  on accessibility  and

function  in terms  of  serving  longer  trips.  Route  309 is set by PA  DOT  and is a principal

arterial  roadway  because  it serves  longer  trips  and not  just  localized  trips.  Ms.  Kline  stated

she expects  Route  313 and Route  113 to be minor  arterial  roadways.  Ms.  Kline  stated

Swartley  Road  can never  be redefined  as an arterial  roadway.  Ms.  Kline  stated  any state

roadway  is within  PA  DOT  and they  would  make  the determination.

*  Mr.  Henofer  -  Was  the trip  generator  on page  8 based  on an Age  Restricted  Community?

Ms.  Kline  confirmed  it  correlates  to this  type  of  senior  housing  as it is proposed.

*  Mr.  Apple  -  Trips  per  morning  rush  hour:  Ms.  Kline  stated  during  a peak  60-minute  period,

there  are 59 total  trips  entering  and exiting  the development.

Ms.  Nase-Poust  discussed  a proposed  by-right  plan  that  the  Planning  Commission  had  asked  for  a

few  years  ago that  shows  commercial  development  on the  PC-1  portion  which  is approximately

155,000  square  feet  of  retail  space  and  the development  of  36 single  family  detached  market  rate

housing.  The  by-right  analysis  shows  weekday  daily  trips  at 6,380  and weekday  morning  trips

would  be 292.

Ms.  Nase-Poust  stated  a land  analysis  was done  for  available  land  in the Township  that  would

support  a B7  use and  there  are two  potential  parcels  in  the CR-1  Zoning  District;  one being  owned
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by  the Township  and  the  other  one  does  not  have  public  water  or sewer  within  the  roads  that  fronts

the parcel.

*  Mr.  Apple  -  stated  the project  that  is proposed  is on seven  different  parcels  of  land: Ms.

Nase-Poust  stated  it is difficult  to go through  the entire  Township  Zoning  Map  and they

did  their  best  looking  at larger  parcels  that  looked  like  it  potentially  could  be permitted.

*  Mr.  Rush  -  stated  the  text  amendment  is not  tied  to the  proposed  drawing.  Ms.  Nase-Poust

discussed  the Ordinance  Amendment  Zoning  Map  and other  parcels  that  would  need  to

gain  access  to Route  309 in order  for  the ordinance  amendment  to be applicable  to them.

Ms.  Nase-Poust  stated  the Comprehensive  Plan  states there  are three  arterial  streets  in Hilltown:

Bethlehem  Pike,  Route  313,  and  Route  113.

Mr.  Fulmer  stated  Hilltown  Pike  is classified  by the Township  Code  as a major  collector,  so it  is

one level  below  an arterial  roadway.  There  is only  one road  a level  above  an arterial  which  is an

expressway,  and  that  would  be the 309  Bypass  which  has limited  access  and  no roads  or driveways

can  be put  in  that  section  of  the  road.

Ms.  Nase-Poust  stated  there  are other  parcels  that could  be developed  under  this  ordinance

amendment  if  they  secured  access  rights.  Ms.  Nase-Poust  clarified  it does  not  require  20 acres  in

PC-1.

*  Mr.Nogami-Underthedefinition,itlooksliketherecanbesomeRRpropertiescombined

on Route  313 if  there  is no minimum  on PC-1:  Ms.  Nase-Poust  clarified  that  area is PC-2.

Ms.  Nase-Poust  answered  a list  of  prepared  questions  from  Mr.  Rush  and  Mr.  Apple:

1.  Explain  desire  for  3 bedrooms  versus  2-bedroom  housing  and how  this  relates  to existing

number  of  bedrooms  allowed  for  AQRC  district  at Hilltown  Reserves.  AQRC  does not

have  a limitation  on number  of  bedrooms.  Under  the B9,  AQ  does not  have  a limitation

on bedrooms.  It was  noted  there  are one,  two,  and  three  bedrooms  at Regency.

