
HILLTOWN TOWNSHIP 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS MEETING 

AUGUST 13> 1990 

The meeting was called to order by Chairman William J. Bennett 
at 7:35PM. and opened with the Pledge of Allegiance. 

Also present were: Kenneth Bennington, Vice-Chairman 
Betty Kelly, Supervisor 

Lee Buchanan-Gregory, Acting Township Manager 
Frank Grabowski, Solicitor 
C. Robert Wynn, Township Engineer 
Police Chief George Egly 
Barbara A. Grove, Township Secretary 

1. SUPERVISORS I MEErrING MINUTES OF JULY 23, 1990: 

A motion was made by Supervisor Kelly, seconded by Chairman Bennett 
and carried unanimously to approve the minutes of July 23, 1990 
as written. Supervisor Bennington abstained from the vote due 
to the fact he was on vacation and not present for the July 23, 
1990 meeting. 

Supervisor Bennington directed questions to Solicitor Grabowksi 
concerning the Miley Subdivision (Habitations). Final approval 
was granted with ten (10) houses having a previous water study 
conducted by Habitations and an escrow account established in the 
amount of $30,000, as agreed to by Mr. Miley at the July 23, 1990 
meeting. Further, during the meeting of July 23, and in the absence 
of JVlr. Miley, one (1) additional name was placed on the list (Mr. 
Walter Helhowski). Supervisor Bennington questioned if this could 
legally be done in Mr. Miley's absence. Solicitor Grabowski stated 
this action was incorporated into the action letter of July 27, 
1990 issued by the Township to Mr. Miley and there has been no 
objection to date of this addition. 

Chairman Bennett stated this was recognized at the time of the 
meeting on July 23, 1990, and he therefore requested the Township 
Solicitor contact Mr. Miley for his approval of the addition to 
the list of names to be covered in the event of water problems. 

2. APPROVAL OF CURRENT BILLS: 

Supervisor Bennington questioned the bill for Code Inspections 
in the amount of $3,000.00. Lee Buchanan-Gregory stated Code 
Inspection's bill is a three-part bill, from the preliminary plan 
to an inspection and through the final inspection, and therefore, 
the bill is a combination of different inspections. 
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Chairman Bennett commented on the phone bi ll i n the amount of 
$144 4. 00 and asked if thi s could be considered a normal bill . 
Lee Buchanan- Gregory stated tracking is being done on the individual 
ex tens ions, monthly long d i stan ce a nd l ocal char ges , a long with 
the taxes t he Townshi p pays and this is normal. This shows a 
decrease d ue to the el i minat i on of f i ve ( 5) lines s i nce the l ast 
meet ing . The phone s ys tem i s cons tant ly under review. 

Chairman Bennett s t ated i n the Execut i ve Sess i on conducted t hi s 
evening , he did request that t he bills for BAHPCO be h e ld on 
ma intenance agreement s f or $1420 . 00 and $1350 . 00 , which represent 
bills f or t he keypad system and the video sys tem f or t wo polic e 
cells . 

A motion was mad e by Supervisor 
Benn ington, and carried unan i mousl y 
BAHPCO f or $1420 .00 and $1350 .00. 

Kelly , s econded by 
to pay all b i lls , 

Supervisor 
other than 

TREASURER' S REPORT : 

Lee Buchanan- Gregory gave the Treasurer ' s Report as follows : 

Genera l Fund Checking 
Payroll Checking Ac count 
Debt Service Invest. 
Stat e Highway Aid Che cking 
Police Pens i on Invest . 
Non- Uniform Inves t . 
Escrow F und Checking 

Beginning Balance 

$255 , 322 . 68 
12. 13 

5,561. 73 
128 , 488 . 52 

20, 991.11 
26 , 356 . 40 
29, 0 61. 19 

End of Month 
Ba l ance 

$311,426 . 15 
36 . 73 

6,413. 43 
116 , 978 . 69 

21, 094 . 91 
26,472 . 65 
25, 534 . 19 

The Board has also received a Statement of Expenditures and Revenue 
for month-ending J uly 31, 1 990. The Board has received a 
Supervisors' Report on the account activity ending J uly 31 , 1990, 
mon t h-end r eport of cash e scrow accoun ts , with f ive being r eported 
and total balance of $2 6 ,479 . 34 for month-end J uly 31, 1990 . 

A motion was made by Sup ervisor Kelly, s e conded by Supervisor 
Bennington and carried unanimous ly to accept the Treasurer 's Report 
as r ead, sub ject to a udi t . 

4 . APPOINTMENT TO THE HILLTOWN TOWNSHIP PLANNING COMMISSION : 

Chairman Bennett stated three app l ications had been r eceived for 
the va cancy on t he Hill t own Townshi p Planning Corrunission . A motion l 
was made by Supervisor Bennington, seconded by Cha irman Bennet t 
and carried unanimously to appoin t Christine Bishop Edkins, 
Transpor tati on Planne r with the New J ersey Department of 
Transporation in Tr enton , New Jersey, s pecializing in Stategic 
Planning . 
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Ms. Bishop-Edkins received a Masters degree in Regional Planning 
from the University of North Carolina, Chapel Hill, with an emphasis 
in Transporation and Land Use Planning. Her course work consisted 
of reviewing and developing County and Local Land Use Plans. 
Supervisor Kelly abstained from the vote. This appointment is 
to take effect immediately. 

5. CONFIRMED APPOINTMENTS: 

A. Ms. Julie Gustanski, Director, Bucks County Agricultural Land 
Preservation Program gave a presentation and presented a "Fact 
Sheet" on the Easement Purchase Program (attachment A). This 
program, developed in conjunction with state funds, allows the 
County to have an easement purchase program, whereby the County 
will purchase agricultural easements on farms that qualify for 
the program. This program has been in operation approximately 
eleven months. The chief purpose of this program is to save the 
prime agricultural land in Bucks County -- not only preservation, 
but sustaining this land as well. Hilltown Township does have 
an active agricultural security area that can participate in this 
Easement Purchase Program. The 1989 joint County and State funds 
allotted for this program were in the amount of $2,061 , 000.00 , 
with slightly less than this figure for 1990. 

Ms. Gustanski stated twenty-five (25) acres is minimum for 
participation under this program. The terms of the easement may 
be perpetuity or for a period of twenty-five (25) years. 

6. AWARDING OF BIDS: 

90-10 - 12 TON DUAL TANDEM TRAILER - Chairman Bennett stated two 
bids were received one from Detlan Equipment Incorporated for 
$8,150.00, and the second from Beck Brothers Corporation for 
$7,711.00. Both of these were inspected on site by the Acting 
Township Manager, Lee Buchanan-Gregory, and the Director of Public 
Works, Tom Buzby, and recommendation was for the purchase of Beck 
Brothers Corporation for $7,711.00. 

A motion was made by Supervisor Bennington, seconded by Supervisor 
Kelly, and carried W1animously to accept the bid from Beck Brothers 
Corporation for $7,711.00. 
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90- 11 - INDUSTRIAL WHEEL LOADER BACKHOE - Chairman Bennett stated 
two bids were rece ived - one f rom Plaste rer Equipment i n the amount 
of $59,84 0 .00 a nd the s e cond bid fr om Road Machinery, Incorporated, 
i n the amount of' $56 , 75 6.00 . Again , the Acting Township Manager 
and Di rector of Publ ic Works , Torn Buzby , reviewed the submitted 
bids and s pecifica tions and due to the dev ia tion list submitte d 
by Road Machinery , the recommendat ion was for Plasterer Equipment 
i n the a mount of $5 9,840 . 00 (John Deer Equipment). 

Superv isor Benn ing ton reiterated that Pl astere r Equipment was not 
the lower bid, but Road Machinery' s deviat ion lis t did place the 
p iece of equipment outside of the specifi cations requested. Also, 
Pl asterer has submitted a John Deer product , servicabl e in 
Silverdale . 

