Hellam Township Planning Commission
Meeting Agenda

February 9, 2023
6.:00 P.M.

1. Opening Agenda
A. Callto Crder
B. Pledge of Allegiance

2. Minutes Approval
January 12, 2023

3. New Business
1-2023-4. Benton/Fisher Variance Request for 4079 Deerhill Drive

4, Ongoing Business
A. Hellam Township Vision Statement
Short-term Rentals and Accessory Dwelling Units Ordinance Amendment
. Solar Ordinance Amendment
Fee-in-lieu of Curbing and Sidewalks Ordinance
Riverland Zone Ordinance

mo QO

5. Correspondence/Reports
A. January Zoning Report
B. Costs of Community Services (from Bill Conaway)
C. Status of Hellam Township (from Bill Conaway)

6. Upcoming Meetings
Next Planning Commission Meeting — 2/23/23

7. Adjournment

Zoom Log In
Meeting ID: 634 220 1697
Password: Hellam44




HELLAM TOWNSHIP
PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING
Minutes of January 12, 2023

The meeting was called to order at 6:00 PM by Chairman Devin Winand. The meeting was held at the Hellam
Township Municipal Building. Chairman Winand led the Pledge of Allegiance. Other members present were,
Fred Owens, John Eifert, Rick Cooper, Jay Kokiko, Susan Enrico {alternate) and Michael Shillott. Other attendees
included Rachel Vega, Zoning Officer, Corina Mann, Township Manager, Steve Fetrow, alfernate and Nedette
Oterbein, Supervisor.

Re-Organization
Upon a motion by Mr. Cooper, seconded by Mr. Owens, the Plap
Chairman and Jay Kokiko as Vice-chairman. Motion carmied u

ommission appoints Devin Winand as

Approval of Minutes )
The Planning Commission reviewed draft minutes from th

word "from” to replace "out of" in the first line on pade
Kokiko, the Planning Commission approved the mirl
unanimously. '

New Business

1-2023-1: Gambler Variance Request for®

Dan Gambler presented his application for Q%m@e. He woul e, to construct a 15" x 16' addition to the
house. They have two kids and his wife worksirom h%im&’*
nonconforming size of the lot, they are unablg Sigloh virements and are requesting a 1%

increase in lot coverage fro

agreed. Mr. Winand asked
have an eff
the drivewafEN it
of addind
feels the

r. Shillott, the Planning Commission recommends approval of
e the lot coverage from 23% to 24% with the condition that the property

variance opplico’rib’ 10
%n’r for the area from 15% to 24% which is 2,051 sf. Motion carried

N

owner provides stormwi
unanimously

I manqg

Z-2023-2: Kauffman Rezoning quesi for Campbell Road, Parce! KK-2A

Craig Sharnetzka, Esg. and John'}%lson, Esq. from CGA Law Firm presented the application along with Nathan
Kauffman. The applicant requests to rezone parcel KK-2A on Campbell Road from Rural Agricultural to
Commercial/lndustrial.  The property is about 23 acres and is currently used for agriculture. The property is
surrounded on three sides by Commercial/Industrial land and uses. This parcel was once part of a larger farm
and when zoned was likely not included in Commercial/Industrial because of this. Water and sewer is close to
the property and can be extended. Currently 89% of the Township is zoned Rural Agricultural and 3% is zoned
Commercial/lndustrial. Only about 6.5 acres remain undeveloped in the Commercial/Industrial Zone and some
of the land is being preserved with the Mifflin House. There was a potential buyer for the property however they
pulled cut about six months ago. They were proposing a light industrial warehouse. Any development on this



croperty would be supject to land develepment and possibly conditional use approval.

Mr. Eifert commented fhat this proposal makes sense based on it being surrounded on three sides by
Commercial/Industrial property but would have liked to see York County Planning Commission's Comments
(YCPC). Ms. Vega responded that YCPC will review the proposal on February 21, 2023 so has scheduled the
hedaring before the Board of Supervisors on March 16, 2023 so they are able to review YCPC's comments.

Mr.  Shillott commented that the Planning Commission should look at the uses dllowed in the
Commercial/lndustrial Zone and see how they would impact Campbell Road. Ms, Vega pointed out that under
the Specific Criteria in the Zoning Ordinance, road access is often addrgssed. Some uses require access to an
arterial road and all uses reqguire a tfraffic study in the land devel ent process. Mr. Kokiko added that
Campbell Road is a Township road and may need improvementis jéiaceommodate large frucks. Mr. Winand
added that this property is in the TDR Sending District and is therefg e agriculturaliand. Itis also not included
in the growth area on the Official Map so this proposal is not coQ ¢ ith the Comprehensive Plan. Mr, Kokiko
asked what will happen to the TDR Sending District designatiohiier this pr@p}?&y if it is rezoned. Ms. Vega is not
sure and would need to address this at the hearing with t efgél itor. Mr. Sh|lfé %%\ded that he does not feel that
a warehouse is a good use for this location and stormiweit £l Sues should be loolg at closely.

commen’r He is an ad g property owner at 245
‘ ,\ommercml/lndusfnol
aopes fo resum opce the economy is
eds a tax base somewhere and it comes
biment of this property would help offset the
e beneficial to the surrounding commercial

il A dditionally, e
IEQ%@ ! which would

uses.
Barry Keller, representing the CroLQ Adams propw : rﬂﬁem He stated that the surmounding
properties have perked we{l'and xwl\l kely not ho ' 3¢ i siormwdleimanagement. Development of

this property may even ghelp):s 'n‘ ’r HINT
infiltrate the s’rormwoier}@%%er that it 16 *r%
the tax base in Hellam To "'r;u\ ip and su ris this req

ad since the property will be able to

Ues'r for 327 Campbell Road

3 Variance R
Mr. Rieé’ @resemed his vc:mc:ﬁn%w* eques’r %0 20" front yord setback for construction of a 30" x 48' greenhouse.
White Clo %?Pemny Farm is a community B\ hat incorporates its customers into the farm. They would like to

5

construct a small greenhouse tha ccess e ’roé,cus’romers to bring them closer to their food. They plan tc grow
seedlings in the wm’r >r for sale in ’rh rng. Tﬁ‘gy are currenitly unable to grow in the winter. Meeting the 100
front yard setbac ""”e;ld place th %Vr enhouse in the floodplain and riparian buffer. Placing the greenhouse
further back, ocutside® a’rhe floodplair d riparian buffer, would require the addition of considerable impervious
area as the customers Wou G;Ahqve dr ve to the back of the property and separate parking would need to be
provided. It would also r‘éﬁsg%c )$tom

?t

Mr. Owens asked what matenols&’?sll be used for the construction of the greenhouse. Mr. Riedy responded that
it will be constructed of double poly sheeting with glass or wood ends and will be placed on a gravel base.
Stormwater management will be provided for the greenhouse. Mr. Eifert is concerned about having adequate
parking for the greenhouse. It would not be a good idea to have customers park on Campbell Road. Mr. Riedy
responded that currently there are parking spaces off of their driveway for the farm stand that will be used. This
parking has been sufficient so far with the exception of Saturdays which are bread days. Ms. Vega added that
the Zoning Ordinance reguires cne space per 1,000 sf of retail space for a greenhouse. Mr. Riedy's proposed
greenhouse would have a total size of 1,440 sf. If the enfire greenhouse was retail space, Mr. Riedy would be
required to provide two parking spaces. He already has more than two parking spaces.



