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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
2 KGO Aa | aCRdy deyyAMiths isGhadkatuErof this?

Commurity build-out analysis is ool forSEF YAYAy3d GKS STFFSOGAOSySaa
and other land use regulations. In most caselsyid-out is used present a scenario of what
development will likely occur and where it will occur over the long term, given the current

zoning. The scenarios typically presented are 10 or 20 years into the fatud@re based on

current growth trend, aswell as current development patterns. Buddt results typically

include numeric tables and tabulations of the projected developnaoimg with the projected

fiscal and environmental impacts. The scenarios are most powerfully presented through use o

maps and other graphics that underscore and provide a simple, yet effective, evaluation of the
O2YYdzyAlleg Qa Odz2NNBy ( 1 2A6ataled tebhyfidal disdusgiéh ozavws LI | Yy
build-outs are performed may be found in the Appendix.

The buildout analysis provides the community a chance to soundly evaluate the
effectiveness of its land use planning efforésd provide insight into how such efforts may be
improved. With particular respect to South Central Pennsylvaaiaunicipality will be begr
able to assess whether ifning regulationstogether with other land use regulations, are
stringent enough tgreserveits rural character and protect its natural and other environmental
assets. The analysis can even speak to the fiscal implisatidhe projected development
scenarios.

Why Monroe Township?

In 2007, Monroe Township completed an update of its comprehensive plduildout
analysisspeak$ KS (1 2 6y & K A LIQ all sebeh wiGh8oNdyiag objeatN@sdhich are
presentedin the Executive Summary of tivonroe Township 2007 Comprehensive Plan
Update Those especially relevant are italicized

Preserve agricultural areas for agricultural use

Protect, conserve, and preserve natural resoyrces

Preserve and enhance tbharacter of Monroe Township;

Provide for the housing needs of present and future residents;

Provide for controlled growth in appropriate areas;

Provide needed community servicesyd

Provide for safe and efficient movement of people and goods by a vadfiety
transportation

1 Facilities

= 4 4 45 4 4 2



[ A1S GKS NBadG 2F (GKS NBIA2Yy>S GKS (G26yakKALI Aa
Figure 1) and is within a region characterized by sustained and comparasipelygrowth. In

fact, AdamsCumberland, Franklimnd York counties have been and are projected to be among

GKS adlrasSQa FlradsSad ANRgAYy3d 6¢tofS mOod azy NP
County.

Table 1
Selected Growth Rate Rankings of Local Counties Among All 67 Pennsylvania Counties
Rank in Growth, Rank in Growth, Rank in Projected Growth,
County 200008 2007-08 20002030
Adams 7 12 16
Cumberland 13 5 12
Franklin 6 2 25
York 5 4 15

*Sources. assortedU.S. Census Bureau aRdnrsylvaniaState Data Centanaterials.

Thislarge regionascale situation within Megalopolis, combined with more local factors such
as:

proximity to Interstate 81,

being within the commuting range of Harrisburg and other cities;

availability of undeveloped land; and

appealing rural community character with négrnatural amenities

= =4 -4 A

leavethe township poised for continued steady (or perhaps even more rapid) growth.

What is in thigeport?

Apart from the Executive Summarpjg report consists of two broad componentEhe first is a

G2 KSNB | NB 2 S Dnittagpresentgha desdgpyive ind use and planning

0l O1aINRBdzyR 2F (KS 26y aKALD tKS aSO2yR 02YLR
presents a reasonable scenario of future development patterns for each of the years 2020 and

2030.

Of the severabkpecific or particulaitems in this report, the one of the greatest significance is
the spatial buildout maps, presented both here onext two pages. These maps present
hypothetical landscapes for the township in the year@2and 2@0 respectively.

In other wordsthey reasonably illustrates where future residentiaevelopmentwill occur in
each oftheseyeard A Sy a2y NRBS ¢2gyaKALIQAaY



1 population projections for

2020 and 2030;

i current pattern of land
ownership;

1 currentpattern of
development (buildings);

1 current zoning

In addition to the buildout maps,
a number of other items are
included in narrative, tabular, and
graphical fashion. These other
items speak to other impacts and
aspects of the 2020 and 2030
scenarios.