A motion was made by Supervisor Bennington, 
Kelly and unanimously approved to accept 
Equipmen t in the amount of $59 , 840 . 00 . 

7, CONFIRMED APPOINTMENTS - RECONVENED: 

seconded by Supervisor 
the b i d of Plasterer 

B . Mr. Hayes Ramsey , Hi l l town Township resident , stated he has 
many questions concern ing the Miley Subdivis ion. He further asked 
if the concerned p ubli c could review the escrow agreement documen ts 
for the Miley Subdi vis ion before actual exe cution in the final 
form . Supervi sor Bennington stated this question was brought up 
i n the Executive Session t his evening and it could be re viewed 
before f inalization. Chairman Bennett and Supervisor Kelly were 
in ful l agreement . Solicitor Grabowski stated h e would prepare 
the agreements when the developer calls for them . He wi ll then 
leave a copy at the Township office , i n draft form, fo r viewing 
b y an concerned resident . 

C. Mr. Wally Rosenthal , Curtis Furniture (J . R . ASSOCIATES) once 
a gain reques ted clari fica tion in having to s ubmit a Site Development 
Plan as reques ted by t he Hill town Township Planning Commis s i on, 
as it i s hi s f eeling the changes he intends to make will be i nternal 
only and wi ll not impact zoning. 

Mr. Rosenthal stated he is maintaining a single en tity , single 
i denti t y , single address , single everything . Solicitor Grabowski 
asked if all the salesmen would be Curtis Furniture employees . 
Mr . Rosenthal stated they will be outside contractors, as Curt is 
Furniture d oes n ot have e mployees. 

r 

' 
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Mr. Rosenthal further stated there would be 40 to 50 vendors. 
Mr. Jack Fox, Hilltown Township Planning Commission Chairman, further 
clarified the request of the Hilltown Township Planning Commission 
and reaffirmed their request for a Site Plan because they did not 
know what was being proposed and after review, it could b'e classified 
as a shopping center. 

Mr. Rosenthal stated he also had plans to sell food. Solicitor 
Grabowski stated this must go before the Planning Commission through 
a Site Development Plan. 

Supervisor Bennington further questioned the use of the building 
by Cheap Skates, a concept set up as a training center for 
skate-boarders. Present usage would align closely with a 
recreational facility. Supervisor Bennington stated even with 
this usage, an amusement tax has not been paid to Hilltown Township. 

Mr. Rosenthal stated he personally does not lease to Cheap Skates. 
Rather a partnership owns the ground and building, who does lease 
to Cheap Skates, and Mr. Rosenthal is one member of a five member 
partnership, J.R. Associates. Mr. Rosenthal stated he is Curtis 
Furniture, leasing space from Telford Industrial Authority and 
J.R. Associates. He is one of the partners of J.R. Associates. 
Supervisor Bennington asked why the partnership is not coming to 
the Board to request a change in configuration, if he is only a 
tenant. Solicitor Grabowski asked if Mr. Rosenthal spoke for the 
partnership. Mr. Rosenthal stated he could speak for one-fifth 
of the partnership. Supervisor Bennington stated it was unacceptable 
that Mr. Rosenthal was before the Board as a 11 leassee 11 instead 
of an "owner". 

Mr. Rosenthal asked if he needed a zoning permit just to change 
the merchandise. Mr. Grabowski stated one tax parcel has a furniture 
store, karate studio, skating amusement center, and possibly a 
restaurant, and this could qualify as a shopping center. Supervisor 
Bennington reiterated that the partnership should be before the 
Board and not one-fifth of the partnership, as he is only a tenant. 
Supervisor Bennington stated he could not make a ruling at this 
point in time, when not knowing the further constratings we are 
under with this particular tax parcel. He would prefer to talk 
with J.R. Associates, as owners of the tax parcel, to determine 
what is going on. 

Mr. Grabowski stated the best thing would be for the Township Zoning 
Officer to speak to whomever is in charge. Mr. Rosenthal stated 
he is the liaison for the partnership of five members, with other 
members residing in California. 

\ 
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Mr. Grabowski asked who made the decision for the partnership and 
who signed checks. Mr. Rosenthal stated that he is one of them; 
he signs checks and his mother and brother sign checks, with his 
mother and brother being members of the five partners. 

Chairman Bennett 
Commission 11

, as 
at this time. 
other businesses 

stated it would be "referred back to the Planning 
the Board was not prepared to make any decision 
"Apparently a I can of worms' has been opened in 
and so forth, that require looking into". 

Chairman Fox suggested Mr. Rosenthal review the Zoning Ordinance 
which states what is necessary under Land Development and Site 
Development and how many copies to submit, where the buildings 
are located, size of the lot, size of impervious surface, sewage, 
water, where it comes from. 

In response to Mr. Rosenthal's comment that it has no effect on 
the outside of the building, Mr. Fox stated it does have an effect 
on the outside -- traffic flow, need for traffic light -- parking 
situation, the whole thing -- this would have to be studied. 

In response to Mr. Rosenthal's question of whether or not the parking 
was a function of the business size, Mr. Wynn stated it was a 
function of the use, and the retail use would have to be studied 
after appropriate information is supplied to make that study. 

Mr. Wynn stated the use is being changed and if he does what he 
intends to do, would be in violation of the zoning ordinance. 

lV!r. Rosenthal 
stated if he 
the building 
ordinance. 

asked what he was in violation of. Mr. Grabowski 
does not have a zoning permit and the operation of 
is changed, then he is in violation of the zoning 

Supervisor Bennington stated a Site Development is needed and a 
letter is needed from the partners of J .R. Associates saying that 
he is a spokesperson for J. R. Associates, so he will be speaking 
as an owner, and not as a tenant. 

Supervisor Bennington stated he could not make a decision until 
he saw exactly what the plans were; everything could be O. K. with 
the plan, but he would not know until it was seen and reviewed. 
Until the plan was seen, the Supervisors would not be able to 
determine what was being done with the site. 

Solicitor Grabowski reaffirmed a Site Plan Development is needed. 



Page 7 of 18 
August 13, 1990 

D. BFI FINAL PLAN APPROVAL - Mr. Joseph Del Giotto stated he 
was before the Board this evening to ask for contingent Final 
Approval and discuss several items in the contingency. 

Mr. Del Giotto stated all of Reliance Road was being improved, 
from Route 309 to the creek, with storm sewers being placed the 
en tire length of the road, along with widening, where appropriate, 
as shown on the plan. Three property owners are being affected, 
one being Mr. and Mrs. Smith, with stream discharge at the end 
of the storm sewer, and the other two at the intersection of Route 
309 and Reliance Road -- the Pub and Viking Properties (empty space). 
Viking Properties is in a cooperative arrangement with BF! and 
not a problem as far as acquiring any rights-of-way or easements. 
They have discussed sharing the cost of improvements that impact 
both property owners. This is not an issue. The Cato Pub and 
the Smith property right-of-way and construction easements have 
been granted on both of those properties both have verbally 
agreed there is not a problem, pending legal documents which are 
in process. 

A resolution is needed from the Supervisors extending the maintenance 
period from 18 months to 24 months. The application has been pending 
for one month and the application will not be accepted without 
a Resolution from the Township. 

Mr. Wynn stated the maintenance period does not start until all 
improvements have been completed. Start would be 18 months after 
the agreements have been executed, if everything proceeds normally. 

