
 

Upper Delaware Council 

PROJECT REVIEW COMMITTEE MEETING MINUTES   

July 28, 2026 

  

Committee Members Present:  Aaron Robinson, Harold Roeder, Ginny Dudko, Michael Keller 

(Zoom), Cathleen Breen, Jeff Dexter 

Committee Members Absent:  Larry Richardson, Al Henry 

Staff:  Laurie Ramie, Stephanie Driscoll 

NPS Partners:  Carly Marshall (Zoom) 

Guests:   Bill Dudko, River Reporter- Liam Mayo  

 
 

The UDC’s Project Review Committee held its monthly meeting on Tuesday, July 28, 2026. Vice-chair Robinson called the 

meeting to order at 6:29 p.m. There was no public comment on the agenda.   
 

Approval of June 23, 2026 Meeting Minutes: A motion by G. Dudko seconded by Roeder to approve the 6/23 meeting 

minutes carried.  
 

Resources and Land Use Specialist Discussion Items: No report during position vacancy.  

 

New Business:  

Substantial Conformance Review: 2026-10 Solar Ordinance, Berlin Township: Ramie said that both reviews had been completed 

under the UDC's interim consulting agreement for substantial conformance review services. The ordinances had been forwarded to the 

consultant (Kerry Engelhardt) at the end of June, and the completed review reports were received that morning. Because Berlin 

Township does not have zoning, evaluating the ordinances require a different approach than is typically used during substantial 

conformance reviews. Without zoning provisions to compare against, Engelhardt instead evaluated the ordinances using the River 

Management Plan where applicable and, in the case of the solar ordinance, the UDC's adopted solar energy position paper. The 

reviews conclude that revisions to both ordinances should be considered before the UDC proceeds with a formal substantial 

conformance determination. 

For the solar ordinance, the RMP does not specifically address solar development, making the UDC's previously adopted position 

paper the appropriate benchmark. Based on that review, Engelhardt recommended several revisions that would strengthen the 

ordinance's consistency with the UDC's guidance. Regarding the data center ordinance, the primary recommendation is that Berlin 

Township consider prohibiting data centers within the Upper Delaware River Corridor. Under Pennsylvania's home rule authority, the 

township is under no obligation to accept the recommendations. The UDC's role is to provide technical comments for the township's 

consideration before moving forward with any formal substantial conformance determination. Robinson asked whether Berlin 

Township had already received copies of the reports. Ramie said the reports were intentionally brought before the committee first 

since they would need to decide whether to transmit the reviews to the township, and that approval was the action being requested this 

evening. 

A motion by G. Dudko, seconded by Roeder, to forward Engelhardt’s review and recommendations to Berlin Township carried. 

Robinson said that because the township does not have a planning commission due to the absence of zoning, the reports would instead 

be transmitted directly to the Township Board of Supervisors.  

Marshall offered a procedural suggestion based on the NPS’s experience with similar municipal reviews. It would be beneficial to 

provide Berlin Township with a reasonable timeframe for responding to the UDC's comments. Robinson said the immediate 

responsibility was simply to submit the recommendations to the township. Whether Berlin Township chose to act on them would 

ultimately be the township's decision. Marshall asked when the UDC anticipated completing its substantial conformance review and 

forwarding its recommendation to the National Park Service. Ramie said that timing was complicated by the transition in the 

Resources and Land Use Specialist position. The new hire will begin work the following week; she will begin catching up on pending 

substantial conformance reviews, including these ordinances. She expects that, over the coming month, the new RLUS will be able to 

work directly with Berlin Township to determine whether officials intend to consider revisions. Both ordinances have already been 

formally adopted by the township. Therefore, if Berlin Township wishes to incorporate the UDC's recommendations, it would first 

need to reopen the ordinances through its own public amendment process, including any required public hearings, before adopting 

revisions. At this point, however, the UDC is not yet at the stage of issuing a final substantial conformance determination. Ramie 

proposed including language in the cover memorandum transmitting the reports that would identify the date of the committee's next 

monthly meeting. That will provide the township with a reasonable target for responding, while still allowing flexibility depending on 

whether it intended to pursue amendments. Committee members agreed.  