2. Review  the  proposed  35'  height  limit  allows  quad  housing  types  similar  to Lennar  homes

being  built  in  Phoenixville  and  how  this  relates  to existing  requirement  for  AQRC  district.

The houses  in Phoenixville  are not Age Restricted  but are three  story  market  rate

townhouses.  The  homes  that  are being  proposed  here  will  be primarily  one or two  story

and will  meet  the height  limit.

3. Review  that  both  roads  proposed  for  access  onto  Route  309 would  be installed  now  and

how  this  will  affect  the existing  parking  on the commercial  uses.  That  is a coordination

between  the development  and the re-development  of  the commercial  pieces  along  Route

309.  There  is a re-development  of  the commercial  pieces,  it is  not tied to their

development,  and they  are not  involved  with  that  development.  They  are working  with

them in terms  with  providing  access but that would  be coordinated  with  the  land

development  process  which  is much  farther  down  the  road.

4. Review  sidewalks  on  both  sides  of  both  roads  leading  out  to Route  309  to allow  pedestrian

access to existing  businesses.  They  would  be proposing  sidewalks  on one side on both

roads.

5. Review  adding  emergency  access onto  Swartley  Road  at the far  end of  the property,  as

recommended  by Hilltown  traffic  consultant.  Already  reviewed.
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6.  Review  where  else this  new  text  amendment  would  allow  this  use to occur  if  another

applicant  gathered  multiple  properties,  like  this  application.  Already  reviewed.

7.  Review  why  the  requirement  that  it must  include  20 acres  of  PC-1  and  how  it seems  very

specific  to this  application.  Already  reviewed.

8. Review  needs  to change  maximum  impervious  surface  from  35%  to 40%  and  how  this

relates  to existing  requirement  for  AQRC  district.  The  35%  applies  to the  B9  use and  the

AQ  district.  Currently  PC-1  allows  70%  so if  they  were  going  to develop  the  B7  in  the  PC,

it  would  be 70%,  so they  are  reducing  it down  to the  40%.

9.  Review  information  that  by-right  for  existing  AQ  use on PC-I  portion  and  Performance

subdivision  on RR  would  be around  125 units  versus  174  units  (approx.  40%  increase).

AQ  is not  permitted  on the PC-l  but  B7  is.  The  density  is based  on what  would  be

permitted  in  PC-1  and  what  would  be permitted  on  RR. The  PC-1  district  is 24  acres,  with

the  maximum  density  at 5 units  per  acre,  the  number  of  units  is approximately  73. There

is 50  acres  on  the  balance  of  site,  at 3.5 units  per  acre,  comes  out  to 105  units.  Total  would

be 178  and  they  are proposing  174.  Mr.  Rush  stated  if  nothing  is done  with  the text

amendment,  the  PC-I  could  be developed  with  73 units  with  age  qualified  and a

performance  subdivision  in  the  existing  RR  with  36 single  family  market  rate  housing  for

a total  of  109  units.

10. Review  elimination  of  on street  parking,  as required  by current  SALDO,  and  how  this

would  affect  design  and review  proposed  street  width.  The  Bucks  County  Plaru'iing

Commission  review  letter  states  angled  or perpendicular  parking  shall  not  be permitted

along  public  streets  but  the  proposed  development  streets  will  be private.  On  street  parking

will  be permitted,  sidewalks,  they  will  go with  more  with  two  car  wide  driveways,  which

will  bring  their  impervious  coverage  closer  to or  just  over  the  35 threshold.  Mr.  Fulmer

stated  the  ordinance  does  not  distinguish  between  public  and  private  streets  when  it  comes

to designing  streets;  it  just  says  streets.  Ms.  Nase-Poust  stated  the  text  amendment  states:

Streets  shall  have  a minimum  cartway  width  of  26 feet  and  be designed  to accommodate

emergency  vehicles.

