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IDESCRIPTION AND PURPOSE OF BILL|

House Bill 1719 amends Title 53 (Municipalities Generally) regarding the time
period to dispute the amount of review fees for projects, the amount of financial
security held at the end of a project, and arbitration over disputed fees.

Chapter 56 of Title 53 is known as the Municipality Authorities Act ("MAA”). House
Bill 1719 amends the powers of municipal authorities by clarifying the MAA to
ensure that an authority may retain only 10% of the original amount of the posted
financial security for a project. Under current law, an authority may require
retention of 10% of the estimated costs of a project prior to final release of financial
security. Presently, there is some question as to whether the statute requires the
submission of 10% of additional financial security or whether 10% of the original
financial security is require to be retained.
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The legislation extends the time period for a property owner to dispute the amount
of fees from 20 working days within the date of billing to 60 days. Failure to
dispute the fees within the prescribed time period results in a waiver of the right to
arbitration.

House Bill 1719 provides that if a dispute is not resolved within 60 days from the
date of billing (current law is 30 days), the property owner shall have the right to
request the appointment of another professional consultant to serve as arbitrator.
If the parties cannot agree on a professional consultant within 20 days of the
request for appointment of an arbitrator, the president judge of the court of
common pleas shall appoint an arbitrator. Presently, appointment by the president
judge occurs within 30 days of the billing date.

House Bill 1719 provides that the fee of the arbitrator shall be paid by the property
owner if the disputed fee is upheld by the arbitrator. The fee of the arbitrator shall
be paid by the authority if the disputed fee is $2,500 or greater than the payment
decided by the arbitrator. The fee of the arbitrator shall be paid in an equal
amount if the disputed fee is less than $2,500 of the payment decided by the
arbitrator.

The legislation provides that if an arbitrator finds that the disputed fees are
“unreasonable and excessive” by more than $10,000, the arbitrator shall impose a

surcharge of 4% on the amount found to be excessive, which shall be awarded to
the party that paid the fee, in addition to the amount found to be excessive.

The act shall take effect in 60 days.

FISCAL IMPACT:

The legislation will have no adverse fiscal impact on Commonwealth funds.
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