Robinson asked for a motion on the Substantial Conformance Review: 2026-11 Data Center Ordinance. Ramie said the believed the 

motion that had just been approved was intended to apply to both consultant reviews, since the recommendation in each case was 

identical—to transmit the consultant's comments to Berlin Township for consideration before any formal substantial conformance 

determination. The committee agreed that the motion covered both reviews.  
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Article: “New York Becomes First State to Ban Data Centers”: Ramie said that this Sullivan County Democrat article is included 

in the meeting packet for informational purposes. The UDC has been closely following developments surrounding data center 

regulation because of the potential implications for communities within the Upper Delaware River Corridor. She said the article 

references actions being taken by individual municipalities in addition to the broader state-level discussion. One example highlighted 

was the Town of Highland, which had adopted a one-year moratorium on data center development. For at least for the coming year, 

many of the concerns surrounding potential data center proposals within New York municipalities have effectively been put on hold 

while local governments continues their planning efforts. Breen said that describing the action as a "ban" could be misleading because 

the measure being discussed was a temporary one-year moratorium rather than a permanent prohibition. The word "ban" in the 

headline tends to generate unrealistic expectations among readers.  

G. Dudko asked whether similar legislative efforts were underway in Pennsylvania. Robinson said that Pennsylvania was actively 

discussing the issue, although there was currently no statewide moratorium comparable to the actions being taken in New York. 

Instead, Pennsylvania's discussions were reportedly focused on establishing stricter standards governing water consumption and 

energy allocation for future data center developments. Several township supervisors from northeastern Pennsylvania have recently 

participated in a tour of an existing data center facility. He commented on the tremendous physical scale of modern data centers, 

observing that the buildings themselves are enormous and require extensive supporting infrastructure. The existing electrical grid does 

not have the capacity to support large-scale data center development. One of the more recent industry trends is for proposed data 

centers to generate their own electrical power rather than relying entirely on the public grid. In some cases, facilities are even being 

designed to produce excess electricity that could be fed back into the electrical system, potentially benefiting surrounding 

communities by adding generating capacity rather than increasing demand. Advances in cooling technology have led many newer 

facilities to adopt closed-loop cooling systems that dramatically reduce water consumption compared to earlier designs. As a result, 

the industry's approach to water management continues to evolve, lessening some of the concerns that had initially been raised 

regarding high-volume water withdrawals. B. Dudko said that one facility in the Finger Lakes region was already operating with its 

own on-site power generation.  

Other: Ramie said since the previous month's meeting, the UDC had received the NPS’s determination regarding the Cochecton 

Pump House Substantial Conformance Review. The NPS concurred with the UDC’s findings. The determination will be on the 

upcoming Full Council agenda, but she wanted to make the committee aware that the review process had now been completed and the 

UDC no longer has any active substantial conformance reviews pending. This is particularly good timing, as the Council welcomes its 

new Resources and Land Use Specialist. Beginning with no outstanding reviews would allow the new employee to start with a 

relatively clean slate and become familiar with the review process before taking on additional projects. Robinson said Shohola 

Township is expected to submit several ordinance amendments that will require substantial conformance review. Although those 

amendments a anticipated to have limited impacts, they will still need to proceed through the UDC's normal review process.  

 
 

Old Business:  

Town of Lumberland Land Use Complaints: Ramie referred members to the correspondence included in their meeting materials.  

Information was sent out via email by Marshall earlier today as well. Ramie reminded everyone that the UDC had written to the Town 

on June 26 offering to facilitate a meeting among the interested parties to better understand the permitting status of the two 

campground facilities. The town's response had come from its attorney, who advised that the matters were currently the subject of 

litigation and the town declined the UDC's offer to facilitate a meeting at that time. This leaves the matter at a standstill, although 

additional information has since become available that could provide helpful context for the committee's ongoing discussions. 

Marshall said that she had distributed two reports to committee members earlier that day because she believes additional background 

information would be helpful to the Committee. Discussions involving municipal code enforcement actions are typically not discussed 

publicly because of the liability associated with ongoing enforcement matters. However, she recognizes that the UDC occupies a 

somewhat unique position, as it evaluates municipal code enforcement efforts through the substantial conformance process. Given that 

the committee had discussed these complaints over several recent meetings and that considerable public discussion was taking place 

online, she felt it was important to provide members with a clearer understanding of the circumstances and the communications that 

had occurred. 

 

Campground One: Marshall explained that this is a relatively new campground operation that has begun within the last several years. 

