BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS
Tuesday, March 8, 2011
6:00 P.M.

At 6:00 p.m. Comm. Steele called the regular meeting of the board to order with the following in attendance:

	Comm. Knepper    		Elizabeth Heathcote		Solicitor Hovis
	Comm.	 Silberstein  		Scott DePoe			Debra Hatley
	Comm. Jones			Monica Love			Robert Miller	
	Comm. Granholm 		Fred Krause	
									
						
Minutes	On motion of Comm. Silberstein, seconded by Comm. Granholm, the minutes for February 8th and 22nd, 2011 were approved as presented.
			
	Vote 5 yes.

Payment of Bills

	On motion of Commissioner Knepper, seconded by Commissioner Jones, the following bills for February 2011 were approved for payment:

		General Fund		          $1,052,082.75    
 		Sewer Revenue Fund	                 81,335.78 
		Intermunicipal Sewer Fund         10,225.19 
		General Capital Reserve              12,102.62
		Sewer Capital Reserve                   4,211.99
		Street Light			          313.01
		Escrow Fund			          887.04
		
		TOTAL		           $1,161,158.38      

	Professional Service
		 Non-Reimbursable 		   $16,961.26  

	Vote 5 yes.

Executive
Session	The BOC was in executive session with Attorney Guy Beneventano from 6:04 until 6:25 to discuss potential litigation with the solid waste and recycling collection contract.
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Solid Waste
Recycling
Collection
Contract  	On motion of Comm. Granholm, seconded by Comm. Jones, the board rejected all bids for the solid waste and recycling collection contract and will reopen the contract and advertise a due date in advance of the April BOC meeting.

	Scott Wagner, PennWaste:  Is there a possibility that the speed of the ad and rebid could be moved up sooner than the April meeting?  If a decision is made at the April meeting and another contractor wins the bid there is time involved switching out the equipment.

	Don Isabella, York Waste:  Can your motion be reconsidered?  We have worked hard for a good number, to hold the price and help control costs.  Now the lowest bid is on the streets.  We would ask that your motion be reconsidered.

	Vote 5 yes.

2003
Sewer
Bond	Fred Krause:  There are 3 plans of action that can be considered:

1. No new action.  We would maintain the current bond issue and continue paying on it at the original bi-yearly pay dates until the repayment is scheduled to end in 2017.
2. We prepay the remainder of the 2003 bond issue this year completely.  Savings would be $426k over 6 years in interest.
3. We prepay the existing bond issue by taking out a bank note for the remainder balance at a lesser interest rate.  This could be structured 1 of 3 ways:
a. Bank loan at a level debt service spreading the savings out over the next 6 years for a net savings of $101k
b. Bank loan for 5 years shortening the life of the loan by 1 year with a net savings of $143k
c. Bank loan achieving upfront savings in 2012 and some annual savings through 2017, for a net savings of $62k over 6 years.
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There is currently enough in our sewer fund balance to repay the $2.6 million bond balance and maintain a reserve necessary to fund operations, current projects and contingencies. There is no penalty for prepaying.

Comm. Granholm:  Does this affect our credit rating?

Fred Krause:  No. It actually shows you are more stable and operating efficiently. 
 
Solicitor Hovis:  These bonds were issued by the authority. It’s really only the authority that can authorize the redemption or prepayment of them.  We have a lease back scenario, you are in control of the maintenance and operation, you create the sewer fund, you need to make a recommendation to the authority that they undertake what your recommendation is.

Comm. Granholm:  Motion made to recommend to the York Township Water & Sewer Authority that a payment be made to retire the sewer debt and redeem any and all outstanding bonds.

Comm. Silberstein:  Second.

Vote 5 yes.

At 6:36 pm Comm. Silberstein left the meeting.

Public Comments

John
Bowders	Fee schedule ‘Won’t be fooled again’: At the recent hearing for golf at Bridgewater, Comm. Granholm did a good job as hearing officer and you made a good decision.  After that I asked who paid for the hearing?  I filed a right to know to find the fees that were collected.  Keystone paid nothing. We used to have a fee, but after the TND ordinance was repealed that fee was deleted, and instead a fee for validity challenge was put there.  We are always fighting yesterday’s battles.  So for the Bridgewater amendment the taxpayers picked up the tab for the letters, advertisement, the court reporter, and Attorney Hovis to attend the meeting for 7 hours and write the decision, which is a significant amount of money. If you think that Attorney Kaplin is never going to come back with another cockamamie scheme or something, then you probably don’t need to do anything. I don’t feel that lucky.  I think they are going to be back.  I think if construction ever starts that Keystone will be back in here multiple times with hearings and taxpayers should not have to foot the bill for that.
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	I have two proposals, one is you could reinstate the TND processing fee schedule like we had before.  Make it large enough so you can recoup the major township costs in conducting these hearings.  This isn’t just for Keystone.  There are 2 other StoneBridge TND applications still out there. We are still in the TND business around here whether we want to be or not. The other possibility would be you could send Keystone a bill for the hearing including clerical work, ads, solicitor costs,  and ½ of the transcription costs. 