Other i terns impacting project is DER permit for stream discharge 
for dumping storm water along Reliance Road into the stream. The 
permit has been filed through the Township and is in process. 
All other agencies have complied. Mr. Wynn stated one Planning 
Commission recommendation includes approval from the Bucks County 
Conservation District, and the second was the approval of the Water 
and Sewer facility, in writing, from the Telford Borough Authority. 
We do not have that as yet, but a letter from them indicating the 
affirmative action to authorize water and service in that manner ., 
which includes granting a 20 foot wide easement along with property 
line of the Telford Borough Authority from the rear of the property 
to Reliance Road for water line construction. 
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Telford Borough will extend a 12 11 water main from their # 6 well 
to locate behind the property, between the property and the Rt. 
309 bypass -- along with easement that is to be provided connecting 
water to their main on Reliance Road. Telford Borough Authority 
will provide a tap in the main and a fire hydrant approximately 
600 feet from Reliance Road. The Telford Borough Authority will 
reimburse the builder for the sewer line connection into that line, 
with an estimated expense of $7,510.00. The Telford Borough 
Authority will bear the responsibility for costs. A letter dated 
August 10, 1990 from the Telford Borough Authority Manager requests 
acceptance so a construction schedule can be planned. Communication 
from Telford is substantiated, but final approval is not. Supervisor 
Bennington asked if "laterals" were questioned when appearing before 
the Hill town Township Water and Sewer Authority. Supervisor 
Bennington stated the issue is the laterals and final approval 
has not been granted from the Authority. 

The Planning Commission., by motion, provided for escrow funds for 
public improvements, including a traffic signal. 

A motion was made by Supervisor Bennington, seconded by Supervisor 
Kelly and unanimously passed to grant final plan approval based 
upon the following conditions: 

1) Required easement/right-of-way for roadway improvements to 
Reliance Road and Bethlehem Pike, and storm sewer extension along 
lands of N/L Smith must be provided to Hilltown Township in a mariner 
acceptable to the Township. (SLDO Section 403 602). 

2) Verification of approval of proposed erosion and sedimentation 
control measures must be received in writing from the Bucks County 
Conservation District. (SLDO Section 420). 

3) Verification of approval of proposed water and sewer facilities 
must be received in writing from the Telford Borough Authority. 
(SLDO Section 512, 514). 

4) Verification of approval of the storm sewer discharge at Mill 
Creek must be received in writing from PA DER. (SLDO Section 421). 

5) An Escrow Agreement must be executed between the applicant 
and Hilltown Township to guarantee installation of all "public" 
improvements including design/installation of traffic signal at 
Reliance Road/Bethlehem Pike intersection. (SLDO Section 602). 

I 
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6) Verification of approval from PennDot for improvements to 
Bethlehem Pike/Reliance Road intersection must be received in 
writing. (SLDO Section 403, t67 PA Code). 

7) All engineering/drafting details as contained within the 
correspondence from the Township Engineer, dated July 6, 1990 (copy 
enclosed and incorporated herein by reference), must be accomplished 
in a manner satisfactory to the Township. 

8) In accordance with your request dated July 25, 1990, the 
agreement to maintain highway improvements at the intersection 
of Bethlehem Pike and Reliance Road will be extended to twenty-four 
( 24) months in lieu of the normal 18 months required by Township 
agreement. 

Mr. Del Ciotta asked for clarity on the policy of the Township 
to issue building permits. Mr. Wynn stated that conditions of 
the final plan approval need to be satisfied prior to the issuance 
of a building permit -- along with the execution of the agreements. 

Mr. Del Ciotta reiterated that no permit can be issued until all 
conditions can be met, including PennDot, as well as DER Stream 
Discharge permit. Mr. Grabowski answered in the affirmative. 

Mr. Wynn clarified that both of these permits were for off-site 
improvements -- storm sewer being extended off-site several hundred 
feet, and the other being the intersection, as opposed to permits 
to access to the site. Permits should not be issued for a pending 
requirement for access to the site, but as these are off-site and 
guaranteed by an escrow agreement be accomplished and that the 
final engineering be accomplished to secure these permits, 
recommendation would be to the start of the work, not hold up start 
of the construction. Easements have been obtained to permit 
construction of public improvements. Mr. Del Giotto emphasized 
that verbal agreement has been received from Smith and Cato. 

Chairman Bennett asked Mr. Wynn what other conditions he would 
recommend for satisfaction (assuming a waiver of off-site 
improvements). Mr. Wynn stated that all State improvements to 
be secured by the State not delay construction on the site, provided 
they are guaranteed in escrow or Land Development Agreement. 
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E . SOLAR ATMOSPHERES FINAL PLAN APPROVAL Mr . Bill Jones, 
owner of Vacuwn Furnace Systems and Pres ident of Solar Atmospheres, 
a s ister company to Vacuum Furnace Systems spoke of the t ime 
r estraint s on h is loan for the pr oject and r equested the Board 
consider the pos s ibility of gran ting approval , with building permit 
only and occupancy permit being cont i ngent upon all aspects of 
the condit ions be i ng me t . 

Supervisor Benningt on sugges ted the Cha irman of the Planning 
Commission, or a representative thereof , attend the work session 
of the Hil ltown Township Wa ter and Sewer Authori ty on August 22 , 
1990 to a scertai n what is des ired and satisfactory for both the 
Authority and Commission . 

A motion was made by Supervisor Benn ington , seconded by Supervisor 
Kelly and unanimously approved to grant f inal approval to Solar 
Atmospheres bas ed upon the conditions and recommendations of the 
Planning Commission and Bob Wynn as fol lows : 

1) In accordance wi th Sec tion 522 (b) of the Zoning Ordinance, 
the developer must ent e r into a written a greement with the Township 
assuri ng that one year after issuance of an Occupancy Permi t , 
addit ional parking spaces are needed a t the si te , same shall be 
provided a t the owner' s e xpense . 

2 ) Parking lot lan dscaping shall be provided for Lot #2 a s r equired 
by Section 410(j) of the Subdivis ion Ord inance . 

3) Verification of approval of proposed e r osion and s ed imentation 
control mea sures must be rece ived i n writing from the Bucks County 
Conserva tion District . (S LDO Section 420) . 

4) Verification of approval of the proposed water service and 
connections must be received in writing from the North Penn Water 
Authority . (S LDO Section 515) . 

5) Verification of approval of proposed sanitary s ewer l ateral 
service to Lot #2 must be received in writing fr om the Hilltown 
Township Wa ter and Sewer Authority. In the e vent HTWSA does not 
approve of the p roposed lateral connection and requires extens ion 
of the public sewer line to service Lot #2, the plan must be 
resubmitted for recommendations by the Planning Commission and 
reconsidera t ion and ac t ion by the Board of Supervisors as a revised 
final plan (SLDO Section 512). 

6) An Es crow Agreement is r e quired to guarantee i nstalla tion 
of all "publi c imp r ovemen ts 11

• (SLDO Sect i on 602) . 

I 
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7) Installation of property monumentation is required to be 
installed prior to the plan recordation where possible and certified 
by the surveyor responsible for same. Monuments that are not being 
installed at this time due to conflicts with public improvements 
shall be included within the Escrow Agreement. (SLDO Section 508 , 
602). 

8) Engineering/drafting details on the plan shall be revised 
as follows: 

a) Screenings are not required under 3A base course for the 
widening of Clearview Road. However , asphalt section 
shall be revised to two inches of binder and one inch 
wearing course for the widening. 

b) Typical widening sections on sheet 3 of 7 , and neat cut 
down is shown. However, the detail is incorrectly shown 
and shall be revised to conform to PennDot requirements. 

c) On the typical half section of Clearview Road, the concrete 
curb section is shown with the depth of 18 inches con­
flicting with the concrete curb detail. All curb shall 
be shown to have a depth of 22 inches conformance to 
Hilltown Township's specifications. 

8. MANAGER'S REPORT - LEE BUCHANAN-GREGORY: 

A) Correspondence has been received from the Souderton Area Midget 
Football Association regarding their annual bonfire to be held 
Thursday, September 6, 1990 at the Romanoff Field on Central Avenue , 
7:30 - 8:00PM. 

B) A thirty day zoning notice letter sent to Mr. and Mrs. 
Northington., dated July 2, 1990 (violation of Section 404 A6 of 
the zoning ordinance prohibiting kennels except by special 
exception). As there has been no activity communicatied to the 
Board, Ms. Buchanan-Gregory recommended the Board proceed with 
Trespass and Assumpt. 

A motion was made by Supervisor Bennington, seconded by Supervisor 
Kelly and unanimously passed to proceed with a Trespass and Assumpsit 
concerning the Northington violation. 