*  Mr.Nogami-Whatwasthethoughtprocessforthethreebedrooms:Ms.Nase-Pouststated

there  is a master,  a room  for  an office/study,  and a guest  room.  Based  on other  age

restricted  communities,  as individuals  get  older,  they  may  sleep  in  separate  rooms,  and  still

have  one  additional  room  for  a guest  room.  The  ordinance  does  limit  occupancy  and  it  will

be deed  restricted.

b)  Hilltown  Friends  Presentation  (Venue  at Hilltown)  -  Dale  Ott:  Dale  Ott,  246  Mill

Road,  thanked  the  community  members  who  came  out  to show  their  opposition  to the  proposal

and zoning  amendment  rewrite.  Mr.  Ott  also  thanked  the Planning  Board  and  the Township

Engineer  for  allowing  them  to present  and  hearthe  communities  voice.  (Mr.  Ott  read  from  a written

statement  that  was  provided,  which  has been  labeled  "Exhibit  A",  and  will  be attached  to the

minutes).

Additional  comments/exhibits:

finds  it difficult  toOpen  Space  calculations  are aggressively  inaccurate:  Mr.  Ott  commented  he

believe  why  the  applicant  caru'iot  conform  to the  B7  requirements.
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Housing  Density  is overly  aggressive:  (Plan  BR-1  has been  labeled  "Exhibit  B"  and attached  to

the  minutes),  (Plan  Zoning  Usage  has been  labeled  "Exhibit  C"  and attached  to the  minutes),  (Plan

ZC-I  has been  labeled  "Exhibit  D"  and  attached  to the minutes).

Local  amenities  for  residents:  (Plan  DW-1  has been labeled  "Exhibit  E" and attached  to the

minutes).

The  information  from  the applicant's  Market  Analysis  Report  was taken  from  Hatfield  and not

Hilltown.

Faye Riccitelli,  515 Hilltown  Pike,  read from  a written  statement  that  was not  provided  and

discussed  the following:  The  Zonda  Report,  a graph  dated  January  2022  to May  2022  of  Senior

Community  Age  Requirement  55+  community  listings,  ("Exhibit  F"  and  attached  to the minutes),

(Local  Age  Restrictive  Communities  labeled  "Exhibit  G"  and attached  to the minutes),  Current

New  Construction  Inventory  chart  including  Regency  at Waterside,  an updated  MLS  Date  Page

report,  pricing  of  the current  and proposed  developments,  the unfair  burden  of  the impact  of  a

zoning  change  on  an existing  2.5 building  lot  for  sale  on Swartley  Road  as it  reduces  the  fair  market

value,  and  the  new  construction  brochures  touting  the  beauty  of  a Bucks  County  location  depicting

photos  of  horses  grazing  in  green  pastures  or deer  grazing  in  a field.

June Brauer,  304 Swartley  Road,  read  from  a written  statement  labeled  "Exhibit  H"  and attached

to the minutes.  Ms.  Brauer  stated  there  is a petition  with  well  over  1,000  residents  of  Hilltown  do

not  want  this  type  of  development  on Swartley  Road  and 170  people  with  signs  on their  lawns

showing  their  objection.

Andrea  Hunsberger,  209  Mill  Road,  read  from  a written  statement  labeled  "Exhibit  I"  and attached

to the minutes.

Dale  Ott  continued  reading  from  his  written  statement  (bottom  of  page  8 and  page  9).

Ms.  Nase-Poust  clarified  a few  statements  that  are inaccurate,  particularly  as it relates  to the "by-

right  plan"  that  the  Friends  of  Hilltown  have  prepared.

