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The plan was unanimously recommended for preliminary approval conditional upon
completion of all outstanding items as containcd within the April 27, 2004 enginecring
review with the following noted:

- Undcr Ttem #2, the engineering review notes that the plan as submitted
does not comply with the 9% impervious surface requirement under the
current calculations. In the event the Township docs not adopt Lhe
proposed Zoning Ordinancc amendment relative to calculation of
impervious surface, the plan must be revised to comply with the 9%
coverage limitation, or Zoning Hearing Board approval must be
received.

- Doublc frontage lots are proposed which requirc a waiver of Section
504.2.1 of the Subdivision Ordinance. A waiver has been requested
by the applicant and unanimously recommended for approval by the
Planning Commission as noted in Item #3.A of the engincering
review.,

- Street improvements, including cartway reconstruction/overlay, drainage
improvements, cartway widening, curb, and sidewalk along Schwenkmill
Road are requested to be waived, as noted in [tem #3.B of the engineering
review. By a 4:3 votc, the Planning Commission recomincnded denial of
the waivers for street improvements on Schwenkmill Road, which would
require the plan to be revised to include cartway widening, drainage, curb,
and sidewalk along the site frontage.

As currently proposed, the plan includes shoulder/roadsidc swalc and drainage
improvements.  Subsequent to the Planning Commission meeting, Mr. Wynn was
contacted by W.B. Homes who indicated that they would revise the plan if desired by Lhe
Supervisors, howevcr the applicant noted that Schwenkmill Road sidewalk and frontage
improvements would terminate at their property adjacent to the prescrved lands of
Roscnberger. W.B. Homes also indicatcd they would be willing to offer a fee in-lieu-of
the Schwenkmill Road improvements. Additionally, the applicant may request that the
cntire Schwenkmill Road improvements issue be tabled until final plan review, which
would give both W.B. Homes and the Township an opportunity to review a fee in-licu-of
amount,

In view of the Planning Commission’s request to retain the rural fecl of Schwenkmill
Road, Mr. Canovan advised that the applicant has proposed a 75 ft. widc landscapc buffer
area, with a bermed landscaped area along Schwenkmill and Blue School Roads to shield
the development from Schwenkmill Road. Tbe applicant fecls that adding curbing,
sidewalk, and road widening would certainly defeat the rural {eel of the arca. In
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Miracle #15-35-74 10 acres
Hermann #15-35-11-1 11 acres
Romeo #15-28-160 8.4 acres
Haring #15-17-9 67 acres
Gross (New Britain Twp.)  #26-4-2 24 acres
Kolmus (New Britain Twp.) #26-4-1 12 acres

Supervisor Manfredi asked if the Supervisors of New Britain have been notified of the
interest of two of their residents in being included in Hilltown’s Agricultural Security
District. Mr. Lippincott advised that they have not. Discussion took place.

Motion was made by Supervisor Manfredi, and seconded by Vice-Chairperson Egly, to
grant conditional approval to the above noted additions to the Hilllown Township
Agricultural Security Arca, pending notification and approval from the New Britain
Township Board of Supervisors for inclusion of the two parcels from their municipality.

Public Comment: None.

There being no public comment, motion passed unanimously.

Pennsylvania Uniform Construction Code Public Hearing —

Solicitor Grabowski advised that Hilltown Township had adopted its own construction
code sevceral years ago through B.O.C.A, At that time, each municipality had the right to
make certain revisions or additions. Over the course of time, however, that has become a
quagmire to those in the construction industry because of the wide variety of construction
codes being required in various municipalities. The State Legislature then passed a law
dictating that a Statewide Uniform Construction Code should be adopted. The
Department of Labor and Industry was designated to draft that Code, which is before the
Board for consideration this evening. Any municipality has the right to opt in or opt out
of the Stalewide Construction Code. If a municipality opts in, they themselves will
enforce the Code, and 1l a municipality opts out, the Department of Labor and Industry
will enforce the Code.

The Ordinance before the Board this evening was advertised in the Doylestown
Intclligencer, and has been on file at the Township office and the Bucks County Law
Library for review. The proposed Ordinance provides for the general health, safety, and
welfare of the citizens of Hilltown Township, to conform to the requiremenis of the
Pemmsylvania Construction Code Act and the regulations that have been enacted by the
Department of Labor and Industry. The Ordinance states that “Hilltown Township
hereby elects to administer and enforce the provisions of the Pennsylvania Construction
Code.” Further, it states that the administration enforcement of the Code within Hilltown
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Supervisors, which have become difficult to track over the years. Thercfore, the proposed
Codification Ordinance, drafted by General Code Publishers, incorporates all of the
adopted Ordinances, and cross references them for ease of review when there are similar
laws that have been adopted over the years. Solicitor Grabowski noted that there are no
changes to any of the adopted Ordinanccs; the Codification process is simply the
consolidation of all Ordinances. If adopted, the Codification Ordinance would be posted
on the Township’s website and updated as nceded in a timcely fashion.

This proposed Ordinance has been properly advertised in the Doylestown Daily
Intelligencer on two occasions, legal notices were posted in sevcral conspicuous locations
throughout the Township, information was placed on the Township’s website, and copies
have been available for inspection at both the Bucks County Law Library, and the
municipal office.

Public Comment:

L. Mr. Jack Mcllhinney of Broad Strect questioned the following:

- Section 1.6.D — Mr, Mcllhinney asked if the fees listed in this section have
been scheduled, removed or changed.

Solicitor Grahowski adviscd that fees are adopted yearly by Resolution and those fees
have not becen changed.