Upon a metion by Mr. Kokiko, seconded by Mr, Shillott, the Planning Commission recommends approval of
application Z-2023-3, variance for a 20" front yard setback for an accessory structure at 327 Campbell Read.
Mation carried unanimously,

Correspondence/Reports
Ms. Vega presented the December Zoning Report

General Discussion
The next Planning Commission meeting will be on January 26, 2023 at 6:00RM. Mr. Winand stated that we should
work on reviewing the short-term renTOI ordinance. Ms. Vego responde 1h foll of the ordinances presented fo

Mission. I’r was agreed that the next
er to do research on short term rentals
1 Commission reach out lo oiher

and how they relate o accessory dwelling units. He also uggps
rking and not working for them.

municipalities that have a fee-in-lieu of curbing and sidew;

Meeting adjourned at 7:35 PM.

Respectfully submitted,

Rachel Vega, Zoning.®



Hellam Township
Planning Commission
Variance Application Briefing

Application Number; 7-2023-4 PC Meeting Date; February ¢, 2023
Applicani{s): lane Benton & Tracy Fisher . Tax Map Parcel: LJ-3Y

Property Owner(s): Zane Benton & Tracy Fisher Lot Size: 1.2 Acres

Property location; 4079 Deerhill Drive Zoning: Rural Agricultural [RA)

Project Narrative:
The applicant is requesting a Variance from §490-21.F(1)[{a) to construct a single-family dwelling on a
property with slopes greater than 25%.

Attached Exhibits:

A. Ioning Hearing Application {received January 30, 2023).
B. Zoning Hearing Board Decision from Z-2010-03.

C. Zoning Hearing Board Decision from z-2020-06.

Property Characteristics:

1. The subject property is a vacant wooded lot, approximately 1.2 acres in size. The topography
shown on Applicant's Zoning Exhibit B Plan shows the majority of the property in the Steep
Slope Overlay Zone. The proposed dwelling location is located in the area that has slopes
greater than 25%.

2. The property is imregularly shaped in that it has five sides. Additionally, the property is longer
than it is wide with a 233-foot width and 122-foot depth.

3. This is a nonconforming lot as the minimum lot size in the Rural Agricultural Zone is 2 acres and
this lot is only 1.2 acres.

4. The subject property is part of the Deerhill Estates Subdivision, 9/16/1984. This subdivision,
attached as Applicant’s Exhibit C, designated parcel LI-3Y as a buildable lof,

5. A permit for an on-lot sewage disposal system was granted in 2022 for a sandmound system.

6. Two variances were previously granted, Z-2010-03 & 7-2020-06 to grant relief from the setback
requirements however these variances were not utiized and have since expired. The
decisions are attached hereto as Exhibit B & C.

7. The subject property is shown on Hellam Township maps as being locoted within the Riparian
Buffer Overlay however upon further examination the steep slope which puts this property in
the Riparian buffer is about 3,500 feet uphill from the stream connected to the slope. It is not
logical for stormwater to travel uphill for 3,500 feet to the stream. ‘

8. Adiacent properties:
Use Zoning
North | Residential RA
South | Residential RA
West Residential RA
East Residential RA




Variance Provisions

According fo the Variance application submitted, the applicant reports the following:

1+

The nature of the unique physical circumstances or conditions peculiar to the property in
question and not shared by other properties in the vicinity. This property is a legally non-
conforming lot for lot size. The lotis also irregularly shaped, narrow and steeply sloped.

Why there is no possibility that the applicant can develop or make reasonable use of the
property in strict conformity with the provisions of the Zoning Ordinance. Due to the
topographic conditions with interspersed areas of existing slopes exceeding 25%, the property
cannot be developed in strict conformity with the provisions of the Zoning Ordinance.

Why the unnecessary hardship has not been created by the applicant. In 1984 this parcel was
created as a single-family residential lot.

Why the variance, if authorized, will not alter the essential character of the zone or
neighborhood in which the property is located, nor substantially or permanently impair the
appropriate use or development of the adjacent property, nor be dehrimental to the public
welfare. Granting this variance will not alter the residential character of the neighbornood.

Why the variance, if authorized, will represent the minimum variance that will afford relief and
will represent the least modification possible of the regulations in issue. Due to the fopography
of the parcel, it is impossible to construct a single-family dwelling without disturbing slopes
greater than 25%.

How the variance, if within the Floodplain Overlay Zone, will comply with §490-19 of the Zoning
Ordinance. This property is not located within a floodplain.

ThlS bnefmg represents the wews and commenfs of the Hellam Township staff oniy ‘and should not be consfrued
as a final approval or denial of this application. The Zonmg Hearing Board Members may have addmona!
questions and/or comments wﬂh regard fo this proposal. The applicant and/or hls/her representaﬂve should be
prepared to address comments or concerns raised by the Zoning Hearing Board Members.



FOR TOWNSHIP USE QNLY
ZOMNING CASE # £ ’ZQ; 5 - aq
Application Fited w PManning 2
Commission
Hearing Zh BOS Hearlng Z’J@E
Advertised
Notices Malled ‘ Decision Rendered
Site Posted Notification Sent
APPLICATION FOR HEARING
A. APPLICANT’S NAME: EAVWE T SEvTEw LD TTRAGY ™. FISHER

ADDRESS: PO CEWTIER STREET Moot Aoy  FA (7582

PHONE NUMBER: L Ee

B. PROPERTY OWNER'S NAME
{If different than applicant): =AmE AsS Ao
ADDRESS:
PHONE NUMBER:
C. CONSULTANT'S NAME
{If different than applicant): J OvnaSTEes Avp ASSOORTES. MC. —~ AT ER1E JovwdsTow
ADDRESS: 2386 TXNLLE Robe Yol , PA 17498 e
PHONE NUMBER: I\ T-T158-9 595 £MAIL ADDRESS J ohaston Te comeest.aed
D, Tax Map: | 3‘ Parcel: .ZVO i Zoning District: QA - (RaRAl BGRMGASTO RN I,
Property Address: __YT19 DEERMILL ORWEZ  VhaLLAw PA \J40l
Date purchased: = [ 23 /2oz2
Lot size: acreage |.ZoAc  _or- 52,2\ sq. ft. C\osgr M-\e'ﬁ:)
Present use: VO CAWT  LrmooLawd
Proposed use: SUSOLE Fhmity  @ES5100WGE AR VA CALIT s sOL AW
Date of previous application (if any): A0
ina: CONDITIONAL USE d VARIANCE
E. Please choose the following: O {Refer to Section 2} (Refer to Section 3)
O APPEAL (O) SPECIAL EXCEPTION ’ (O) OTHER - Curative or

{Refer to Section 2} Zoning Amendment

(Refer to Section 1}
{Refer to Section 4)

Hearing Application-2010 Page20f8 01/11/23



SECTION 3
REQUEST FOR VARIANCE
(REFER TO ZONING ORDINANCE SECTION 480-143.C)

Applicant must provide the following information:

- Name of specific sections in Zoning Ordinance for which Variance is requested:

SEE pa e -EM\BV‘_’A

- Brief description of nature of Variance requested:

] Sez Amaongd RN Gw A

- Ascaled drawing (site plan) of the site with sufficient detail and accuracy to demonstrate compliance with all
applicable provisions of this Ordinance,

- Ground floor elevalions of existing and/or proposed structures (exctuding residential structures).