1.  Mr.  Ott  continues  to indicate  that  additional  property  zoned  PC has been  acquired  since  the

initial  proposal.  But  no additional  PC-1  Zoned  land  has been  purchased;  it  remains  to be the same

parcels  that  have  continued  to be proposed.  The  biggest  concern  with  the  proposed  by-right  plan

that  they  show  is not  accurate.  It proposes  that  the entire  property  zoned  PC-1  be developed  by-

right.  Ms.  Nase-Poust  continued  to discuss  the plan  stating  her client  only  has control  over  a

portion  of  the plan  and  the other  portion  is not  proposed  to be developed  nor  does  the client  have

any interest  in  that  property.  The  diagram  does not  accurately  reflect  what  her  client  would  be

otherwise  permitted  to do by-right.  Additionally,  the area is wooded,  and,  on her  client's  plan,

they  have  that  area  to be preserved  as woodlands.  The  opposition  has continued  to raise  concerns

with  the density  that  is being  proposed  of  174,  yet  they  would  prefer  to see their  by-right  plan,  if

it could  be developed,  with  171 units  and  the  36/38  singles,  it  would  be over  200  units  with  access

onto  Swartley  Road.
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2. Regarding  the  Bucks  County  Planning  Commission  review  letter  dated  June  1, 2022,  the  letter

states:  On  its surface,  the  proposal  is inconsistent  with  the  Comprehensive  Plan.  . . however,  we

further  note  that  the township  comprehensive  plan  references  RR  Rural  Residential  parcels

adjacent  to PC-1  zoning  district  in stating  that  "there  may  be an opportunity  for  redevelopment

involving  multiple  parcels  bordering  Route  309/County  Line  Road  and  along  the  northern  side  of

Swartley  Road."  Because  this  proposed  amendment  is clear  in its aim  to affect  only  Rural

Residential  zoned  parcels  adjacent  to the PC-1,  including  those  referenced  in the Township's

Comprehensive  Plan,  we  find  it  to be generally  consistent  with  the Township's  Comprehensive

Plan.  Ms.  Nase-Poust  wanted  to  clarify  on the record,  that  the Bucks  County  Planning

Cornrnission's  recornrnendation  is that  it  is, in  fact,  consistent  with  the  Comprehensive  Plan.

Dale  Ott  stated  the  applicant  is proposing  their  proposal  to only  occur  in  the  PC-1  property.  The

landowner  that  is wishing  to develop  wants  to segregate,  the  individuals  that  is going  to come  to

the Board  and  have  a plan,  they  are stating  that  it is being  developed  by  others.  However,  the

applicant  has been  before  the  Plaru'iing  Board  and  has stated  themselves  that  they  have  acquired

the  property  at Helm  Fence,  and  he can  produce  the  meeting  minutes.

Ms.  Nase-Poust  stated  she represents  the  applicant.  The  applicant  is not  the  landowner;  she does

not  represent  the  landowner.  She  is not  familiar  with  any  statement  that  indicated  the  Helm  parcel

has been  acquired.  It  has been  acquired  by  a 'different  entity  that  she is not  involved  in.  Lennar

has been  in  cornrnunication  with  the  new  owner  of  the  Helm  Property,  specifically  to address  an

access  easement  to Route  309  which  will  be necessary  along  Sterling  Drive.  The  applicant  who

has brought  this  petition,  does  not  own  the  Helm  property,  has not  acquired  additional  PC-1,  and

does  not  have  rights  to  that  portion.

Planning  Commission  Questions:

Mr.  Henofer  -  What  is Dale's  expertise  on  the  parking,  commercial  development  parcel,  increased

cut  through,  open  space  calculations,  etc. and  does  he have  anything  professionally?  Dale  Ott  -

he works  for  an architectural  engineering  firm  and,  several  residents  and  himself,  went  through

with  a fine-tooth  comb.  The  plan  has  no notes  on  what  Open  Space  is considered,  no  calculations,

and  does  not  conform  to the  B7  requirements.  Ms.  Nase  Poust  -  The  Open  Space  calculations

satisfies,  what  they  believe,  the  Ordinance  Amendment.  Open  Space  calculations,  impervious,

stormwater,  etc.  will  need  to comply  as they  go through  land  development.

Mr.  Rush  -  They  are  dealing  with  a text  amendment.  The  drawing  is a visual  sketch  representation

of  where  they  are at. Mr.  Ott  -  they  go hand  in  hand.