In the buildout mapson pages six
and severbelow (figures 2 and 3,
for 2020 and 2030, respectively),
existing buildings of any kind are
represented by the blue point
symbols. The red point symbols
represent hypothetical residential
buildings.

What arethe major findings?

Tworelated caveatseed to be
made known prior to any
assessment how effective land us

Land
consumption in
Megalopolis
region as of 2000

Projected land
consumption in
Megalopolis in
2025

Projected land
consumption in
Megalopolis in
2050

regulations are. Firsthere is no
clear, widely acceptable method
of evaluating zoningSuch
evaluations are qualitative anabt

Figure 1

Projected Land Consumption in the Megalopolis Region,

20002050

Source: Regional Plan Association, 2005

comparable from setting to setting.
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Figure 2 Hypothetical BuildOut for Monroe Township, Cumberland County in 2020
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Figure 3 Hypothetical BuildOut for Monroe Township, Cumberland County in 2030
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A second caveat is that any evaluation and decision on whether the zoding B Bats> 2 NJ Ay 0S4 S
is necessarilya political onethat is dealt with by township supervisors, planning commission, residents

and other stakeholder groups=Economic intersts, neighborhood interests, and environmental interests

all need to be taken into consideration.

Also, it is important to note, again, that the maps produced portray a reasonable hypothetic scenario
and do not show where actual homes will be constructédlsome rare cases, a hypothetical residence
will appear in an areaot feasible for constructionThe analysis nor the software can account for every
factor.

That being said, there &till a role for planning expertise and a independent critigiide following
findings, comments, andonclusions may be made based on thimmowunity-wide buildout analysis.

Findings

1. Giventhe current pattern of land parcelization, the zoniag it now existsand population
projections found in the Monroe Township f@prehensive Plan Updaté,is projected that

a) An additional 1,107 residential units have been or will be built between 2000 and 2030.
b) Aprojectednumber is 685 residential units have been or will be built between 2000 and 2020.

2. The maps for 2028nd 2030 both show that the bulk of these new housing units will be distributed in
the Agricultural District and the Conservation District. In fact, the maps only show a portion of the
housing units that will be built. For the 2020 map, 405 of the pteg 685 newesidentialunits are
displayed. For the 2030 mapnly 774of the projected1,107 new residential units are displayed.

Comments / Conclusions

1. Avisual assessment of the visual boilds (figures 2 and 3) finds that many of the townghi®
planning objectives may be compromised by the hypothetical pattern shown. This is particularly true of
the Agricultural District. Especiaflyoblematic are the following objectives:

Preserve agricultural areas for agricultural use;

Protect, conserveand preserve natural resources;

Preserve and enhance the character of Monroe Township; and
Provide for controlled growth in appropriate areas;

= =4 4 A

Elaborating upomnd complementinghese objectivesfurther conclusions can be drawn from
the build-outs. These include:
1 Greater farmland fragmentation will occur, further reducing the viability of agricultural
operations. The vicious cycle of decreased farming leading to decreased services and in



turn to increased farming costs will accelerate. The scale@uies of current
agricultural operations will be further eroded.

1 A greater number of land use conflicts between residential and agricultural land uses
will occur, as larger numbers of suburbanites will be even more dispersed across the
existing agriculttal landscape.

1 The open space amenity of farmlands will further deteriorate.

1 Opportunities for commercially viable local grown foods may decrease as agricultural
activities wane in the face of increased sprawl.

1 Fiscal costs will increase as new, low dgnd@velopment will demand greater public
service provision. The costs of these new services will outweigh increased tax revenues
coming from new residential developmergventually resulting in a greater tax burden.