- Names and addresses of adjoining property owners, including property owners directly across a public right-of-
way.

- Ifitis alleged that the provisions of the Zoning Ordinance inflict unnecessary hardship upon the applicant due
to unique physical circumstances or conditions peculiar to the property, then briefly explain or describe:
A The nalure of the unique physical circumstances or conditions peculiar to the property in question and not

shared by other properties in the vicinity:

SEE A AOdeD BT A

B. Why there is no possibility that the applicant can develop or make reasonable use of the property in strict
conformity with the provisions of the Zoning Crdinance:

=aE AW ‘E',ﬁ-;.\G\TA

Hearing Application-2022.docx Page 6ot 8 01711523



C. Why the unnecessary hardship has not been created by the applicant:

SAF Ariougp Exir A

D. Why the Variance, if authorized, will not atter the essentiat characler of the zone or neighbothood in which
the property is located, nor substantially or permanently impair the appropriate use or development of tre
adjacent property, nor be detrimental to the public welare:

S AB) Sengra

E. Why the Variance, if authorized, will represent the minimum variance that wilt afford relief and will represent
the feast moditication possibla of the regulations in issue:

F. How tie Variance, if within the Floodplain Overiay Zone, will comply with the Section 490-19 of the Zoning
Ordinance.

SEE Ahougd  FrwaiT A

F hereby certify that all of the above staterments and the statements contained in any papers or plans submitte:i
herewlth are true to the best of my knowledge and beliel.

_..C%Lc%% =2\ 23

Date
* if other than property awner, authorization from owner to &ign must be attachod.




PREPARED BY and

RECORD AND RETURN TO:
Homesale Settlement Services, Ltd.
215 8. Centerville Road

Lancaster, PA 17603

File No.; LCE22-31107KAM
Account N¢.:  3-000-LJ-6003, Y 0-00000
Premises: 4079 DEERHILL DRIVE, HELLAM, PA 17406

This Indenture, Made the 23rd day of May, 2022

Between

JEFFERY C. STREMMEL AND JENNIFER J. STREMMEL, HUSBAND AND WIFE
(kereinafter called the Grantors), of the one part, and

ZANE T, BENTON AND TRACY M. FISHER,

(hercinafter called the Granlces), of the other pan,

Witnesseth That ie said Grantors, for and in consideration of the sum of S
RO v ful money of the United States of America, unto them,
well and truly paid by the said Grantees, at or before the sealing and delivery hereof, the regeipt
whereof is hereby acknowledged, have granted, bargained and sold, released and confirmed, and
by these presents, do grant, bargsin and sell, relesse and confirm unto the said Grantees, as
JOINT TENANTS WITH THE RIGHT OF SURVIVORSHIP AND NOT AS TENANTS
IN COMMON, their heirs and assigns,

ALL THAT CERTAIN tract of land, situate, lying and being in Hellam Township, York County,
Pennsylvania, being more particularly bounded and described in aceordance with a Final
Subdivision Plan of Deethill Estates, by C. 8. Davidson, Ine., Consulting Civil Engineers, dated
August 22, 1984, and recorded in the Oftice of the Recorder of Deeds in and for York County,
Pennsylvania, in Plan Book EE, Page 704, as follows:

BEGINNING at a point in the centerline of Deerhill Drive and the Southeast comer of Lot No. 2;
thence across Decrhill Drive, North fifty-nine (59) degrees fifly-two (52) minutes thirty-threc
(33) seconds West twenty-five (25) feet to a point; thenge continuing along Lot No. 3, North
sixty-nine (69} degrees nine (09) minutes forty-three (43) seconds West one hundred eight and
thirteen hundredths (108.13) feet 10 a point at the Southeast cotner of Lot No. 1, thence along Lot



No. | North eighteen (18) degrees twenty-two (22} minutes zero {00} scconds West one hundred
seventy (170) feet to 4 point at the Northeast comer of Lot No. 1 and lands now or formerly of
York Riflc Range; thence along lands now or formerly of York Rifle Range, North {70} degrees
forty-five (45) minutes zero (00) seconds East two hundred thirty and nine hundredths (230.09)
feet to a point at Lot No. 4; thence along Lot No, 4, South forty (40) degrees seventeen (17)
minutes fourteen (14) seconds East one hundred twenty-two and seven hundredths (122.07) feet
to a point on the Noith side of Decrhill Drive; thence across Deerhill Drive, South thirty-seven
(37) degrees fouricen (14) minutes three (03) seconds East twenty-five (25) feel to a point in the
centerline of Deerhill Drive; thence along the centerline of Decrhill Drive by a curve to the left
having a radius of three hundred ninety-nine and sixty-three hundredths (396.63) feet on arc
distance of onc hundred forty-cight and four hundredihs (148.04) feet the chord of which is
South forty-one (41) degrees twenty-six {26) minutes forty-two (42) seconds West onc hundred
forty-seven and eight hundredths (147.08) feet to a point in the centerline of Deerhill Drive;
thence continuing along the centerling of Deerhilt Drive, South thirty (30} degrees seven (07)
iinutes twenty-seven (27) seconds West seventy-five and tight hundredths (75.08) fect to a
point in the centerline of Deerhill Drivs and the Southeast comer of Lot No. 2 the point and place
of BEGINNING. ‘

BEING Lot No, 3 on the aforesaid Plan.

BEING THE SAME PREMISES which Jeffrey P. Hom and Denise D. Horn, husband and wife
by deed dated November 9, 2020 and recorded December 11, 2020 in the Office of the Recorder
of Deeds in and far York County, Pennsylvania in Record Book 2616, Page 3608, granted and
conveyed unto Jeffery C. Siremmel and Jennifer J. Sremmel, husband and wife, their heirs and
assigns.

Together with all and singular the buildings improvements, ways, strects, alleys, driveways,
passages, waters, water-courses, rights, liberties, privileges, hereditaments and sppurtenances,
whatsocver unto the hereby granted premises belonging, or in anywise appertaining, and the
reversions and remainders, rents, issues, and profits thercof, and all the estate, right, title,
interest, property, claim and demand whatsoever of the said Grantors, as well at law as in equity,
of, in and to the same.

To have and to hold the said lot or picee of ground described hereditaments and
premises hereby granted, or mentioned and intended so to be, with the appurtenances, unto the
said Grantces, theit heirs and assigns, to and for the only proper use and behoof of the sajd
Cirantees, their heirs and assigns, forever,



Inat. ¢ 2022028340 - Dage 3 of %

And the said Grantors, their heirs, executors and administrators do covenant, promise and
agree, to and with the said Grantees, their heirs and assigns, by these presents, that the said
Grantors, their heirs, al) and singular the hercditaments and premises hereby granted or
mentioned and intended so to be, with appurtenances, unto the said Grantees, their heirs and
assigns, agains! the said Grantors and their heirs, and against all and every person and persons
whosoever lawfully claiming or to claim the same or any part thereof, by, from or under or any of
them, shall and will

SPECIALLY WARRANT and forcver DEFEND.