Mr.  Henofer  -  One  of  the  things  he is struggling  with  is where  is the  proof  that  it  is going  to be

bad  for  the  community,  ex. The  fire  company.  Mr.  Ott  -  they  are showing  the  inconsistencies.

Mr.  Apple  -  He  has  been  doing  this  for  44  years  and  nothing  has come  before  them  that  has had

more  thought  put  into  it. It  happened  with  Home  Depot,  Wawa,  etc.  He  would  love  to see this

community  stay  as residential,  but  property  owners  have  the right  to develop  their  land.  The

Planning  Commission  has to look  at that  right  given  to the property  owners  and come  to a

reasonable  conclusion  that  works.  Planning  is very  important  and  there  is not  a lot  of  age  restricted

housing  left  in  Hilltown.  The  information  frcm  the Hilltown  Friends  was  too  over  the  edge  and
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too  much  about  it is not  true. Mr.  Ott  -  Every  individual  in  the Township  has a right  to develop

their  property  by-right.  This  developer  is overreaching  and  he discussed  the applicant's  plan.  Mr.

Apple  -  The  key  is Age  Restricted  and  that  makes  a huge  difference  in generated  traffic.  Mr.  Ott

-  The  applicant  is proposing  151 houses  in  RR  that  normally  would  hold  36 which  is 4.7 times  the

amount  of  houses  allowed.  There  is only  1/3 of  the  property  that  actually  occurs  in  the PC-I.

Mr.  Nogami  -  Stated  it was  determined  that  if  the applicant  does  by-right,  they  have  the option  to

develop  the PC-1  in  the  B7  with  73 units,  and  the  36 units  in  the  RR,  so they  would  have  the ability

to install  109  units  without  any  restrictions  to the  road,  and asked  it that  was  preferrable.  Mr.  Ott

said  it was  preferrable  even  though  the traffic  would  go to Swartley  Road  for  the 36 homes  and

the remaining  traffic  would  go to Route  309.  The  original  proposal,  by-right,  had daycares  and

they  proposed  the worst-case  scenario  for  the PC-1  business  unit  that  could  go in  there. They  do

have  the ability  by-right  to create  what  is being  proposed.

Mr.  Nogami  -  In defense  of  Mr.  Christ,  this  is a voluntary  Planning  Commission.  Mr.  Christ  is

top  notch  as far  as he is concerned.  As  originally  stated,  they  are making  a determination  on the

Zoning  Amendment.  They  are not  approving  the  plan.  They  would  be making  a recommendation

to the  Board  of  Supervisors  who  will  be making  the final  decision.  The  Plaru'iing  Commission  is

just  an advisory  committee.

Mr.  Christ  -  To his  recollection,  when  the text  amendment  originally  came  before  the Planning

Commission,  he made  the motion  to recommend  the text  amendment  as submitted.  No one

seconded  the motion.  Mr.  Nogami  made  a motion  to recommend  a lower  density  (approximately

125)  which  was seconded,  voted  on, and that  motion  passed.  It then  went  to the Board  of

Supervisors,  who  made  at least  two  if  not  three  motions,  none  of  which  were  seconded  so there

was  never  a vote. Mr.  Torrice  clarified  there  was  only  one motion  that  was  not  seconded.

Mr.  Rush  -  This  presentation  with  the  Age  Qualified  Community  has merits  to it. If  it were  a one

for  one thing  where  it  was  the same  by-right  for  regular  housing  versus  an age qualified,  to him,

that  would  be a no brainer.  Everybody  would  agree,  if  it were  the same  number  of  units,  and  had

a chance  of  having  less children  then  having  more,  everybody  wins.  It  would  be more  of  a benefit

to the Township  with  the lessor  number  of  children.  The  Bucks  County  Planning  Commission  has

been  well  known  for  their  position  that  they  support  this  kind  of  stuff  where  it can  be as much  as

five  times  as many.  He believes  the  number  is around  110  or 109  and  the  applicant  is at 174. To

him,  it is all about  a density  number.  An  applicant  will  always  come  in  and  stretch  as far  as they

can.