2. To address the points made abowbhanges in the zoning ordinance, subdivision
regulations, and other land use planning policies are need&dhout carefully considered
changesthe township will fail to accomplish the vision for Monroe Township stated in the
Comprehensive Plan.

A broa mix of potential changes may be considered and potentially adopted. These include:

1 Anincrease in the minimum lot sizes for tt@nservation and agricultural districts.

T 'aS aO02yaSNBI A2y adzoRAGAAAZ2YE Of dzad SNAy 3
clusterdevelopmentprovisions in terms of amount of lanmfotected andsets aside
land more appropriate for conservation.

1 Employing a transfer of development riglfiEDR)program allows the transfer of
development activities from areas less suitablederelopment to areas that are more
suitable (including areas already serviced by public sgwdlic water and other
utilities).

1 Greater use of setbacks with respect to environmental features. Several streams
already have setback requirements, so exgiag the setback requirement to apply to
other streams.

1 A better funded purchase of development rights (PDR) in coordination with ongoing and
successful countywide efforts.

1 Collaboration with other townships that may include joint municipal zoning and-mul
municipal transfer of development rights.

Not all of these potential changes be adopted, but certainly a combination of changes will
be more effective than one single actiomhe decisions on which are most appropriate for
belongs to the peoplethe Phnning Commission and thegrvisors of Monroe Township.
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MONROE TOWNSHIP:
OWHERE WE ARE NOW

This sectioriefly presentsdescriptiveand analyticabackground of the curremtemographicland wse,
developmentharacteristics of the townshiplong with a succinct overview of the selected land use
planning activities.

Monroe Townships a small to medium sized rural township of rural character in Cumberland County,
South Central Pennsylvar(igigure 4) With an estimated 5,799 residents as of 2007, the township
recent yearss experiencing steady, sustained population growth &dta similar to the county at large,
GKAOK AdGaStT Aa Yz2y3a (KS azabBompreNedsivéPlaNUdditeR I NP ¢
notes that the township is experiencing development pressures from more rapidly growing neighboring
townships (Table )2

PERRY DAUPHIN

It should be noted that a large section of COUNTY SouNTY
the township lies within the South |

Mountain area CUMBERLAND‘ g -
COUNTY T~

~r0 "~
\:OUN ~

Demographics: Recent Numbers and \

FRANKLIN ADAMS ~ .

Projected Growth COUNTY COUNTY \ \\ T~

MIDDLESEX SILVER MECHANICSBURG

Projecting from these recenopulation TOWNSHIP | < Sanasie— }— g
growthtrendE G KS G(26yaKALQA / | ueeer
comprehensive plan states that, on o33 T"S%':Eﬂfp I.I‘ITOWMSH'P
average, another 100 to 110 people will
be added to population each year. This is \ GARROLL TOWNSHIP
consistentwith projections from T | /ERANKLIN TOUNSHIP
County Planning Commission (TaB)e Figure 41 ocation Map of Monroe Township
showingfuture populations of 7,273 for
2020 and 8,343 for 2030. These are ver
reasonable projetions given the factors
already identified in the Executive Summary, which include:

9 being situated at the growth edge of Megalopolis even as the region is expected to grow by the

year 2050 by another 18 million, up from the current 50 million.

9 Local faabrs such as proximity to Interstate 81;

1 being within the commuting raregof Harrisburg and other metropolitan centers

1 availability ofcomparatively lower pricedndeveloped land; and

1 appealing rural community charaatwith nearby natural amenities.

Source:2007 Comprehensive Plan Updatemington, Vernick
and BeachEngineers.

From these projections, a number of future dwelling units may also be projected. It is assumed that
average household sizes and vacancy rates will remain the same for the future as they were for 2000.
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These rates are generally stable over time and betwesvnships. Such assumptionsnk well for
practical purposes of accomplishing this analysis.

Calculations used in estimating future residential housing units:

1. (Future Population) /GrossAvg. Number of People per Household) = Future Number of Occupied Households

Calculations used in estimating future residential housing dait2020 and 2030

2020: (7,273) [2.55) =2,852 Projectednumber of residential dwelling units: 2,852.