In Witness Whereof, the parties of the first part hereunto set their hand and seal.
Dated the day and year first above written.

Sealed and Delivered
IN THE PRESENCE QF US:




Inst, ¥ 20220Z7R340 - Fage 4 of 8

STATE OF PENNSYLVANIA

COUNTY OF LANCATER

I, Karie Martin, a Notary Public for the of and State of Pennsylvania, do hereby centify that
Jeffery C. Stremmel and Jennifer J. Stremmetl, hushiand and wife personally appearcd before me

this day and acknowlcdged the due exccution of the foregoing instrument,

Wilness my hand and official seal, this the 23rd of May, 2022,

HNhotary‘i-"ub 1c

My Commission Expires: Scptember 17, 2022

{SEAL)

The address of the above-named Grantees is:
Q00 CENTER STREET
MOUNT JOY, PA 17552

NN =8

On behatf of the Grantees




EXHIBIT A - ATTACHMENT TO ZONING HEARING APPLICATION

Property Location : Deerhill Drive
Tax Parcel 31-000-LJ-0003.Y¥0

DATE : 1/11/2023

PREPARED BY: ERIC JOHNSTON, P.E.
JOHNSTON AND ASSOCTIATES, INC.
2386 TAXVILLE ROAD
YORK, PA 17408

Background: The applicant is currently the owner of an existing 1.10 acre tract of land
located at 4079 Deerhill Drive through their purchase of the property in May 2022 .
The site is located within the RA-Rural Agricultural and currently exists as a vacant
partially wooded parcel.

The applicant desires to construct a single family residence and driveway on the property.
Single Family Residential Use is a permitted use by right in the RA Zoning District.

The site is situated in an area of steeply sloped lands with slope areas between 15%-25%
as well as slopes exceeding 25%. Section 490-21. F (1) (a)* Residential Overlay
Development District ( RDO) of the Hellam Township Zoning Ordinance requires
conservation of steeply sloped lands whereby no site disturbance shall be allowed on
slopes exceeding 25%.

Relief from Section 490-21. F (1) (a)* Residential Overlay Development District ( RDO) of
the Hellam Township Zoning Ordinance is required to accommodate the proposed layout
of the site improvements and are summarized within this Exhibit. Although the
Application to the Zoning Hearing Board addresses the traditional standards for variance
review ( Section 490-143.C), the predicate language of Section 490-143.C “ that all of the
findings are made where relevant in a given case “ may be applicable to reviewing the
applicant’s variance requests.

* A Variance to allow construction of a single family dwelling and associated site

improvements within an area of slopes exceeding 25% is therefore
required in accordance with Section 490-21. F (1) (a) of the Hellam Township Zoning

Ordinance .

Sheet 1 of 13



REPRESENTING ENGINEER FOR PROJECT:

ERIC JOHNSTON, P.E.

JOHNSTON AND ASSOCIATES, INC.
2386 TAXVILLE ROAD

YORK, PA 17408

PHONE: 717-793-9595

REPRESENTING ATTORNEY FOR PROJECT:

NONE AT THIS TIME

Sheet 2 of 13



Variance No. 1 — 490-21. F (1) (a). The applicant thinks a variance to allow the
construction of a single family residential dwelling and associated site improvements
within steep slope areas exceeding 25% should be granted because:

a. That there are unique physical circumstances or conditions, including irregularity,
narrowness, or shallowness of lot size or shape, or exceptional topographical or other
physical conditions peculiar to the particular property and that the unnecessary
hardship is due to such conditions and not the circumstances or conditions generally
created by the provisions of the zoning ordinance in the neighborhood district in
which the property is located.

Response: As shown in the attached Site Plan ( Exhibit B), the applicant proposes to
construct a new single family residential dwelling and associated driveway, on lot sewage system, on
lot well, and required stormwater management facilities on the subject property. Section 490-
12.B(12} of the Hellam Township Zoning Ordinance recognizes a Single-family detached dwelling
as a Permitted Use in the R-A Zoning District.

The unique circumstances resulting by the location of interspersed areas of existing topographic
slopes exceeding 25% does not allow the applicant to avoid these areas within the limits of the
existing 1.10 Acre lot.

The proposed placement of the dwelling as shown represents a reasonable and logical location,
allowing functional access from Deerhill Drive . The applicant is therefore requesting only for a
reascnable adjustment of the zoning requirement to utilize the property consistent with the
applicable regulations.

b. That because of such physical circumstances or conditions, there is no possibility that
the property can be developed in strict conformity with the provisions of the zoning
ordinance and that the authorization of a variance is therefore necessary to enable the
reasonable use of the property.

Response: The unique physical topographic conditions existing on the lot, involving the interspersed
areas of existing topographic slopes exceeding 25% does not allow the applicant to avoid these
areas within the limits of the existing 1.10 Acre lot. Due to this circumstance, there is no possibility
that the property can be developed in strict conformity with the provisions of the zoning ordinance.

Sheet 3 of 13



Zoning Variance No. 1 — Variance No. 1 —490-21. F (1) (a) ( cont’d.)

¢. That such unnecessary hardship has not been created by the applicant.

Response: The applicant purchased the property in May 2022 as an approved single family
residential lot. Exhibit C provides the approved recorded plan information from the original
subdivision of residential lots in 1984. The newly added provisions of the Zoning Ordinance limiting
development in steep slope areas was not created by the applicant. The applicant is therefore
requesting only for a reasonable adjustment of the zoning requirement to utilize the property
consistent with the applicable regulations.

d. That the variance, if authorized, will not alter the essential character of the
neighborhood or district in which the property is located, nor substantially or
permanently impair the appropriate use of development of adjacent property, nor be
detrimental to the public welfare.

Response: As shown in Exhibit C, E, and El, numerous single family residential building lots exist
along Deerhill Drive adjoining the subject parcel. The variance, if authorized, to permit the
construction of a single family residential family home that is a permitted use by right, will in no
way alter the essential character of the neighborhood nor be detrimental to the public welfare.

e. That the variance, if authorized, will represent the minimum variance that will afford
relief and will represent the least modification possible of the regulations in issue.

Response: : As shown in the attached Site Plan ( Exhibit B), the applicant proposes to construct a
new single family residential dwelling and associated driveway, on lot sewage system, on lot well,
and required stormwater management facilities. The unique circumstances resulting by the location
of interspersed areas of existing topographic slopes exceeding 25% does not allow the applicant to
provide an alternative layout of improvements to avoid these areas within the limits of the existing
1.10 Acre lot.

The proposed placement of the dwelling as shown represents a reasonable and logical location,
allowing functional access from Deerhill Drive, and represents the least modification possible of the
regulations in issue.
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( Lot 3 )

Exhibit C - Approved/Recorded Plan Creating
4079 Deerhill Drive
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Exhibit C - Approved/Recorded Plan Creating
4079 Deerhill Drive ( Lot 3 )- cont’d.