C) A second of a zoning violation has been sent to Mr. and mrs. 
John Coleman regarding the use of an operation of a junkyard business 
which violates Section 404 I10 of the zoning ordinance. Mr. Coleman ., 
property owner, and Mr. Joel Harris, tenant, have both been provided 
with notification. 
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C) A building and zoning inspect i on report has been r eceived 
fo r July 19, 1990 through Augus t 6, 1990, showing : 

- 34 outside inspection s for construction ., electrica l and me chanical; 
- 21 zon ing i nspect ions; 
- 93 h ours spent by all i nspec tors f rom Code In s pect i ons; 
- 13 comp l ain t i nvestigat ion s of various nature, most l y h igh weeds 

and grass; 
- 15 zon ing permit s issued ; 
- 8 building permi ts i ssued; 
- 2 addit ions ; 
- 3 sheds; 
- 4 de cks; 
- 8 plumbi ng permi ts issued ; 
- 10 e lectrica l p ermits issued ; 
- 8 me chanica l permits issued; 
- 1 pool permi t i ssued; 
- 7 Use and Occupancy Permits 

E) The Boa rd has rece ived notifi cation tha t the Zoning Hearing 
Board wi ll be meeting on August 23 , 1990 to hear the app l ica tion 
of Thomas Egi tto regard ing a va r iance to a llow use of premise a t 
1707 Hi lltown Pike as a business or professional office. 

F) Not ifica tion has been received from the Hil l town Township 
Zoning Hearing Boa rd tha t they wi l l be meeting on Thursday, August 
30 , 1990 , at 7 :300PM to hear the a pp lication of Nyce Realty . 

G) Cor r esponden ce has been re ceived f r om Pennr idge Christmas 
Parade r egarding participation in the 1990 parade. 

H) A signed copy of t he Mutua l Aid Agreement has 
f r om Ne w Bri tain Towns h ip, which now r equi r es the 
Chari man William Bennett, Jr. 

been received 
signature o f 

I) A s peed detail was conducted on Augus t 1, 1990 a t Green Street, 
south of Rickert Road, wi th t h e fol l owing results: 

- 14 v io lations is s ued; 
- Total revenue generated for t he Township - $38 2 .0 0; 
- Total cost of labor f or Towns h ip - $17 2 .40; 
- Ne t cred i t of $209 . 60 ; 
- Only one missed viola t i on due to traff ic flow; 

I 

I 
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J) Notification has been received from the Hilltown Township 
Police Department, on July 27, 1990, a speed check was conducted 
on Diamond Street, south of Orchard Road, during the morning hours 
with results as follows: 

- 11 violations issued; 
- Revenue generated - $289.00; 
- Labor Costs - $194.36; 
- Net Credit - $94.64; 
- A few violations missed; 

K) The Board has received correspondence, through Chief Egly, 
that Sgt. Ashby Watts has been certified as a Mentor in the Drug 
Abuse Resistance Education Program and he recently participated 
in a seminar and passed with very high qualifications. 

L) Dublin Volunteer Fire Company is having a parade and housing 
for the new pumper on Saturday, September 15, 1990 at 1:00PM. 
An invitation has been extended to the Board members. 

9. ROAD REPORT FOR MONTH OF JULY - TOM BUZBY, DIRECTOR OF PUBLIC 
WORKS (attachment): In the absence of Mr. Buzby, Lee 
Buchanan-Gregory read the Road Report for the month of July. 

10. POLICE CHIEF GEORGE EGLY'S REPORT FOR JULY (attachment): Chief 
Egly presented his report for July, 1990 before the Board of 
Supervisors. 

Supervisor Bennington asked if there was any indication when Officer 
Engelhart would return to work. Chief Egly stated he would most 
probably be back to work on full duty by late October, 1990. 

Supervisor Bennington asked Chief Egly where Hilltown Township 
stood with East Rockhill police coverage. Chief Egly stated the 
outlook would be a short-change for Hill town Township, if it were 
to be done, as Hilltown Township warrants full attention at this 
point in time. 
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11) ESCROW RELEAS ES: 

A motion was made by Supervisor Bennington , s e conded by Supervisor 
Kelly and unan imously passed to gr ant the following escrow releases : 

PRITZ (CASH ) VOUCHER #1 $205.94 
PRITZ (CASH) VOUCHER #2 $1 , 336 . 50 
PRITZ (CASH) VOUCHER #3 $159 . 40 
HICKORY HAMLET 
PHASE II (L/ C) VOUCHER #19 $5, 682.15 
STERLI NG KNOLL 
PHASE I I (L/C) VOUCHER #26 $1 , 903 . 50 
ORCHARD STATION (L/C) VOUCHER #7 $2 , 014.70 
ORCHARD STATION (L/C) VOUCHER #8 $274, 933.80 
HICKORY HAMLET 
PHASE II (L/C) VOUCHER #20 $792 . 18 
SUMMIT COURT (L/C) VOUCHER #2 0 $292.50 
CHIT'l1 ICK (CASH) VOUCHER #3 $155.40 
BRIDLE RUN (L/C) VOUCHER #1 $920 , 36 
LONGVIEW (L/C) VOUCHER #10 $1 , 809 . 00 
LONGVIEW ( L/C ) VOUCHER #11 $3 , 375.0 0 
BRODERICK (L/C) VOUCHER #24 $1 ,730.00 
BRODERICK (L/ C) VOUCHER #25 $163,0 6 
COLEMAN (L/C) VOUCHER #1 $259 ,17 
HAWK RIDGE (L/C) VOUCHER #2 7 $41 ,193, 00 
HAWK RIDGE (L/C ) VOUCHER #28 $650.00 
HAWK RIDGE (L/C) VOUCHER #29 $1, 588.15 
DEERFIELD (L/C) VOUCHER #15 $774 . 30 

12. ENGINEERING/PLANNING - C. R. WYNN: 

A . Mr . Wynn repor t ed that extensions have not been recei ved from 
Le on Clemens Land De ve l opment - sixty ( 60) days - and a ninety 
(90) day ex tension for t he Haberle Subdivision has not been rece i ved. 

B. Mr . Wynn requested the Board to determine what type of light i ng 
they would prefer fo r the Bridle Run Subdivision . It was t he 
unanimous decision of t he Board to go with " t raditional" l ighting . 

C. SOUDERTON SQUARE - As of August we , 1990., sodding work had 
been done, and additiona l work is in evidence. Mr . Wynn s uggest ed 
ac tion be tabled unti l the next meeting before taking steps to 
secure e s crow f und s f or complet ion of needed work on t he retent ion 
basin . 

( 
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b . SKYLINE ESTATES - ( Skunk Hollow Road and Callowhill Rd.) 
a motion was made by Supervisor Bennington, seconded by Supervisor 
Kelly and unanimously passed to authorize Mr. Wynn to notify the 
developer and Bucks County Bank and Trust that in the event insurance 
is not renewed by tomorrow, August 2Lt, 1990 and/or the development 
agreement (L/C) extended beyond August 22, 1990, for a period not 
less than three mon tbs, they are in default. The Board requested 
Mr. Wynn notify them no later than Tuesday, August 24, 1990. 

E . ELYSIAN FIELDS - A motion was made by Supervisor Bennington, 
seconded by Supervisor Kelly to adopt Resolution 90-27 - Planning 
!,10-d.Ll.le s ( sewage L for Elysian fields . 

13. SOLICITOR'S REPORT: 

A. HILLTOWN VILLAGE DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENTS - A five lot subdivision 
approved by the Township. Mr. Grabowski stated the agreement 
provides for an escrow in the amount of $121,923.58 for site work, 
storm sewer, road widening, erosion control, monumentation, street 
trees, as well as contingencies and engineering inspection. Funding 
i s by Letter of Credit from Bucks County Bank and Trust Company. 
Insurance certificates have also been provided by the developer. 