2030: (8,343) / (255) =3,272 Projectechumber of residential dwelling units: 3,272.

General Land Use and Development Character

Within thetownshipgQ26.1 square miles in area, rural residential land use predomind&ased onhe

/ dzYo SNI I yR / 2 dagdiuge cddiagsygstera andllfiagcel information, most of the township
(approximately 91%) is resident{@able 4) Much of that 91%s large lot residential useMost of the
NBYFAYAY3d BGYRAzAASYRBE aRYR O2 YLINanddoRgtleT o6& Lzt A0
Appalachian Trail There is a smattering of commercial and industrial uses.

Leading uses, by land use code (Lid€luderesidential and agricultural land uses. An overwhelming

majoritt 2 F LI NOSfta ouznyp 2F HIdHoIZ 2 Ndtarmsofmorengel NB Of
Gl INX Odzt G dzNJwithdut buildings) addlssup id KBIS2dKS, or 63.% of all land16,260

acres)analyzed. See Table&and5b for these and more details.

In considering what areas are not developed, one can predictably see from Table 6 that many parcels
and an overwhelming amount of undeveloped acreage is in the Conservation District (142 parcels
without structures and comprising 1,939 asjend Agricultural District (306 parcels without structures,
comprising 3864 acres{learly then, thse areas are where open space may be best protected.

At the same time, it is the Agricultural Districts that holds the largest number of structuremghides
buildings other than residences). With 2,312 structures, the district holds nearlyiftteeof all

structures in the township. Given that these 2,312 structures may be found upon 8,630 acres, there is
still plenty of space within these deloped parcels that may be conserved.

The land use information is approximate, given that some parcels straddle township boundaries,
interpretation of use, and vagaries of record keeping.

11



Table 2: Population Characteristics and Trendsviwinroe Township in Local, County, and State Context

Year Dickinson Township Monroe Township South Middleton Twp. Cumberland County Pennsylvania

Population % Change Population % Change Population % Change Population %Change Population % Change

from prev. from prev. from prev. from prev. from prev.

2007 5,284 1.7% 5,799 0.8% 14,262 1.6% 228,019 1.0% 12,432,792 0.2%
2006 5,194 1.8% 5,755 1.1% 14,042 1.8% 225,772 1.3% 12,402,817 0.3%
2005 5,104 2.3% 5,695 0.3% 13,796 0.7% 222,818 0.9% 12,367,276 0.2%
2004 4,990 1.5% 5,680 0.6% 13,697 1.4% 220,890 0.8% 12,348,618 0.2%
2003 4,915 1.6% 5,648 0.4% 13,509 1.2% 219,218 0.9% 12,327,250 0.2%
2002 4,839 1.5% 5,623 0.8% 13,354 1.3% 217,308 1.0% 12,305,751 0.1%
2001 4,768 1.4% 5,578 0.9% 13,186 1.9% 215,113 0.7% 12,287,542 0.1%
2000 4,702 21.7% 5,530 1.1% 12,939 25.1% 213,674 9.4% 12,281,054 3.4%
1990 3,865 27.3% 5,468 13.1% 10,340 15.6% 195,257 8.7% 11,881,643 0.1%
1980 3,037 25.7% 4,836 45.4% 8,941 18.9% 179,625 13.6% 11,864,720 0.5%
1970 2,416 19.3% 3,326 44.7% 7,521 38.7% 158,177 26.7% 11,800,766 4.3%
1960 2,025 4.6% 2,298 22.6% 5,424 29.0% 124,816 32.2% 11,319,366 7.8%
1950 1,936 1,875 4,204 94,448 10,498,012

Source: U.S. Census Bureau,-Gounty Planning Commission, and respective comprehensive plans.