Motion  was made  by Mr.  Rush  to recommend  the text  amendment  with  closer  to 150  units,  with

adding  the adjustment  for  the maximum  density.  Mr.  Nogami  seconded  the motion  adding  the

arterial  road  be named  "major  arterial"  and  adding  a cap in  the three-bedroom  units  to a maximum

of  20%  and the rest  of  the  units  be two  bedrooms.

Mr.  Fulmer  stated,  currently,  in the Code  of  Ordinances,  the SALDO  has the following  street

classification  criteria:  Expressway,  which  is just  the Route  309 Bypass;  Arterial  Roads  which  are

Bethlehem  Pike,  Route  313 and  Route  113;  and  Hilltown  Pike  is a Major  Collector.  The  definition

of  "Arterial  Road"  for  Bethlehem  Pike  will  suffice.
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Discussion  ensued  regarding  the  number  of  three-bedroom  units.

Amended  motion  was  made  by  Mr.  Rush  and  seconded  by  Mr.  Nogami,  to recommend  the  cap  in

the  three-bedroom  units  to a maximum  of 33%  and  the  classification  of  Route  309  to remain  at

arterial  road.

Mr.  Henofer  - stated  he struggles  with  the  density.  He  really  likes  what  the  applicant  has done  by

coming  out  to Route  309  and  not  going  out  to Swartley  Road.

Motion  was  made  by  Mr.  Henofer  to  reduce  the  density  and  recommend  110-125  units.  The  motion

did  not  pass  due  to the  lack  of  a second.

Public  Cornrnent:

Chuck  Kulesza,  2112  Diamond  Street,  stated  he challenges  the Public  Comment  time,  and

cornrnented  on  the  Bucks  Plaru'iing  Commission  review  letter  dated  6/1/2022,  and  fix  the  bridge.

Ed  Krylow,  1235  Mill  Road,  cornrnented  to keep  farm  country  and  horse  county.

Marilyn  Eitreim,  404  Hilltown  Pike,  commented  about  the  effect  on  traffic  on  Hilltown  Pike,  and

the  proposed  development  is in  a residential  area.

Harry  Brauer,  219  Longview  Road,  commented  aborit  water,  sewer,  storm  drains,  run  off,  and

taxes.

Carl  Wagner,  601 Hilltown  Pike,  commented  the Planning  Commission  is elected,  and they

represent  the  residents  as the  taxpayers,  and  do their  job  with  fairness  and  right.

David  Housel,  15 Loni  Court,  commented  about  density,  impervious  surface,  parking,  and  roads.

Charles  Brauer,  304  Swartley  Road,  commented  about  the  design,  number  of  houses,  it  is less  than

desired,  and  the  Planning  Commission  should  make  a motion  to deny.

Azlyn  Beck,  514  Keystone  Drive,  commented  to keep  the  integrity  of  Hilltown  with  the  way  that

it looks:  rural  setting,  farms,  and  agricultural.

Michele  Tyson,  340  Mill  Road,  commented  this  developer  and  landowner  was  trying  to obtain  her

parents  old  farm  and  expand  this  development  further,  do not  re-write  the  ordinance,  the  damage

it  is going  to do to the  wildlife,  and  it  sets a horrible  precedent.

Sarah  Casanova,  218  Mill  Road,  commented  she is against  re-writing  ordinances  that  projects  the

land,  the  increased  traffic,  and  light  pollution.

The  amended  motion  carried  4-1 with  Mr.  Henofer  having  the  opposing  vote.

3. PLANNING:  None.

4. ORDINANCES/RESOLUTIONS:  None.

5. OLD  BUSINESS:  None.

6. NEW  BUSINESS:  None.
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7. PLANS  TO ACCEPT  FOR  REVIEW  ONLY:  None.

