Comments by Amity Township Supervisor Joseph Karpinski Concerning the Transitional Age Development Ordinance.

There has been some variety of opinion concerning this Board’s decision to reject the Transitional Age Development Overlay. I would like to highlight some of my reasons for that decision.

This proposed zoning change was initiated entirely by the developer and unsolicited by this Board.  However, for well over a year this Board listened as this proposal was presented and changed by the developer. The Overlay district for this farm would have provided for around 260 Townhouses and 230 age restricted houses. Throughout this process comments by the Supervisors ranged from enthusiastic to skeptical to negative. The final vote was 2 for and 2 against the proposal with the Supervisor most against the ordinance absent from the vote.

The developer’s selling point was based strictly on the economic considerations for the Daniel Boone School District. The claimed tax surplus for the school district was the justification for the exorbitant density allowed with the failed ordinance. 

The economics for the developer were obvious – a larger number of houses – a larger yield from the 100+ acre Schmale farm – a larger profit. The economics for the public good were more elusive. The developer’s argument was this: that the property tax revenues generated by the age restricted houses would far and above offset the public educational costs associated with children living in the townhouses. The assumption was made that the townhouses would be populated by fewer children than would the traditional single-family home. There was no guarantee that this would be true now or in the future. Also, the assumption was made that all the age restricted houses would be sold. In fact, Federal Housing law allows for the developer to reallocate 20% of the age restricted houses to unrestricted family housing. With at least 3 age restricted communities already in the planning stages in Amity Township, this assumption is not one I would be willing to accept. Finally, the math presumes that the final selling price/assessment of these homes would meet the developer’s estimates. With new homes sales falling throughout the country, the estimated tax revenues based on property value may fall short of the presented figures. Once you negate these assumptions, the positive tax picture quickly erodes away.

What would be the negative impact of the proposed ordinance to the residents of Amity Township? First and foremost, the almost four and three-quarter hundred houses along Route 662 would have generated an enormous amount of vehicular traffic. We’ve been told that 237 single family homes (the number of homes the developer claims is allowed with our current zoning) would generate more trips than the proposed high-density development. This claim seems almost ludicrous. Individuals age 55+ are still working, playing, shopping and entertaining.  We must also consider the cost of local government. It is well established that the larger number of residents served by a local government, the more it costs per person. Dramatically increasing the population density in Amity Township will forever in the future strain our police, fire, road and administration resources and lead to higher local taxes. Lastly is simply the question, when is enough enough? This ordinance would have increased the population density in the area of the Township already congested with development. And let’s not forget that the ordinance could have been used throughout this zoning district – even almost directly across the street! At a time when Amity has been criticized for not engaging in land preservation, allowing even more houses per acre is not a wise decision.

The split vote by this Board indicates the complexity of this issue. I believe our prior support for Age-Restricted housing is evident and was not the critical issue with the ordinance. Unfortunately, the developer presented an all-or-nothing proposition – higher density or unrestricted single family homes. I believe a proposal for an entirely age-restricted community would be embraced by this board and would be a clear win for everyone.

Joseph Karpinski – Amity Township Supervisor.
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