B. EGITTO SUBDIVISION - As required under his plan, JV!r. Egitto 
has set up a cash escrow account in the amount of $690.00 to provide 
for the maintenance of trees on his subdivision. 

A motion was made by Supervisor Bennington, seconded by Supervisor 
Kelly and unanimously passed to approve the Egitto and Ventresca 
Development Agreements, as set forth in the above. 

Mr. Grabowski commented on the Bux-Mont lawsuit, stating the lawsuit 
involved the application for the Reliance Road site -- the second 
site applied for by Bux-Mont, with the first being Spur Road. 
The Spur Road site had been denied by the Township for reasons 
renumerated by way of a written action letter. There was an appeal 
of that decision as to one of the issues involved and timing of 
the lawsuit. The Pennsylvania Commonwealth Court upheld the Township 
in that matter. The Federal case was not on that parcel, but the 
Reliance Road parcel. In this case, the Township was of the 
determination to reject the application of Bux-Mont for specific 
reasons as renumera ted in an action letter. There was no appeal 
of this zoning decision. 
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What was fi l ed was a Civil Righ t s ac t ion a gai nst t he Township a s 
a gover nmental age ncy , the Supervisor's in office at the time , 
the Township Engineer and the Township Manager . Ove r the course 
of time , the o riginal demand on the mat ter wa s that the plaintiffs 
were damaged to the t une of $18,000,000.00 . The suit was g i ven 
t o the l iability carrier of the Township (Scottsdale Insurance 
Company) to def end the ma tte r . The i nsuranc e coverage did not 
c ove r an $18 , 000,000 . 00 cla i m. Mr . Grabowski noted that a claim 
of $18,000 , 000 . 00 was r educed to $9 ,000 ,000. 00 and then t o 
$1, 000 , 000 . 00 a nd then r educed to $500,000 . 00 , to $~ 00 , 000 . 00 and 
to $250,000 . 00 . From t h e time the demand had been r educed t o 
$1 , 000, 000 . 00, the insurance company had made an offer to settle 
for $200 , 000 . 00 . They n eve r changed the ir opinion t hroughout the 
negot iat ion. Since it had reached the point where there was adequate 
cov erage by the insur ance c ompany, the r ole of the Township be came 
one of much l e ss importance. A business dec i sion was made by 
Scottsda le to s e ttle the mat ter a n d they did s ettle . At this time, 
the Township Manager , Township Engineer and Mr. Vincent Pischl 
were dropped f r om the case . Mr. Gr abowski stated t he amoun t of 
$200 , 000 . 00 should be taken into perspective that it was a case 
fi l ed for $18 ,000,000 . 00 on a c ivil right s mat t er. The ma tte r 
is now done . 

14 . RESIDENT ' S COMMENTS: 

A. Mr . Bob Grunmeier requested the Board of Supervisors to 
a cknowledge t h e r ecent pass ing of Willi am Bea ls. Mr . Bea ls was 
a member of the Hilltown Township Water and Sewer Authority, along 
wi t h bei ng a n a cti ve member of t he community . The Board concurred . 

1 5 . SUPERVISOR 1 S COMMENTS: 

Supervi s or Benning ton brought up t he fo llowi ng i s sues : 

A. Orchard Station - Mr . Wynn will fo llow-up . 

B . Cor respondence f rom Ms . Beth Johnson - Ms. Buchanan-Gregory 
wi l l follow-up. 

C. Status of the Glanzmann zoning violation - Ms. Buchanan-Greg ory 
repor ted the Townshi p r ecen tly r ece ived corre spondence which is 
currently under l ega l review . 

D. Inquired on the McKinstry vs . Hill town Township suit Mr. 
Grabowsk i provi ded a n update . 

E. Info r med the publ ic , Repre sentative Clymer 
an i n formation meeting on Wednesday, Augus t 29, 
a t the Sellersville Borough Hall on I mpact Fees . 

will 
1 990 

be holding 
at 7: 30PM 

I 
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F. Silverdale Fire Company, Hazardous Materials and first response. 

G. Made a motion to adopt Resolution 90-26, - Annual 
User/Conditional Use Fees for Signs/Conditional Use. Supervisor 
Kelly seconded. Chairman Bennett called for a vote, motion passed 
unanimously. A copy of the Resolution becomes an official part 
of these minutes. 

H. Requested the Board consider receiving a cost quote from 
Nies sen, Dunlap and Pritchard, for a specific i tern audit for the 
years 1986 and 1987. After discussion, Supervisor Bennington made 
a motion to request a price quote only for specific i tern audits 
for 1986 and 1987 from Niessen, Dunlap and Pritchard. Supervisor 
Kelly seconded. Chairman Bennett called for a vote, motion passed 
unanimously. 

16. Ms. Buchanan-Gregory reported all general correspondence has 
been placed on file at the Township office. 

17. PRESS CONFERENCE. 

18. There being no further business, Supervisor Bennington made 
a motion to adjourn. Supervisor Kelly seconded that motion. Chairman 
Bennett called for a vote. Motion passed unanimously. 

19. ADJOURNMENT: The meeting was adjourned at 10:25PM. 

Minutes submitted by Barbara Grove , Township Secretary and Lee 
Buchanan-Gregory, Acting Township Manager 



BUCKS COUNTY AGRICULTURAL LAND PRESERVATION 
EASEMENT PURCHASE PROGRAM • 'FACT SHEET' 

An agricultural conservation easement is a legal covenant es1ablishing a less than fee simple 
interest that runs with the land, allowing a landowner to protect his/her farmland for agricultural 
use. while retaining private ownership of the farm. Landowners have the option to sell a 
conservation easement to the Bucks County Agricultural Land Preservation Board, if their land is 
located within a designated Agricultural Security Area. The value of the easement is the 
ditterence between the fair mar1<.et value of the farm and the farmer's agricultural value. 

ELIGIBLE PROPERTY 

• Minimum Acreage: 25 acres; 

Farm property must be located within an Agricultural Security Area. 

• Farm property must be used as part of a normal faming operation capable of generating 
annual gross receipts greater than $25,000.00; 

• Farm property must contain at least 50 percent of soils in Classes I through IV, as defined 
by the United States Department of Agriculture - Soil Conservation Service: and 

• Farm property must contain a minimum of 50 percen1 harvested cropland, pasture or 
grazing lands. 

PROCEDURES FOR PURCHASING EASEMENTS 

• The landowner contacts the Agricultural Land Preservation Program for information on 
the selling of an easement. 

The landowner submits the easement purchase application to the program's Executive 
Director, by one of the annual deadlines of February t, or September t. 

• The Agricultural Land Preservation Beard ranks all qualifying applications, after each 
deadline, into priority order, using the ra.nking system, which is attached to the program 
application. 

• Landowners are notified as to rankings , acceptance or rejection. 

• Upon acceptance, landowners must submit a two hundred dollar ($200.00) appraisal 
escrow fee. This fee is refundable upon agreement to purchase an easement on the 
subject property, at or below the easement value, as established by the appraisal. 

• When the appraisal has been completed, the Director and/or appointed Board Member(s) 
will meet with the landowner to discuss the appraisal and make an offer to purchase a 
conservation easement based on the appraisal results. The landowner has thirty (30) 
days in which to accept or reject the offer, or have a second appraisal conducted, at 
his/her expense. 

• Upon acceptance of an offer to sell an easement, the landowner signs a Contract of Sale. 
The Director prepares neccessary documentation and Summary Report, a tltle search is 
also conducted. In some cases, a new survey may be necessary. The Contract of Sale is 
then subject to approval by the Board of County Commissioners. 

• Once approved by the Board of County CommissiOners, the Sales Contract and Summary 
Report are submitted to the State Agricultural Land Preservation Board (when State 
funds are used in addition to County funds to purchase an easement). 



The State Agricultural Land Preservation Board has sixty (60) days to approve or 
disapprove the purchase and a subsequent four (4) months to conduct settlement. 