8. PUBLIC  COMMENT:  Chuck  Kuleza,  2112 Diamond  Street, commented  there is an

opportunity  to repair  the bridge  on Swartley  Road  and maybe  a developer  can  help  to get that  done.

Charles  Brauer  questioned  the advertisement  of  the July  6, 2022,  hearing  and stated  it was not  on

the website  calendar.  Mr.  Wuerstle  stated  the entire  ordinance  was advertised  aaa posted  ftor the

June 7, 2022,  hearing.  At  that  hearing,  it  was continued  to July  6, 2022,  and there  is no requirement
that  it be advertised  again.

Dale  Ott,  commented  on the reduced  traffic  on the bridge.

Mary  Tyson,  342 Mill  Road,  questioned  the water  supply  and sewage  treatment  plant  for  the units.

Mr.  Fulmer  stated North  Penn Water  Authority  will  provide  public  water  service  and Hatfield

Township  Municipal  Authority  will  supply  the sewage  service.

9. PLANNING  COMMISSION  COMMENTS:  Mr.  Christ  stated he takes offense  to the

suggestion  to abstain.  He continued  to state he volunteered  for  the position  ten  years  ago. He was

appointed,  along  with  Mr.  Nogami,  by the Board  of  Supervisors.  Three  years  ago he decided  to

run for  Supervisor  in the Primary,  as a Republican,  and submitted  his petition  to Bucks  County.

Mr.  Rosenthal,  along  with  his wife,  was gracious  enough  to sign  the petition.  His campaign,  as

stated  on his financial  statement,  was fully  paid  for  by himself.  He spent  about  $1,300.00  on his

campaign  and did  not  except  a dollar  from  anybody  outside.  Caleb  Torrice  received  two-thirds  of

the vote  and he was gracious  for  the 25%  of  the vote  he received.

Barbara  Geitz  stated  she was involved  in the campaign  and asked Mr.  Christ  if  Mr.  Rosenthal

pushed  for him at the campaign  and put signage  out at the polls.  Mr. Christ  stated that Mr.

Rosenthal  did,  that  was not  illegal  to do, and why  was there  an accusation  that  he should  recuse

himself  because  what  took  place  at a campaign  three  years  ago was perfectly  legal. Barbara  Geitz
stated  the comment  was  from  Dale  Ott.

Dale  Off, stated the petition  showed  that  Mr.  Rosenthal  solicited  signatures  for  Mr.  Cmist  and

therefore,  supported  his effort.  He continued  to state there  is nothing  illegal  about  it. The point

that  was made was that  there is a relationship  between  Mr.  Christ  and Mr.  Rosenthal.  Mr.  Apple

stated  this is a small  community  and there  is a lot of  interlinks  everywhere.

Caleb  Torrice,  1104  Upper  Stump  Road,  stated  he ran against  Dave  Christ  three  years  ago. At  the

time  they  had a difference  of  opinion  on certain  items. Since  that  point,  he has worked  with  Dave

Christ  for  three  years  and he is a stand-up  guy. There  is no nonsense  going  on with  the Supervisors.

The whole  issue of  conflict  of  interest  needs to be put  to bed. He is a stand-up  guy,  has done a

great  job  with  the Planning  Board,  and appreciates  his service.  Mr.  Christ  thanked  Mr.  Torrice.

10. PRESS  CONFERENCE:  None.

11.  ADJOURNMENT:  Upon  tuition  by Mr.  Henofer,  seconded  by Mr.  Nogami,  and Carried

unanimously,  the June 20, 2022, Hilltown  Township  Plaru"iing  Commission  meeting  was

adjourned  at 10:42  PM.
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Respee4ti?,ly s'abmitted,

Lo  ine  E. Lcsiie

Toviri.qhip  Viariager/Treasurer

(*NOTE:  Tliese  minutes  were  transcribed  frot'n notes and recordings  and should  not  be considered  official

until  approved  by the Planning  Commission  at a public  meeting).
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