Recorded Plan Notes

NOTES : Fd
Contowrs from U.5.5.5,
Total Acreace: 50,01% fc.
Proposed Lse: Sinale-Taniiy Residentia’ and Farming
fxisting Zoning: Slone (&)
No, of Proposed Lots: 17
Provosed Min, Lot Size: 1.0 Ac,
to. of Proposed Dw2lling Units: 16
Lineal Feet of New Strest: %254C P
On lot Water and Sewer
Streets shall be graded and First 4" of base course
constructed prior 16 issuance of Building Permits for
Luts 3 thru 15 inclusive, Remainder of base and
10-2 binder and wearing surface shall bhe nlaced after
twp years or the salc of five lots, whichever accurs
last,
11. Boundary information obtzined from plan by Gordon L.
Brown 8 Assoclates, daled Jauuery 11, 19645 No, M-20
12, Tequived Building Setbacks: front 40°
Side 40'
Rear 4&0°
13, Each house $hall have a lteaching pit, of a size and
construction satistactory te Hellam Townghieo,
14, Ko parking will be permitted on Deehil Drive or on
fAntler Drive,
15, ko Comercial Dog ¥ennels.
16. Farm buildings for livestock is allawed only on lots
of 3 acres er more.
17. A1l utilities will be installed underground,
18, Minimum habitebte floor area shall be 1400 Sq. Ft.

B Lo. LoTh To Pt Lo dE=E0 T THE CBE-iaL WES OF Ao
D ST R LONVRED LT TER LRSS oWt AREA,

e e ) INE LR sl L AL PROPERTY - ORNERS
DAPERC § FRGBE JOLATION.

Ol 0 =~ T D ) B -
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Exhibit D - Partial Zoning Map
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Exhibit D - Partial Zoning Map ( cont’d.)

Zoning

- C/I - Commerical/Industrial
- KCI - Kreutz Creek Interchange
- INT - Interchange; |

MU1 - Mixed Use 1; MU 1

- MU2 - Mixed Use 2; MU 2

R - Residential

RA - Rural Agricultural

Sheet 8 of 13



Exhibit E - Tax Map

Parcel - 31000L.J0003Y 000000

31000LJ0003Y0

I Tax Municipality - Hellam Twp
Class - Residential

Acres - 1.07

Assessed Land Value - $ 40,140
Assessed Building Value- §0
Assessed Total Value - § 40,140
Sale Date - May 24, 2022

Sale Price - $ 60,000

Deed Book - 2729, Page 7060

Owner - BENTON ZANE T & FISHER TRACY M
Property Address - 4079 DEERHILL DR

School District - Eastern School District

Land Use - R - Res Vacant Land Split Baby

Layers should not be uzed at
seales hurger thag 1-2400
Note. Puoubstion will oceor
o scades 1% = below 200 Fu

Mappeng Provided by

vepe

o : 150
Feet

-+

Linch = 100 fi 1:1,200

Legend
Selected Parcel
Parcels

Municipal Boundary

Acrtal Photography - 2621 a:‘g

Last Updated. 127222022

Inset Map

[Hellam)Twp]
]
-
Ho et

.“"“'i
s
Dretatiss
e Yok Cousty Phaoar Commsaws
Owogagh

e Thea
gy res . ar apnenng
schirmati e onid be wasd By omby peenal infemeren
Eosrnbl e he hea mad w eceme dn dw Ds o
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Exhibit E-1 - Expanded Tax Map
Tax Parcel Information

o ¥

1/18/2023, 6:06:03 AM 1:2.257
" Land Join State Road ? . 0'?1 : 0'?3 ) 0'?5 i
I L ¥ L) T L X ¥ 1
~ County PA_MD Boundary Local Road 0 0.02 0.04 0.09 km
Rnade [ | Tau Daranl
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Exhibit F - Photograph Summary

Photograph 1 - View Looking at east side of subject
property from Deerhill Drive

Photograph 2 - View Looking at west side of subject
property from Deerhill Drive
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Exhibit F - Photograph Summary ( cont’d.)

Photograph 4 - View Looking toward Deerhill Drive from
rear of subject property
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Property Owners & Addresses within 200 Ft,

Property:

Parcel 31 000 LJ 0003.BO

Thomas P. and Kathryn A. Sanders
4097 Deerhill Drive

York, PA 17406

Parcel 31 000 LJ 0003.VO

Tony L. and Pamela M. Hougentogler
4098 Dbeerhill Drive

York, PA 17406

Parcel 31 000 LJ 0003.FO
Jeffrey P. and Denise D. Horn
4065 Deerhill Drive

York, PA 17406

Parcel 31 000 LJ 0002

York Rifle Range Asscciation
1190 Range Road

York, PA 17406

Parcel 31 000 LJ 0004.CO
Steve A, and Kerri Jo Strom
1210 Range Road

York, PA 17406

Parcel 31 000 LJ 3WO

David J. and Laura A. Gruno
1135 Fawn Court

York, PA 17406

Sheet 13 of 13

of



|
\ )

NA ON SITE WELL

% j S _ PROPOSED- EOCATION N\
" - TuMITOo N —

et

- o CONSTRUCTION S === n /=<—PROPOSED / | ——
\ ___ LINETOACCOMMODATE DRIVEWAY | ol
e TIMPROVEMENTS — — I \ % gl
\__ . N \ L o
- 3 4
——— e ——— N A q—— Z
e _‘_/_,,. RS o b ‘\ \7 & P (4
60' REAR MIN. o - 1 i
REQ'D. BLDG. SETBACK ek B S \§
i o= T P :Eo/'s’ms MIN. u %
: P Q'D. BLDG. SETBACK ——-_ \ !
LY b P \
L T e
i, i

LOCATION MAP (SCALE
LEGEND:

3 _%__—--————- PROPERTY LINE

e ) ; / \ YTy LN EXISTING TREELI
EXISTING i WA O\ 42 s, 2 M-S s

STEEP SLOPES EXCEEDING\ __ ¢ W57 Ao ; ' N - 7ot SN N 7687~ EXISTING CONT(

25%  DARK G oo

‘H'I%\IISEEIE FOR CLARITY:' ————0E/— — — — — EXISTING OVERF

= A L = UE PROPOSED UND

NS s i - Gs= ABBREVIATION |

A ‘\ —766———g PROPOSED GRAI

T = 7=, i LIMITS OF CONS

o pmms /\ — — Bl — — —  uioNesETBA
et =N o s

30" SIDE MIN. R 5 T _QuP EXISTING UTILIT

P REQ'D. BLDG. S/EL(BACI( J & B @ EXISTING WELL

P L 7 \ it //\__,-‘:_‘\“ . J (C} EXISTING TREE/¢

/ S ‘/> / DSL == ROOF LEADER DI

EXISTING
STEEP SLOPES - 15 TO Z5%
{ UGHT GREY HATCHED

_ FOR CLARITY) - TYPICAL

&

GRAPHIC SCALE '
i - o " o st

{ IN FEET )
1inch = 20 1t

Slopes Table
Number | Minimum Slope | Maximum Slope | Area Color
1 15.00% 25.00% 18352 01 NO. DATE DESC
2 25.01% 99.95% 1857015 | [ ZONING EXHIBITB P