• At settlement , the easement is signed by all parties, recorded, and payment or installment 
payment is made to the landowner, together wi1h a refund of the two hundred dollar 
($200.00) appraisal deposit. 

LAND USES PERMITTED BY A STANDARD EASEMENT 

• All agricultural uses are permitted. 

Uses directly associated with agriculture in Bucks County are permitted. including: farm 
buildings for production, storage, processing and marketing of products produced 
principally on the farm, farm support businesses, home-craft operations, and a Bed & 
Breakfast business in existing home, (if applicable under zoning). 

• One additional single-family dwelling may be constructed on the farm. if necessary for 
seasonal or full-time farm workers (family or tenant). 

Any other residential, recreational, commercial, and industrial uses are prohibited. 

THE DURATION OF THE CONSERVATION EASEMENT 

The term of the easement may be in perpetuity (forever} or for a period of 25 years. The purchase 
price of an easement for a 25 year term will be equal to or less than 1/1 O of the easement value as 
determined by the appraisal process. 

TAX LIABILITY 

The sale of a conservation easement is the sale of a less than fee-simple Interest in real-estate. 
The sale of any interest in real estate is taxable. Therefore, the proceeds of an easement sale 
received by a landowner is taxable income. Landowners who sell an easement , may elect to 
receive proceeds in installment payments over a five year period or in a lump sum at settlement. 

TAX BENEFITS 

If a conservation easement is willfully sold by a landowner at an amount less than the appraised 
value (bargain sale), the landowner may use the .difference between the easement value and the 
sale price as a Federal Income Tax charitable gift dedlction. 

When planning transfer of the family farm for estate tax purposes, the conservation easement will 
limit Internal Revenue Service's valuation of the farm to agricultural value. As the current Internal 
Revenue Service exemption ceiling for farm estate is $650,000, the conservation easement may 
keep the farm estate valued under the exemption ceiling and result in a significant tax savings. 
Tax savings may be substantial in areas of high development pressure, as land values continue to 
rise. 

GOVERNING LAWS ANO REGULATIONS 

Pennsylvania Act 43 of 1981 , and Act 149 of 1988. 

CONTACT 

Julie Ann Gustanski, Director 
Bucks County Agricultural Land Preservation Program 

Bucks County Planning Commission 
The Almshouse 

Neshaminy Manor Center 
Doylestown, Pa. 18901 

(215) 345-3409 



.lild. ~ Bucks County Agricultural Land Preservation Board 'CPV------~----
Penrose Hallowell, Chairman c/o Bucks County Plann ing Commission 
Kenneln Beer The Almshouse, Neshaminy Manor Center 
Darwin M. Dobson Doylestown, PA 18901 
Joseph D. DiCirolamo Robert E. Moore, Executive Director 
Or. Joshua Feldstein (215) 345-3400 Fax (21 5) 345-3886 
A. Warren Kulp, Jr. 
Manfred Marschweski 
W illiam Yerkes, Ill 
Lynda Barness 

Dear Agricultural Security District Landowner: 

July 17, 1990 

County Commissioners: 

chairman, Andrew L. Warren 
Mark S. Schweiker 
Ludlle M. Trench 

Hello. As you may be aware, Bucks County has an active Agricultural land preservation Program, 
which was established in late 1989, under the auspices of the Board. The Board itself , was appointed by 
the County Commissioners, who acted affirmatively to the Bucks County electorate, seventy·eight 
percent of whom voted in favor of a $100 million state bond issue, to purchase development rights for 
farmland preservation. 

Since the appoin1ment of the nine.member board and the development and approval of the 
County's Agricultural Land Preservation Easement Purchase Program in November 1989, much has 
happened towards the goal of preserving Bucks County's agricultural land. Most recently, the County 
Commissioners appointed a Director who is responsible for the direction and administration of the 
"Program•, and acts as a liaison between various agencies and organ izations involved in farmland 
preservation in the County. 

The County's Agricultural Land Preservation Board is currently in the final stages of evaluating 
over 280 acres on four county farms for participation in the easement purchase program. These pioneers 
in the "Program" w ill have a tremendous impact upon the success and the future of both the "Program" 
and farming in Bucks County. 

As the State's Attorney General has recently approved the State Board's Regulations pertaining 
to Agricultural Conservation Easement Purchase programs, Bucks County is anxious to get underway with 
the completion of necessary transactions to complete purchases on farms that applied by the initial 
F ebrua,y 1, 1990 deadline. The board expects to move quickly throughout the remainder of 1990 toward 
acquiring easements which will be drawn upon State and County funds, which were appropriated for 
1989. 

For those landowners interested in participation in Bucks County's Agricultural Land Preservation 
Easement Purchase Program, a second round application review for 1990 Is open through September 1, 
1990. The second round will be considering farms for easement purchase using State and County Funds 
appropriated for 1990. 

For all years following 1990, there will be two annual application submission deadlines, February 
1 and September 1, of each year. Applications submitted by the February 1 deadline will generally 
have priority over September 1 applications according to the annual allocation ot funds . 

If you would like further information or an application to apply to the Easement Purchase Program, 
please contact me (Program Director) at (215) 345-3409. 

JAG/sis 
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BUCKS COUNTY AGRICULTURAL LAND PRESERURTION 
AGRICULTURAL SECURITY RHEAS FACT SHEET 

PA Act 43 of 1981 provides supporting legislation tor the establishment of Agricultural Security 
Areas (ASA's). 

WHAT IS AN AG Rt CULTURAL SECURITY AREA? 

An Agricultural Security Area consists of an area of at least 500 acres of farmland designated by 
farmers and those in other agricultural operations. Establishing an Agricultural Security Area 
provides those farmers who wish to continue farming, beneficial and preferential policy treatment 
acting to both help slow and guide development pressures, as noted below: 

Township supervisors provide support to agriculture by not putting laws into effect 
which may be restrictive to nonnar farming operations. 

Governmental condemnation of farmland in an Agricultural Security Area must first be 
approved by the Agricuttural Lands Condemnation Approval Board in an attempt to 
establish available alternative sites for condemnation. 

Agricultural Land Preservat ion Easement Purchase Program option offered by the 
County Agricultural Land Preservation Board are only available to qualified 
landowners who are registered in an ASA. 

PURPOSE OF ASA's 

Designated ASA's are intended to promote more permanent viable farming operations over the 
long-run by strengthening the farming community's sense of security in land use and their right to 
fann. 

Agricultural Security Areas are not intended to stop development o, restrict farm owners in any 
way. Individual township zoning laws are the only regulations as to how, when and where land can 
be developed. 

PARTICIPATION 

Participation in an Agricultural Security Area is completely voluntary, each landowner decides on 
an individual basis whether or not to include their farmland tract. 

Farms comprising the 500 acre minimum are not required to be adjoining, contiguous parcels, 
they do not have to be zoned strictly for agricultural use and they do not have to be within the 
same township. 

Once established, an ASA, must be reviewed every seven years by the township. 

ESTABLISHING AN AGRICULTURAL SECURITY AREA 

Townships have the primary responsibility in forming ASA's. If the proposed ASA has land in 
more than one township, a petition must be filed with each township involved. Upon receipt of a 
proposal containing a minimum of 500 acres, name, addresses, tax parcel numbers and acreage 
on each farm holding, the township supervisor will: 

a. Announce receipt of ASA proposal; publish notice in local paper and accept 
suggestions for addition/deletion of farm parcels. 



b. 15 days following publication, proposed modifications to the ASA may be received 
from adjacent municipalities or landowners. 

c. At the expiration of 15 days, the township supervisors appoint an Advisory 
Committee and forward the proposal to the Committee for recommendations. 

d. Simultaneously, the township planning commission reviews the proposal and makes 
a recommendation to the township supervisors (the Advisory Committee and 
planning commission are allowed up to 45 days to make recommendations}. 

e. Upon submission of recommendations. a public hearing is held to receive comments 
from the public as to the proposed ASA. Notice is given to each landowner included 
in the proposed ASA. 

f. Township supervisors have 180 days to decide upon adoption or rejection of the 
proposed ASA. 