Based on the NPS understanding, the property owner had never obtained the necessary local permits for the campground. Portions of 

the development had occurred within 100 feet of the river and some improvements also appeared to be located within the floodplain 

and floodway, both of which raised concerns from the municipality's standpoint. The property owner's position appeared to be that, 

because the campground operated fewer than five campsites, it was exempt from obtaining a special use permit. While the Zoning 

Ordinance uses a campsite threshold when determining whether a special use permit is required, the ordinance's actual definition of a 

campground contains no minimum number of campsites. In her view, zoning approval would still be required regardless of the number 

of designated campsites. Despite maintaining fewer than five formal campsites, several of those sites were advertised as 

accommodating up to 40 people each. The campground also marketed itself as a venue for large private events, effectively creating a 

much higher intensity of use than the small number of campsites might initially suggest. Photographs included in the reports illustrated 

examples of these larger gatherings from previous years.  
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Campground Two: Marshall said that ownership of the property had changed and that several park model recreational vehicles had 

initially been installed behind the restaurant. Additional work has reportedly occurred on adjacent hillsides, including steep slope 

development and vegetation clearing. The amount of clearing likely would not qualify as clear-cutting, however, she expressed 

concern that the level of clearing and screening did not appear consistent with River Management Plan guidance or the town's own 

zoning standards, both of which contain provisions related to vegetative screening and steep slope protection. The park model units 

were later relocated to the riverfront, placing several of them within the floodplain. Based on the information available, it did not 

appear that the relocated units complied with the town's floodplain regulations. The property owner had subsequently submitted an 

application seeking special use approval for a motel operation, with the park model units functioning as motel accommodations. While 

she believed the proposal likely fit the Town's zoning definition of a motel, the application has not been completed because the 

applicant has yet provided the required supplemental information. As a result, the Planning Board has not yet determined that a 

complete application existed, meaning no substantial conformance application had ever been forwarded to the UDC. The applicant 

also failed to attend several recent Planning Board meetings, leaving the municipality unable to move the review process forward until 

a complete application was received or a determination by the Planning Board on the completeness of the application is completed.  

 

Dexter asked about what appeared to be a large box truck visible in one of the images from Campground One. He asked whether it 

was a camper or some other type of long-term occupancy. Marshall said that she had not specifically noticed the truck when reviewing 

the photographs and believed it was most likely associated with a particular event occurring that day rather than a permanent feature 

of the campground. The photographs had been taken in 2024 and based on her observations and online reviews; the campground  hosts 

large events where an entire campground is rented for festivals or similar gatherings. G. Dudko thanked Marshall for assembling and 

sharing such comprehensive background information. Despite regularly traveling the roadway past the property, she had been unaware 

of the extent of development.  

 

Robinson said that, despite appreciating the detailed information that had been presented, it would be premature for the UDC to take 

any formal action. Many of the concerns being discussed, including questions involving steep slopes and other technical site 

characteristics, would ultimately require engineering or surveying expertise rather than conclusions based solely on aerial photography 

or GIS mapping. Because the issues involved complex factual determinations and because the town's attorney had indicated that 

litigation was underway, the UDC should allow the town and the applicants adequate time to resolve the issues through the local 

review process before considering any additional involvement. Marshall clarified that she was not requesting any action from the 

UDC. She wanted to ensure that committee members had sufficient background information to understand why the NPS remained 

interested in the matter. The previous staff member who had been handling these cases was no longer with the organization, leaving a 

gap in institutional knowledge. Considerable discussion was occurring online regarding whether campground operators were being 

treated consistently across different municipalities. Providing the committee with this information was intended to improve 

understanding rather than prompt immediate action. She agreed that professionally prepared engineering plans were important and 

noted that local ordinances already required applicants to submit such plans before undertaking development activities. G. Dudko said 

that photographs alone can present an incomplete picture. A single image may capture an unusually busy day or temporary conditions 

that do not accurately represent ongoing operations. Until additional information became available through the municipal review 

process, the committee agreed it would be prudent to avoid drawing conclusions while acknowledging the considerable effort that had 

gone into compiling the information.  

 

Keller asked whether, beyond the apparent zoning and permitting issues, there had been any documented impacts to the river itself. He 

observed that several of the camping structures appear to be located very close to the riverbank and wondered whether high-density 

camping, vehicle traffic, and other activities had resulted in measurable impacts to the river or surrounding ecosystem. Marshall said 

that the NPS’s environmental concerns centered on the location of some camping structures within extremely close proximity to the 

river; several appeared to be within approximately 50 feet of the river, with some reportedly located within the floodway itself, making 

them especially vulnerable during flood events. She also identified sanitation as a concern at one of the campgrounds given the 

method being used to collect human waste at each campsite and the number of people each campsite potentially serves. 

Robinson recalled that one of the campgrounds discussed had actually operated since the late 1960s and had long been one of the 

busiest recreational campgrounds in the Upper Delaware Valley. Having personally worked there during the 1970s, he noted that 

intensive campground use was not a new phenomenon in the corridor and explained how the facility had expanded over the years. 