4079 DEERHILL DRI

ZANE BENTON & TRACY FISHI
4079 DEERHILL DRIVE
YORK, PA 17406

HELLAM TOWNSHIP

SR sow] JOHNSTON AND ASSOCIATE
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THE ZONING HEARING BOARD OF HELLAM TOWNSHIP
YORK COUNTY, PENNSYLVANIA

IN RE: : Application No. Z-2010-03
: Zoning Hearing Board Proceeding
APPLICATION OF JEFFREY HORN : of June 22, 2010
TAX MAP PARCEL: LJ-03Y; : Dimensional Variance in the
PROPERTY LOCATION AT 4079 DEERHILL - Form of a Reduction of the
ROAD, ZONING DISTRICT RURAL : Mandated Rear Setback for a
AGRICULTURAL (RA) ZONING DISTRICT : Principal Structure
DECISION
NATURE OF APPLICATION

This is an Application by Mr. Jeffrey Horn requesting a variance pursuant to Section 490-
12—the Table of Dimensional Requirements in the form of a variance re&luest to reduce the
required sixty (60) foot rear setback to a forty (40) foot rear setback for a principal structure - a
residential dwelling. The property is located in the Rural Agricultural (RA) Zoning District.

Mr. Jeffrey Horn is also the property owner requesting the variance.

HEARING
A hearing was held before the Hellam Township Zoning Hearing Board on June 22,2010

at 7 o’clock p.m. at the Township Offices located at 44 Walnut Springs Road, York,
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Pennsylvania. Present on behalf of the Zoning Hearing Board were Mr. Leonard Leiphart,
Chairman, Ms. Debra Livingston, Vice Chairman, Ms. Katina Snyder, Secretary, Mr. Roy
Campbell, Member and Mr. Stuart Leland, Member. Also present on behalf of the Zoning
Hearing Board was Ms. Betsy Logan, Zoning Officer of Hellam Township. The Township
Manager, Ms. Corina Mann was also present. The Zoning Hearing Board was represented in
legal capacity by its Solicitor, Gavin W. Markey, Esquire of the Law Firm of Ream, Carr,

Markey & Woloshin, LLP. Mr. Jeffrey Hom represented himself relative to Case No. Z-201 0-

03.

PLANNING COMMISSION REVIEW AND RECOMMENDATION

On May 13, 2010, the Hellam Township Planning Commission reviewed the application
and offered the following recommendation as memorialized in the Minutes:
A. Variance Z-2010-03: Jeffrey Horn, vacant lot on Deerhill Road —
request for a forty (40) foot rear yard setback in an RA Zone. Sixty (60)
is required.....the Planning Commission reviewed the request and asked
multiple questions of Mr, Horn. Mr. Eifert had issues with the topography
of the land, and believed the request was not the minimal variance
needed to build a principal structure, Mr Sloat made a motion to
recommend to the Zoning Hearing Board to approve the request.
Ms. Campbell seconded the motion. The motion passed 21, with

Mr, Eifert voting in opposition.

Page 2 of 7
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NOTICE

Notice of the hearing was published, posted on the premises and delivered to the
Applicant and other interested parties in accordance with the Pennsylvania Municipalities
Planning Code 53 P.S. §10101, et seq. and the Hellam Township Zoning Ordinance

requirements.

FINDINGS OF FACT

1. The Applicant in this matter is Mr. Jeffrey Horn, who proposes construction of a
principal structure in the form of a residential dwelling property which he owns identificd as Tax
Map Parcel LI-03Y located within the Rural Agricultural (RA) Zoning District,

2. The property is located at 4079 Deerhill Road within the municipal limits of
Hellam Township.

3. The Applicant proposes to construct a principal structure in the form of a
residential dwelling on the site and has indicated that the actual house size at this time is
unknown. |

4. The Applicant,. Mr. Jeffrey Horn, represented himself and offered evidence and
testimony regarding the application request.

5. The Application request within Zoning Case Z-2010-03 was for a single variance

related to the mandatory rear setback for a principal structure.

Page 3 of 7
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6. Within the Rural Agricultural (RA) Zone, pursuant to Section 490-12 the
principal dwelling is mandated to maintain and have a sixty (60) foot rear setback. This
requirement is called out within the “Table of Dimensional Requirements” found within that
section.

7. The Applicant’s variance request was for a reduction from the required sixty (60)
feet to allow for a forty (40) foot rear setback for a principal structure in the form of a residential
dwelling.

3. The subject parcel is a vacant wooded lot and consists of 1.2 acres more or less.
Testimony offered to the Zoning Hearing Board was that the property is irregularly shaped and
that it has multiple sides over and above the typical four and has a property frontage of 233 feet
+/-. The property frontage as it was testified to was longer than the depth of the eastern property
line which is about 122 feet.

9. It was indicated that the property was sloped with a hi gher bank on the western
side of the property, yet the property does not fall within the steep slope requirements of the
zoning ordinance.

10. The parcel in question is part of the Deerhill Estates subdivision and at the time
of approval of the underlying subdivision the setbacks noted on the plan allocated a rear setback
of forty (40) feet. |

1. With the advent of zoning ordinance amendments 2007-01, the rear setback

allocated within the Rural Agricultural (RA) Zoning District was increased to sixty (60) feet—
thus the request for a variance from the sixty (60) foot requirement. The Pennsylvania

Municipalities Planning Code 53 P.S. §10101, et seq. within Section 10508, et seq. mandates
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that changes to the zoning ordinance cannot be applied adversely to an approved subdivision for
five (5) years. The five (5) year protection offered by the Pennsylvania Municipalities Planning
Code has expired in 1989, thus the new setback mandates apply.

12 The Applicant offered multiple computer generated photographs and site data in
support of his application which are a part of and incorporated into this Decision.

13. The Applicant’s evidence and testimony without citing specific to each and every
one of the variance criteria touched on those criteria as the Applicant found relevant to presenting
the case before the Zoning Hearing Board.

14, The Zoning Hearing Board found the variance should be granted as requested by

the Applicant.
DISCUSSION OF LAW

The Applicant requesting a dimensional variance has the burden of proof to come forward
with evidence and testimony to demonstrate to the Zoning Hearing Board Members that the
criteria found within Sectibn 490-142C.(1-8) are satisfied “where relevant in a given case”,

The burden of proof placed on the Applicant for a variance is to demonstrate that there are
unique physical cﬁcmstmces or conditions imposed upon the land including irregularity or
narrowness of lot size or shape or other exceptional topographical or other physical features.
Additionally and generally as well, the Applicant must demonstrate that because of such physical
circumstances there is no possibility that the property can be developed in strict conformity with

the provisions and therefore the variance is necessary to enable reasonable use of the property.
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The unnecessary hardship cannot be created by the Applicant. The variance, if authorized,
should not alter the essential character or zone of the property where it is located. In addition
and generally the variance, if authorized, must represent the least modification to the variations
of the Zoning Ordinance involved,

The Zoning Hearing Board found based on an application of the above-referenced
principals that the Applicant had carried its burden of proof with respect to the law to be applied
and that the variance request was therefore appropriate. Thus, the Zoning Hearing Board
approved the variance request for a reduction in the sixty (60) foot rear setback to a forty (40)

foot setback for the principal structure on the property which was subject to the proceedings.
DISPOSITION OF CASE

It was the Decision of the Zoning Hearing Board of Hellam Township in a vote of 4-1,
with Ms. Katina Snyder, Secretary dissenting to approve the variance request as presented. Ms.
Katina Snyder dissented fand opposed the approval based on the variance criteria that requires
that the variance, if authorized, will represent the minimum variance that will afford relief and

will represent the least modification possible to the regulations in issue.