ELIGIBLE LAND 

• 500 acres minimum, in one or more ownerships. 

• Each fam1land tract must contain at least 1 O acres. 

• Farmland tracts need not be adjacent nor in the same township. 

• Minimum 50'% of land in ASA has SCS Class I-IV soils. 

• Must be viable agricultural land. 

• Zoning shall permit agricultural use. but need not exclude other uses. 

ADDING OR REMOVING LANO. 

Additions may be initiated at any time on a voluntary basis by landowners. Additions are subject to 
the same procedures applicable to those used in c·reating an ASA. 

Withdrawals of land may occur only during the seven year review process, which is done every 7 
years to review and re-establish or terminate an ASA. 

BENEFITS 

• Landowners within an ASA are eligible to participate in the County Easement 
Purchase Program. 

• Contiooance of fanning is facilitated by farming an agricultural core In areas best suited 
to agricultural use, while directing development to areas more compatible to 
intensified land uses. 

• Provides for exclusion of agricultural activities from local ordinances prohibiting public 
nuisances, if such activity bears no direct relation to public health and safety. 
Thereby, protecting farmers from public nuisance suits. 

FOR MORE INFORMATION 

• Your local Township office may be able to tell you whether an ASA currently exists 
and may be able to assist you in joining. 
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• Bucks County Agricultural Land Preservation Program office has records of all 
townships with ASA's. Also, further information on the Easement Purchase Program 
can be obtained from the Director. 

• Your District Conservationist or Cooperative Ag. Extension Agent may have 
information as to Agricultural Security Areas throughout Bucks-County. 

GOVERNING LAWS 

PA ACT 43 OF 1981 

CONTACT 

Julie Ann Gustanski, Director 
Bucks County Agricultural Land Preservation Program 

Bucks County Planning Commission 
The Almshouse 

Neshaminy Manor Center 
Doylestown, PA 18901 

(215) 345-3409 
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{11 1988. \ ennonc made purchase qt' development righcs possible on ics i:aluable Jarmkrnd. 

PURCHASE OF DEVEWPMENT RIGHTS: 
SAVING F AR.t\1S IN THEN ORI'HEAST 

An innovati\'e technique becomes a driving force in farmland protection 
by Julia Freedgood 

any people envision a 
suburban landscape 
when they think of 
Long Island. But con­
trary to this image. the 

island's eastern councy boascs agriculture's 
highest per capita income in New York 
Seate. For centuries, the foundation of 
Suffolk Counry's economy was a myriad of 
small farming and fishing villages. But in 
the 1960s. the Long Island Expressway 
~xpanded t.-asC\vard and Suffolk was 
brought \\ichin commuting distanee of New 
'rork City. Since then. the conflicts ~n 
farmers and developers have been great. 

Ea.s~· ac<:ess to Manhattan resulted in the 
cscalacion of land \·alues throughout the 
coun~·. placing them \\ell beyond the reach 
of local townspeople and farmers. Shopping 

·ncers and glamorous vacation homes 
placed acre upon acre of farmland. straifr­
'; Suffolk's land and water resources. 
dow is ic che county still boa.5ts a viable 

agriculture? 
Fa<:ed with what seemed co be insur­

mountable barriers . Suffolk Councv's 
citizens de\·eloped :in innovative farmland 
protection rechnique. Purchase of Devel-

opment Rights {PDR). Since then. PDR 
has been successfully adopted throughout 
che Northeast. 

The Basics of PDR 
Purchase of Development Right5 pro­

grams compensate farmers for a portion of 
the equity in their land without forcing 
them to sell their farms out <:i agriculwre. 
These programs buy deed resuictions, 
known as conservation easements. on quali­
fied farmland. removing it forever from non­
agricultural development. Participation in 
a PDR program is always voluntary, and 
farmers who elect to sell their development 
rights retain full ownership and use of the 
land. When the farm is sold or transrerred. 
future owners must also abide by the con­
ditions in the deed. 

Initiated and primarily run by state or 
local government bodies. existing PDR 
programs are currently funded by regular 
appropriations or bonds. In a few cases. pri­
vare nonprofit organizations have created in­
dependent PDR programs. Farmers are 
generally paid the difference between the 
fair market value of their land. or the price 
che developer would pay. and che price the 
land would command for agriculture. 

Farmers may use the income ho\\e\'er chey 
see fit-retiring debt, purchasing equip­
ment. improving or expanding their farm 
or perhaps planning for retirement .. .\ 
recent AFT scudv, Protecting Farmland 
Through PIJf'r/zas, of Dec:ebpmmr Rifius · The 
Farmers· Perspective, indicares chat much of 
the proceeds from the sale of developmenc 
rights is reinvested in the farm. This has 
beneficed local economies as \\ell as 
farmers. Selling or donating development 
right5 can also reduce escare cax liabilities 
for a farmer's heirs. 

Putting PDR to \\ork 
In the early 1970s. Suffolk County offi­

cials begin considering ways ro procect their 
rapidly-disappearing farmland. 

They developed a program to buy e:i..se­
ments on productive agricultural land and 
contiguous parcels of at least 200 acres. In 
l976. they were granted $21 million in 
funding by che councy legislature. The pro­
gram has grown co procecc over 6,000 acres 
of land. and lase ye3r the original funding 
was supplemented by another St0 million. 
In addition. three councy townships ha\"e 
invested $10 million more in lol'al PDR 
efforcs. 
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Inspired by Suffolk Coun~··s !eid, \fas-
~"chusects and Connecticut adopteJ 

.cewide programs in 1977 and J<.J78 . 
;pectively. Together chey have 1m·estt:tl 
,se ro 5100 mi llion in farmland preser-

\Jtion through PDR. Connecticut reccnd\' 
bought rights on ics lOOch farm. :1nd JS ot 
Sepcember. \fassachusetts had procenc:J 
<wer 25,000 acres of chre.icened farm bnd. 

"e\1· Hampshire inscicuted a modest pro­
gr:im in 1979. T he tollowing \'ear. \far\'­
bnJ beg3n a $56 million program \1 hich 
in J decade has protected ne:irly· 70.000 
;icres. Rhode Island passed legislation in 

lq82. while a year lacer ~ew Jersey 
;1.ppro,eJ J $-W million bond act co pur-
ch;JSe developmentrighl:5, . __ _ 

\fore cecently, Pennsylvania. -'.:~c.e r's-,\ 
:.1ppr0t"ed a $100 million Bond Act in 198-1. · 
r.oescablish whar could be the nanon·s mosr 
exrensi\e POR program to dare. The scace·s 
ambitious plan wenc imo effect in me spring 
of 1981:i. \ I ich che first development rights 
purchase scheduled for chis fall. .\FT was 
:.1.ccively involved in developing chis pro­
gram. and is now helping co implement LC 

· ·ith the placement: of a field r~macive 
Pennsvh·ania. ......._,__ 
F!se~-~"tft--the- -Nonheast, in 1988 

.-rmont's General Assemblv expanded the 
tocus of their Housi ng and Conservamm 
Trust Fund co make purchase of_ de\'~~­
ment rights possible on Vermo~nd. 
In \4aioe... rbe I 2Aa li,i--Matne's Future 
Fund-makes money available co buy devel­
opment rights on farms of special scenic 
value or of value to \\ildlife. Curremly. AFT 
is working with ;v1aine policy makers who 
are considering a new program specifical-
17· targeted ar top q uality farmland. In spice 
of Suffolk Councy·s pioneering lead. !\"ew 
York ironically stands ouc as the onty Non:h­
easrern scace without a statewide program 
of any kind. However, legislarors there ha"e 
proposed several PDR bills this year. 