Dickinson and South Middleton Townships are nearby townships to Monroe Township that are subject to concurrenittatildies.
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Table3: Projected PopulationsAverage kusehold Size, and Projected NumberEResidential Units

Year

2030
2020

2000

2000

2030
2020

Note: the values from 2001 through 2007 are U.S. Census Bureau estimates; the values prior to those are decennial msnsus cou
Note: the projected number of residential units is a rough estimate that sitafs total projected population divided by average household size in 2000.
Replacements units and vacancy rates are not accounted for.

Source: U.S. Census Bureau,-Gounty Planning Commission, and respective comprehensive plans.

Dickinson Township

Monroe Township South Middleton Twp. Comments on Households & Housing Units

Projected Pop. Projected  Projected Pop. Projected  Projected Pop. Projected

Housing Housing Housing The total number obccupiedhouseholds for,
Units Units Units 2000 were 1,721 (Dickinson), 2,073 (Monrg
(No projection) --- 8,343 3,272 18,078 7,409 and 5,081 S. Middleto
6,436 2,514 7,273 2,852 17,300 7,090 . . .
The total number of housing units along wi

Avg. household 2.73  Avg. household 2.67  Avg. household 2.51 GKS a@l OFyOe NI GS¢
size size size was 1,8346.6% (Dickinson); 2,165, 4.4
population 2.56 population 2.55 population 2.44 (Monroe); and 5,302, 4.3% (S. Middleta

divided by total
housing units

(not calculated)
680

divided by total
housing units

Additional Number of Housing Units Compared to 2000

1,107
685

divided by total
housing units

2,107
1,788
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Table 4: Land Useby Zoning Designation

Residential Use | Commercial Use (code Industrial Use Institutional /
(codes 100 to 299) 300 to 399) (codes 400 to 499) Special Use /
Communication
(codes 600 to 720)
ZONING DISTRIC’| Acres % Acres % Acres % Acres %
All districts (zones)| 14838.64| 91.26%| 434.55 2.67% 1.43 0.01% | 984.88 6.06%
Conservation (C) 2173.58| 81.42% 15.36 0.58% N/A N/A | 480.74 18.01%
Agricultural (A) 11530.08| 94.75%| 235.36 1.93% 0.96 0.01% | 402.85 3.31%
Suburban 989.96| 90.33% 10.81 0.99% N/A N/A 95.17 8.68%
Residential (RL)
Highway 40.84| 29.92%| 95.21 69.74% 0.47 0.3%% N/A N/A
Commercial (HC)
Industrial (1) 23.51| 30.97%| 52.41 69.03% N/A N/A 3.25 4.28%
Manufactured 2.68| 10.93%| 21.85 89.07% N/A N/A N/A N/A
Housing Park
(MHP)
Neighborhood 19.85| 89.09% 2.43 10.91% N/A N/A N/A N/A
Commercial (NC)
Village (V) 58.13| 93.58% 1.12 1.80% N/A N/A 2.87 4.62%

Table & Leading Land Usggy Land Use Codén Terms of Frequency (with Associated Acredge)

Rank Code Description Number of Parcels Total Acreage

1 101 Residential 1 family 2,085 2,672

2 112 Agricultural (with buildings) 237 7,430

3 100 Residential vacant land 219 368

4 113 Agricultural (without buildings) 88 2,965

5 600 Vacant, exempt land 51 654
Subtotal 2,680 14,089
totals For entire township 2923 16,260

Table ®: Leading Land Usglsy Land Use Codén Terms of Acreage (with Associated Frequency)*

Rank Code Description Total Acreage Number of Parcels
1 112 Agricultural (with buildings) 7,430 237
2 113 Agricultural (without buildings) 2,965 88
3 101 Residential 1 family 2,672 2,085
4 600 Vacant, exempt land 750 51
5 303 General commercial 654 27
6 118 Mountain ¢ vacant (10+ acres) 368 14
Subtotal 2,694 14,839
totals For entire township 16,260 2923
FF2N) alidzRASR LI NOStaT y2d4 Fff 2F GKS G2¢yakKALQa LI NOS
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Figure 5 Monroe Township, Cumberland County (zoning)
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