HELLAM TOWNSHIP
ZONING HEARING BOARD:

DATE: / W-/ /

Leonard Leiphart, Chairmanx”
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Debly.{i{rmgston/ Vice Chairman

Stk Flpod

Stuart Leland, Member

Katina Snyder, Secretary
Voting in Opposition to the Variance
Request

DATE OF MAILING:

NOTE: Any party aggrieved by this decision may appea! to the Court of Common Please

of York County within thirty (30) days of the date of this written decision.
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DECISION OF THE
HELLAM TOWNSHIP ZONING HEARING BOARD

Application Number: 7-2020-06
Hearing Date: July 28, 2020
Applicant: Jeffrey Horn
Property Owner: Jeffrey Horn
Property: 4079 Deerhill Drive

Existing Zoning District:  Rural Agricultural (RA Zone)

Relief Requested: Applicant is seeking a variance from Section 490-12, Table of

Dimensional Requirements, of the Hellam Township Zoning Ordinance
(the “Ordinance”).

FINDINGS OF FACT

Based upon the evidence presented, and its evaluation of the credibility of the witnesses, the Board finds
as follows:

1.

8.

{01806335/1}

The foregoing information and the Application, including its attachments, are incorporated by
reference.

The Applicant is Jeffrey Horn (the “Applicant”),

The Applicant is the owner of property located at 4079 Deerhill Drive (the “Property”) which is
located in Hellam Township.

The Property can be identified in the indices of York County Tax Map Parcel LJ-3Y.
The Property is located in the RA Zone.
The Applicant appeared and testified at the public hearing.

The Applicant has applied for a Variance to Section 490-12 to reduce the rear yard setback from
60 feet to 40 feet (the “Variance™).

The Applicant previously applied for and was granted a variance to reduce the rear setback from
60 feet to 40 feet pursuant to application Z-2010-03.

Exhibit C
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9. The prior granted variance was not uiilized within one year as required by the Ordinance.

10. The Applicant appeared at the hearing and testified as follows:

o o

o

e e

The Property is a vacant wooded lot.

The Property is approximately 1.2 acres.

The Applicant proposes to construct a single-family dwelling on the Property.

The subdivision plan, which originally created this lot, shows a seven percent slope on
the western side and a twelve percent slope on the eastern side.

The Property has five sides and is itregularly shaped.

The Applicant would only have 35 feet to build a dwelling if the required setbacks were
utilized.

The Property’s length is 122 feet deep and its width is 233 feet wide.

The minimum lot size in the RA Zone is two actes, and therefore, the Property is a
nonconforming lot.

When the Property was subdivided in 1984, the plan showed forty foot front, side, and
rear setbacks. :

In 2007, the Ordinance was amended to require a 60 foot fear setback in the RA Zone.
The facts are identical to the last request for a variance presented in application Z-2010-
03, which was granted by the Hellam Township Zoning Hearing Board.

11. The Board finds the following in response to the variance criteria: -

a,

There are unique physical circumstances or conditions of the Property, including the
unique shape and existing slopes on the Property, and the requested variances are
necessary to enable the reasonable use of the Property.

The unnecessary hardship is not being created by the Applicant.

The variance, if authorized, will not alter the essential character of the neighborhood or
district in which the Property is located nor substantially or permanently impair the
appropriate use or development of adjacent properties. If the roads were dedicated to the
Township, a variance would not be necessary.

The variance, if authorized, is believed to be the minimum variance that will afford relief
and will represent the least modification possible of the regulation in issue.

12. No interested citizens appeared to oppose the Application.

13. The Planning Commission recommended that the Zoning Hearing Board grant the variance
requested in the Application.

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

Based upon the Findings of Fact, and pursuant to applicable law, the Board concludes as follows:

{01806835/1}



1. Tt is the finding of the Hellam Township Zoning Hearing Board that the Applicant has offered
sufficient testimony to justify the grant of a variance from Section 490-12 of the Ordinance to
reduce the rear yard setback required in the Rural Agricultural Zone.

2. A dimensional variance, as opposed to a use variance, justifies a relaxed or less stringent
application of the variance criteria.!

3. The Applicant has demonstrated that its variance request is dimensional and meets the variance
criteria for the requested variance from Section 490-12.

4. The Board finds that the grant of a variance will not alter the character of the zone, nor constitute
a risk to the general health, safety and welfare of the community.

Accordingly, a motion was made and seconded to grant the Variance td Section 490-12 of the Ordinance
to reduce the rear yard setbacks from 60 feet to 40 feet as requested in the application. The motion
passed with a vote of 5-0.

BOARD SIGNATURES:

Leonard Leiphart, Ghair

10 £t

Michael Rhoads, Vice Chair

Debra Livingston

Ro¥ Campbell ¢

e ol

Steve Landis

Dated: 8 ) ?’/ Q@%

' Hertzberg v. Zoning Board of Adjustment of the City of Pittsburgh, 721 A.2d 43 (Pa. 1998).

{01806835/1}



The variance granted herein shall expire if the Applicant fails to, where required to do so, obtain the necessary permit and
commence work within one year of the date of the authorization of the variance, pursuant to Section 490-142(1)(a) of the

Zoning Ordinance.

Note: Any party aggrieved by this decision may appeal to the Court of Common Pleas of York
County within thirty (30) days of the date of this written decision.

{01308835/1}



Zoning Department Summary

January 2023

PERMIT APPLICATIONS: (Prior vear listed in {}

e Received: 19 (14) e Denied: 0 » Zoning Tum Around Time: 1 day
s Issued: 18 (12) o YTD Issued: 18 (12) o CCISTum Around Time: 8 days
¢ In process: | ¢ BIU Turn Around Time: 3 days
COMPLAINTS: o Carried Over: 4
« Complaints/violations: 0 * YTD Complainis/Violations Submitted:
» Resolved: 2 00
OLDS PUMPING COMPLETE:
District 1: 368/407 (20%) District 2: 40/345 (17%)

IONING CASES:
e /-2023-01 — Gambler, Variance: PC on 1/12/23 & ZHB on 1/24/23 Approved
o 7-2023-02 - Kauffman, Rezone : PC on 1/12/23 & BOS on 3/14/23

o 7-2023-03 ~ Riedy/White Clover Farm, Variance: PC on 1/12/23 & ZHB on 1/24/23
Approved

s 7-2023-04 — Benton/Fisher, Variance: PC on 2/9/23 & ZHB on 2/28/23

SALDO CASES:

* 51-20-03 4100 Lincoln Hwy, LLC {SD): In House 10/20/20; PC 12/9/21: BOS 12/16/21
Conditional Approval

¢ SL-20-04 4100 Lincoln Hwy, LLC {LD}: In House 10/20/20; PC 12/9/21; BOS 12/16/21
Conditional Approval

s SL-21-03 Spagnola (SD}: In House 9/21/21
e SL-21-05 Witmer Automation (LD): In House 11/16/21 Conditional Approval
¢ 51-22-02 Blessing (SD): In House 1/17/23 :

PENDING ORDINANCES/RESOLUTIONS:

+« None
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Costs of Community Services

The term costs of community services
focuses on how various types of land use affect lacal government taxation and spending. in

infrastructure, including schools, roads, and fira/police protection. During the 1980s, however,
many skeptics bagan to question whether sconomic development in rurai areas “paid its own

It has become conventional in COCS studies to divide land use into three categories: residential,
commercial/industrial, and farmland/open space. One of the most common procedures for

collected. A ratio greater than 1.0 suggests that for every dollar of revenue collected from a
given category of land, more than one dollar is spent.

. above 1 for residential land, demonstrating that residential fand is a net drain on local

government budgets. The average estimate ranges from about 1.15 to 1.50, which means that

for every doliar collected in taxes and non-tax revenue, between $1.15 and $1.50 gets returned
in the form of local government and schooil district services, On the other hand, the COCS ratios

the ratio usually ranges from 0.35 to 0.65, indicating that for every dollar collected, the local
. government provides only about 35 to 85 Cents worth of services. For agriculture and open
: space, the ratios are only slightly smailler, usually ranging from 0.30 to 0.50.

According to the COCS studies, the largest single expenditure category for communities is the
commercial development in themselves do not place any burden on the schools, it should not be
surprising that their ratios are lower than those for the residential category.

Several questions emerge from these results, including (1) are these studies reliable, and (2)
why do the numbers vary?

The studies appear 1o be reliable because of the way in which taxes and service expenditures
are calculated and Imputed. The methods used in the studies have been laid out clearly, and the
variation in the COCS ratios is relatively small. The studies are unanimous in showing that



residential land use ratios are above 1 and that the other types of land uses are below 1. The
primary reason that the ratios vary somewhat is that not all communities are identical. If many
homes in a community are in an extremely high price range and occupied by “‘empty nesters," for
example, the COCS ratio should be expected to be relatively low. On the other hand, tow- or
middle-income Praperty occupied by families with humerous children would produce & higher
ratio. Some communities have gone beyond simply calculating a COCS ratio and have actually
calculated the “break even” home value for their community, Not surprisingly, these values tend
to be substantially higher than the median (average) home value.

Initially, critics of the COCS studies argued that it may be difficult to generalize from these
studies. This criticism has fost some credibility, however, because many studies have been
conducted in a wide range of communities nationaily. The results seem to be unambiguous.

do much more than simply pay taxes and demand services. Residents work, earn money, and
spend much of it locally, thus contributing to the economic base of the community in a
substantial way that is not captured in the COCS studies. The critics argue that future work
should include these impacts,

But if COCS studies do not include these “multiplier” effects, it also must be said that they do not
Include non-~economic costs to the community, such as loss of scenic landscape, increased
traffic congestion, and other variables associated with quality of life.

Another argument against COCS studies is that they are based on a “cost theory of taxation”
and do not consider how growth, even with increased taxation, increases the values of
properties. The rival “benefit theory of taxation” states that as new taxes pay for better
infrastructure such as schoois and roads, property values (and thus the net worth of property
owners} increase. Such considerations have not been measured within the context of COCS,

proponents of economic development have argued that a system that ailows land to go to the
highest bidder provides the most efficient economiic results. The COCS findings, however,
indicate that residential development often brings costs to the community that are not fully borne
by the new residents but are instead distributed throughout the community. Local leaders should



be aware that efforts to ‘promote growth” in their communities will have substantial impacts on
revenues and expenditures. They should be able to estimate these impacts when planning for
the future.

Two conclusions emerge when reflecting on the COCS issue. The first is that residential
development in any area invariably leads to increased per capita demand for publicly provided

manage growth in our community, along with alf of the impacts (both positive and negative) that
it brings?”
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Status of Hellam Township

{Data from Wikipedia or GIS Mapping System)

Population 5905 (estimated for 2021)

Population Density 212.64/ sq mile
Housing units 2538
Households 2395
Families 1726

29.0 % of households had children < 18 years
7.6 % of households had somecne living alone

Population Spread

29.9% <18
53%18-24

31.4 % 25 -44
28.2% 45—-64

12.1 % 65 and older

Median income

per household 49,750.00

per family 55,700.00
per male 40,000.00
per female 28,558.00
Per capita income 22,345.00

3.6 % of families and 5.8 % of population were below the poverty line.

This includes 9.1 % of those < 18 and 5.8 % > 65



Hellam Township Total Land 27.7 square miles

Total available acres 16,748.74 acres
Total Parcels 2555
ZONING
Zone Acres % of Total Acres
Commercial / Industrial Zone 567.85 acres 3.39 % of total
Preserved — 68.1 acres for Mifflin House
Resulting in 499.75 acres available in zone - 3.03 % available
6.49 acres vacant C/l land - or 1.14 % of C/I land remaining
Interchange Zone 47.44 acres 0.28 % of total
5.92 acres vacant land in zone, or 1.11 % of Interchange land
KC Interchange Zone 36.04 acres 0.21 % of total
Most of the KC Interchange is available
MU-1 Zone 234.12 acres 1.4 % of total
About 5 acres of MU-1 land is available, or 2.14 %
MU -2 Zone 277.26 acres 1.7 % of total

About 112.91 acres of MU - 2 land is available, or 40.7 %

Quarry Zone 290.63 acres 1.74 % of total



Zoning (continued)
Residential Zone 304.0 acres 1.8 % of total
Minimal vacant land may be available

Total acres used as residential is 304.0 residential zone plus 3133.136 RA
zone land equaling 3437.136 or 20.52% of total land.

Rural Agricultural Zone 14,991.4 acres 89.5 % of total

3133.136 acres of Rural Ag land is used as residential, or 20.9 % of
Rural Ag land

2151.82 acres of Rural Ag land is preserved as public, or 14.35 %.
Lancaster Conservancy, Susquehanna Heritage Foundation, and the
State of Pennsylvania own these acres.

1516.97 acres of Rural Ag land is preserved as private Rural Ag
through TDR, 321.71 acres or conservation easement, 1195.26 acres,
or 10.12 % of RA zone.

Conclusions

1} 3133.136 acres (20.9 %) plus 2151.82 acres (14.35) of the original
14991.4 acres are on longer available for agricultural use.

2) However, 2151.82 open space acres (14.35%) plus the remaining
9706.44 acres or 64.7 % of RA form 11858.26 acres or 79.1 % of farm
and open space land.

3) Future zoning and land use decisions will need to be carefully
considered to provide for growth in residential and commercial land to
support jobs and housing for our youth and care of our older population.