. .\I-Ts ~ortheastern Offi:-e hdped sc.ares 
implement PDR programs as one of several 
effective responses ro farmland loss. The 
staff offers a wide range of technical assis­
tance to set these programs in motion, and 
loans from AITs Revolving Fund have 

en used co speed up the acquisition pro­
'>S in scares \\ich active programs and slow 
·eaucracies. 
One of the office's educational efforts is 

an annual PDR conference . .For che past 
four years. :\FT has brought program 
leaders rogether ro discuss their progress and 
problems. Last vear AFTs Northeastern 
Of&e published· the results of an excen.sive 

sur\'ey ot tarmers 1n\'olved in che \.las­
::;achusccrs Jnd Connecticut POR pro­
grams. T he scud,· Jocumenced positive 
oc1.il and economic effects on farmers and 
their l0<."3l communities. :\FT is now work-
1n!:!, closdv with leaders in ~ew 'Jork and 
\ tiine to help complete the chain of ~orth­
e.ist PDR successes. 

\\·hat the Future Holds 
While the ~onheast has been relacive!y 

quick to embrace the PDR concept. accivi­
rv rn1c.s ide th is region has been limited to 
county-level programs in North Carolina 
and Washing;ton. However. AITs West­
ern Office is working \ 1 ich four counties in 
Californ ia co develop PDR programs with 

PDR has proued to l)e an eJfecci~ tool 
in farmland procectu:m. 

fund5 from Proposition 70. the statewide in­
itiative passed lase year to provide $63 mil­
lion co save valuable farmland. On the state 
level, California legislators are considering 
a $200 million PDR program co sponsored 
by AFT and rhe California Farm Bureau. 
In Ohio. Af-Ts Midwesrern Office is offer­
ing advice co officials interested in explor­
ing the benetics of a POR program for their 
scare. 

However well-supported and designed , 
PDR programs are limited by the 
umstra1 ncs - par ticu larlv ti seal- chat face 
an\ public in,rian\'e . :\s regions like the 
'.\onheast grapple with balancing budgets , 
the dt:mand on PDR programs may well 
oucsmp available dollars. This could lead 

to greater contributions by 10\..'Jl munLc1pal~ 
itics, as in Suffolk Councv. \lal'\land. "e,1 
Jersev and Pen ns-ylvania·; progr~ms alrcJd,· 
have strong councv mar.ch components. 
v,:hile Connecticut and \ la.ssachusens h:.i, e 
both mov~estabiish greate, loc:il-.,;cace 
partnerships . 

Much of PDR's success arises from che 
face chat these programs benefit both the 
farm communir:,· and che non-farm com­
muni~. \.\brking in concert \\ith ocher S!.'.lte 

and local programs. they provide :.1 unique 
kind of support for production ;igriculture. 
They keep farmlant! .u·fordable ior farming 
and accessible co future generations. PDR 
programs also represent a scrong mc:asure 
of public support for agriculture. T his bol­
sters farmers· confidence in che future of 
farming in their communities. and keeps 
them in production. T he money farmers· 
recei-ve k>r chcir development righrs can hdp 
them co improve their farms. and offers J 

security ofc:en lost in the face oi J i:,'dop-
mem pressure.. . ,. 1... 

For those off the'~ roR-p'fograms 
prorect not only \\'ell managed open space. 
but a valued quality of life. By keeping good 
farmland in production, they also reduce 
che high costs of servicing poorly planned 
new developments. As agriculture :.1.nd its 
related activities are critical economic 

t; resources for rural areas. PDR programs c-.in 

~ mean che survival of small towns and com­
-: munities, as well as of their farrn!i . 
~ '.\ieedless co sav, PDR alone cannot save 
~ all important fa~ mland. T he technique 
: : should be used as one part of a comprehen-
1 sive program to support agriculture both as 
~ a valuable land resource and as a viable eco­
J nomic entity. Transfer of development 
- rights programs and cre:icive planning 

strategies can also play a pare in directing 
growth away from prime farmland. as can 
differential ca.xac.ion for farmland and Right 
co Farm laws.- Communities should also 
seek co protect farmland from publicly 
finarx:ed-~nt. such as landfills. and 
reformulate loclt ordinances co encourage 
farming. 

Of course. what happens co farmland is 
ultimatdy in the hands of the farmers chem--

, selves. By ~rking with farmers on feasi­
ble alternatives co selling their land, Suffolk 
Councy-and those scares and communi­
ties which have added ro and improved 
PDR programs- has created an important 
addition co che repertoire of farmland pro­
tection techniq~. 

-Julia Frttcl~oocl i.,; .\FT'., .\'1,r-rhc·w<1l·m f/&'1<,: 

Public &fucocum S pee1a/1,,c. 



HILLTOWN TOWNSHIP 
BUILDING, ZONING, MI SCELLANEOUS FEE SCHEDULED 

REVISED FEBRUARY 1, 1989 

VIII. SIGN PERMITS: . . 
A. PERMANENT SIGNS 

1. UP TO ANO INCLUDING 6 S.F., MEASURED 
ONE SIDE. 

2. SIGNS ABOVE 6 S.F., $1.00 PER EACH 
ADDITIONAL S.F. ABOVE FIRST 6 S.F. 
TO NEAREST FOOT. 

B. TEMPORARY POLITICAL SIGNS 

A REFUNDABLE DEPOSIT OF $1 00.00 PER EACH 100 
SIGNS OR FRACTION THEREOF . 

C. TEMPORARY SIGNS 

A REFUNDABLE DEPOSIT OF $100.00 IF ZONING 
CONDITIONS ARE ADHERED TO. 

REsowrroo 90-26 
HILL'l'CW'l TCWlSHIP 

aJCl(S OOJmY, PENNSYLV7>.NIA 

FEE 

$10.00 

BE IT RESOLVED THAT '1HE FCLLO,,IING ANNUT>.L USER(COlDITICN!U. USE F£E BE 
INST:rrorED, RE'IROl'\CTIVE TO Jl!NU'\Rl' l , 1990 IN HILL'Ill'l-l 'IUINSHIP: 

SM',LL SIGN l'ERMIT {6 so. FT. OR LESS) - $25. oer Annua l Renewa l Fee 
tAK;E SIQl PE~T (OVER 6 SQ. FT.) - $50.ocr Annua l Rene wa l Fee 
CCNDlTICNU. USE - $300.00 - RESIDENTIAL 

$750.00 - CCMMERCIAL 

SO BE IT RESOLVED '.IHIS 13TH M Y OF AUQJST, 1990. 



RESOLUTION NUMBER 90-29 

Hilltown Township, Bucks County 

( WHEREAS, New development has a substantial impact on municipal 
facilities, such as transportation, sewer and water systems; 

WHEREAS, It is unfair to place the entire burden of these 
costs, which are necessitated by new development, on township's 
residents through higher taxes; and 

WHEREAS, Impact fees represent an equitable way of sharing 
these costs between new development and the township's residents; 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, That Hilltown Township, Bucks 
County supports the passage of legislation to authorize 
municipalities to impose fair and equitable impact fees on new 
development to pay for the costs of the infrastructure improvements 
needed to serve that development; 

AND FURTHER, That such legislation include the following 
provisions: 

1) The ability for municipalities and developers to continue 
to negotiate in good faith for offsite improvements; 

2) Protection for those municipalities that have existing 
impact fee ordinances by granting them one year in which to bring 
their ordinance into conformance with the new law; 

3) The authority to use impact fees to pay for the extensive 
administrative costs a township must incur in order to charge 
impact fees; 

4) The flexibility for a municipality to establish the 
boundaries of each transportation service area in which impact 
fees will be levied; 

5) The ability to collect impact fees for up to one year 
from developers who apply for subdivision approval while the 
impact fee ordinance is in the development stages; and 

6) The discretion to appoint members to the impact fee 
advisory committee who represent a variety of factions within 
the municipality, instead of loading the membership up with 
indi victuals who represent the special interests of the building 
and real estate industries. 

Resolved at a regularly 
Supervisors of the Township 
of August., 1990. 

scheduled meeting 
of Hilltown., the 

of the Board of 
twentyseventh day 

BY: 
-l~-----:---?'-6-~/-g----. ~----,,,,:::,-.,L--·r-,,L---