- Section 8, Penalties — Mr. McIlhinney asked i( those existing penalties of
S600.00 per day or $1,000.00 per day are still in effect,

Solicitor Grabowskl advised that those Zoning and Subdivision civil and criminal
enforcement penaltics are correct and still in effect.

- Scction 1.7 - Mr. Mcllhinney commented that it states “The Codc could be
more stringent than statute” and asked how the Township’s Code could be
more stringent than the State law requires.

Solicitor Grabowski does not believe that is the intent of the Ordinance.

- Schedule A, Section 98-2 — It appears to Mr. Mcllhinney that there is a
new fce being proposed for a moving permit.

Mr. Lippincott replied that the Fee Schedule Resolution, which is adopted yearly at the
Supervisor’s Reorganization Meeting, requires no fce for a Move-in/Move-out Permit.
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of “proposed remaining lands” be dedicated to the Township as an easement at this time.
There was no further public comment.

5. Oskanian Tract Subdivision —The 34-lot subdivision on 64 acrcs located in
the RR Zoning District, with frontage on Hilltown Pike and Rt. 152 was unanimously
recommended for preliminary plan approval by the Planning Commission, subject to
complction of all outstanding items as contained within the May 7, 2004 engineering
review. The site is proposed to be served by public water and on-lot sewage facilities.
The plan also includes street improvements along Hilltown Pike, with internal strects at
28 ft. wide with curb and sidewalk. Waivers requested by the applicant and as contained
in a memo dated April 26, 2004, and atlached to the engincering review were addressed
as follows:

- Waiver of Section 304.].4. was approved by a 6:1 vote provided a fence is
installed around the detention basins using concrete fence posts.

- A waiver of Section 505.16 relative to cartway overlay on the State
highway was unanimously recommended for approval.

- Ttem #6 of the engineering review identifies that Lot #24 is a double
frontage lot in violation of Section 504.2.B and I of the Subdivision
Ordinance. The Planning Commission will reconsider this lot in the final
plan stage, in the event the applicant submits a written waiver request.
Since no written waiver request was submitted with the preliminary
plan relative to this issue, the Planning Commission’s recommendation
for preliminary plan approval includes a requirement that the plan be
revised to remove the double frontage lot.

Mr. Wynn is aware that a written waiver request for the above noted issue was faxed to
the Township office today or last Friday, however the Planning Commission has not had
the opportunity to review that, and further, it was not submitted in accordance with
Ordinance requirements.

Mr. John Van Luvanee, the applicant’s legal counsel, along with Mr. Dave Anderson and
Mr. Don Ritchie of Toll Brothers, the applicants, and Mr. Jim Takacs and Mr. Jeff
Madden, the applicant’s engineer, were in attendance to present the plan.

With regard to the double frontage lot, Mr. Van Luvanee believes this configuration
actually falls within the Janguage of the Subdivision Ordinance, and thereforc may not
even require a waiver. The SALDO contains an exemption that suggests that douhle
frontage lots are not to be encouraged or permitted, except where they are neccssary by
reason of the layout of the subdivision, which Mr. Van Luvanee feels is the case in this
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Supervisor Manfredi was told that the County proposed to have the new imagining
system up and running at the beginning of June. He directed Mr. Lippincott to contact the
Recorder of Deeds office to determine if that in fact did occur, and to ask if they have
been forwarding new deed recordings to Mrs. Kachline in a timely manner as previously
indicated. Mrs. Kachline advised that there is a meeting at the School District this
evening where the budget could be passed, and then within a week to 10 days, she would
be required to forward bills to homeowners. Reccntly, Mrs. Kachline bricfly reviewed
information on some of thc developments today and determined that there is in excess of
100 individuals who havc moved into their homes that she is not aware of. A lengthy
discussion took place.

Mrs, Kachline was unable to attend the last Planning Commission meeting when one of
the largest developments to hit this Township was discussed at length. One issue Mr.,
Brooke Rush mentioned at that mceting was that 20% of residents of age-restricted
communities arc nol required to be over the age of 55, which means therc would be
additional children enrolled in the schools. However, one of the arguments the
devclopers of over-55 communities have used in the past is that there would be no impact
on the school district. Supervisor Manfredi attcnded that Planning Commission mecting,
where someone did raise a question about the 20% Fair Housing Act provision. Legal
counsel for the applicant, Mr. Tom Heckler, stated that while it is true that they must
provide for that, therc is nothing that says children must be permitied. Solicitor
Grabowski advised that at this point, no re-zoning petition has bcen filed with the
Township, however the developer has indicated that they intend to do so, at which time
the Township will hold Public Hearings. Currently, the Township does not know exactly
what the devcloper will he proposing until a petition has becn received. Discussion ook
place.

With regard to the Reserve at Hilltown/Hilltown Ridge, Mrs. Kachline understands that
blasting must he 250 ft. from any adjacent homeowners. Mr. Wynn disagreed, though he
does not know the cxact distance, he believes the requirement is approximatcly 100 (t.
from any dwelling, which is a State requirement, not a Township requirement. Mrs.
Kachline has concerns about the blasting and its affect on her dwelling and the water
supply. Mr. Wynn informed Mrs. Kachline that this is very shallow surface blasting for
public utilities, which is much different from quarry blasting, for instance. Mrs. Kachline
asked if this blasting would affect her very shallow well and asked what she can do to
protect her home. Solicitor Grabowski suggested that Mrs. Kachline notify the developer
and ask thcm to include her property in the monitoring of the blasting.  Mr. Lippincott
previously provided Mrs. Kachline with a phone number given by a representative of the
Cutler Group, which she stated is 610-584-6020.

4, Mrs. Jean Bolger of Rt. 152 thanked the Board for asking for public
comment while discussing the issues of various subdivisions prior to a vote being taken.