Marshall clarified that the discussion involved two separate campground operations.  She also pointed out that the older campground 

has an established septic system, distinguishing it from the sanitation concerns associated with the newer facility. Robinson said that 

campgrounds have historically provided substantial seasonal employment opportunities for local high school and college students 

while serving as an important component of the region's tourism economy. Eliminating or severely restricting such businesses could 

have significant local economic consequences. He also stressed that economic benefits should not excuse violations of environmental 

regulations or local ordinances. Rather, the challenge is finding an appropriate balance between protecting natural resources and 

supporting the recreational economy that has long been part of the river corridor. Marshall agreed with that assessment, emphasizing 

that campgrounds themselves are entirely appropriate and anticipated uses within the Recreational River segment. She reiterated that 

neither the NPS nor the UDC was questioning the appropriateness of campground operations in general. Instead, the concerns related 

specifically to compliance with applicable local zoning requirements, floodplain regulations, health codes, and other standards 
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intended to ensure that campground development occurs responsibly. Members agreed that those issues would likely be addressed 

over time through the town's ongoing review and enforcement processes.  

 

E-vote: Support for Sullivan County Smart Growth Community Planning Program Grant: Ramie said Sullivan County had 

requested a letter of support from the UDC as part of its application to the New York State Department of State's Smart Growth 

Community Planning Program. The County intends to update its comprehensive plan and was seeking grant funding to support that 

planning effort. Because the grant application was subject to a July 20 deadline, there was insufficient time to wait until the 

committee's next regularly scheduled meeting, making an electronic vote necessary. For the record, the e-vote had been successfully 

completed, with 10 affirmative votes received from the UDC's 15 voting members, more than enough to approve the request. 

Following the vote, the UDC's letter of support was prepared and transmitted to Sullivan County on July 10, allowing the County to 

include it with its grant application before the state deadline. 

 

Status of 2025 Annual Code Enforcement Activity Report: Ramie said that after reviewing office files and Engelhardt’s previous 

emails requesting 2025 annual code enforcement information from the municipalities within the river corridor. To date, the response 

was much lower than expected. Because of the recent vacancy in the Resources and Land Use Specialist position, there was some 

uncertainty as to whether any responses may have been received but inadvertently overlooked during the staffing transition. One of the 

first assignments for the incoming Resources and Land Use Specialist would be to follow up with the municipalities by resending the 

request. This will also provide Julie Pais with an opportunity to introduce herself to the municipal officials, provide her contact 

information, and begin establishing working relationships with the code enforcement officers and local governments. Collecting this 

information remains an important annual responsibility. The Code Enforcement Activity Report is a required deliverable under the 

UDC's Cooperative Agreement with the NPS, and it also serves as a valuable tool for documenting development activity throughout 

the river corridor. Municipalities are being asked to report all river corridor code enforcement and permitting activity that occurred 

during calendar year 2025. 

 

Robinson asked whether projects that had already been reviewed by the UDC would automatically be reflected in the Council's 

records. Ramie said that any project requiring a substantial conformance review would indeed already be documented by the UDC. 

However, she cautioned that the Council cannot assume it is aware of every project occurring within the corridor. Many permits never 

rise to the level requiring UDC review, making the municipalities' reports the only comprehensive source for documenting the full 

range of development activity. While relatively minor projects such as decks, porches, and similar residential improvements, generally 

do not require UDC review, they are still valuable to include in the annual report because they provide a complete picture of 

permitting activity throughout the corridor. Maintaining a single, comprehensive record allows the UDC to better understand 

development trends from year to year. Breen asked how many municipalities had responded so far. Ramie estimated that only two or 

three towns or townships had submitted their reports. The Town of Delaware and Westfall Township were identified the two that had 

responded.  

 

Robinson said that having complete permit information provides a useful way to demonstrate to municipal officials and governing 

boards the level of development activity taking place within the river corridor. Even projects that do not require UDC review still 

involve local permitting and oversight, helping illustrate the volume of work being handled throughout the municipalities. Presenting 

this information often serves as a useful reminder to local officials of the importance of ongoing planning, code enforcement, and land 

use administration. In theory, completing the annual report should be a relatively straightforward task for municipalities since the 

permitting information should already exist in their records. Ramie said the requests are directed to each municipality's Code 

Enforcement Officer, who is ultimately responsible for maintaining those records and providing the requested information to the 

UDC.  
 

Other: None. 
 

Public Comment: None. 
 

 Adjournment: A motion moved by Roeder, seconded by G. Dudko to adjourn at 7:03 p.m. carried.  
 
=     

 Minutes prepared by Stephanie Driscoll, 7/30/2026 

 