 If you recall during the original conditional use hearing, during all of the processing of the TNDs, this is exactly what this board did, we billed the developers for the township’s cost.  You billed Keystone and they paid about $30,000.  I wasn’t wild about that process.  I raised cane about it particularly when you paid back Heritage Hills, Hidden Lakes and Charter, but you didn’t pay back these guys.  You set a precedent there, and the precedent is that during conditional use you could bill the developers for the township’s cost and you relieved the taxpayers the expense of the hearing.  I’d like you to think about one of those options, if you do nothing I can practically guarantee that this will come back.  There will be another hearing of this board, you will have to go into the taxpayer’s pockets again.  I’m asking you to take some action and get this squared away once and for all.

Public Presentations

Heather
Goebler	Red Lion Senior Center:  Thank you for having me back.  A lot has happened at the Senior Center in the last 6 months.  You have been an important part of the change in the growth. Our purpose is to serve as a place for older adults to come for fellowship, for companionship. We help seniors stay independent. We help them live in their homes as long as possible, and urge them to stay involved with their community.
	
We served 15,400 lunches at the center, a 62% increase from 2009.  We have also served 15,120 meals on wheels in 2010 to seniors that are unable to get to the community center.  We average 75 seniors coming every day, an increase of	56% from 2009. 33% of the members are from York Township.

We currently have a budget of $133,000, 63% comes from the York County Agency on Aging.  This is a higher percentage than when I came to you 6 months ago.  The Agency has started to base the funding on outcome, so the more seniors we serve the more funding we receive.  The 
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remainder of the funding comes from municipalities, donations, grants and community support.  York Township is our highest municipal giver, 2 years ago you were our lowest giver, because you didn’t give anything.  I want to thank you for your efforts.  I want to also thank you for including us in your budget this year.  We appreciate your support.

I like to think my senior center is the best, we offer four different programs that no other senior center in York County offers.  We started the evening meal program in November.  We also offer a once a month opportunity to come to the senior center after hours to listen to music with their meal.

Another program we offer is the I Can Challenge Program, which is geared toward seniors that have diabetes or heart disease.	We have a community garden on a nice plot of land.  The seniors till, water, and cultivate the produce and then share with others.  We get donations for the plants, and that goes along with the healthy eating.  My senior center has the largest gift shop.  We have a large area where the seniors can work on sewing machines, making pillows, aprons, they make jewelry and they sell what they make at our gift shop, and that goes back to the  senior center.

We do have some challenges.  We are running out of room in our building the way it is currently laid out.  We have outgrown our dining room capacity.  We’ve talked about different ways to overcome this growth, do we provide lunch in two shifts, should we remodel?  Our programing and health activities and education programs are so great that we are running out of room for exercising.  We have to limit the number of people in the classes.  Our short term growth plan is to purchase new tables and chairs for the dining room, maybe adding 20 seats.  We are promoting our take out programs to make more room.  We are also taking some of the programs to other facilities.

Our long term plan is to renovate our building.  We have drafted a new look for our center and how we can grow with the baby boomers when they start coming to our center.  We have been writing grants, and I hope to hear about one this week for remodeling.

A personal challenge of mine is to become a National Accredited Senior Center. There is only one other in York County and that is White Rose.  That would give us more opportunities for funding.  It would also give us a seal of approval…..that we know what we are talking about with senior programs.  We want to remodel our building for more space.  We’d like to make our building greener.  We plan on retrofitting our existing lights and reseal and insulate our building.  We’d like to target younger seniors to 
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come to our center.  We want to continue our partnerships with the local municipalities and recreation boards.  We’ve done a good job working with Debra Hatley here doing some great programming with her department.

I want to thank you for the opportunity to talk with you to share the exciting things that have happened at the senior center in the past 6 months, and to thank you again for your support.  We do appreciate it.

Comm. Knepper: Last month I commented on my time there.  I did come unannounced because I wanted to see how you treat newbies.  I was treated with royalty.  You gave me a tour of your facility and I appreciate that.  How Red Lion Senior Center ended up with someone so exciting as the director there, I don’t know, but you do well there.  Thank you very much.

Chief
Gross	York Area Regional Police:  Our 2010 annual report will be presented to the police commission at the March 10th meeting.  After the commission receives the report, we will post it on the website.  	

	Part 1 crimes are the serious crimes classified by police departments across the country….things like murder, robbery, rape, burglary, theft and assault. There was a decrease in part 1 crimes.

	Part 2 crimes are less serious crimes…vandalism, fraud, drunk driving, drug offenses, and disorderly conduct.  There was a slight increase in 2010 in part 2 crimes.

	56% of the 911 calls to YARP were for York Township.  York Township paid $3,191,897 for police service for 2010.  That is 51% of the overall revenues from the municipalities.  Windsor represents 21%, Red Lion 12%, and Dallastown 7%. Crime is down. We need to keep the levels of service where we have them.   

	I did bring along tonight the Command unit.  This unit is an International Harvester, 10 year old truck that we did not really seek out, although we had a forensic van that was an ambulance that was becoming quite old.  This opportunity came up for this vehicle which probably looking at comparable vehicles around the country would be about a $200,000 or more to purchase even used.  We were able, through an auction and a local dealer, to obtain this vehicle for $15,000, and that included what we have done to remodel and to mark the van and provide some equipment, 
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	probably only have another $15,000 invested in this unit.  So with a $30,000 investment we have a vehicle that is comparable to vehicles that cost $190,000 or more.  It will be used for our forensic unit and the county forensic team, also for special events.  We have used it for recruiting events, for DUI checkpoints, two arson investigations we had in extremely cold weather.  It provides us with multiple capabilities.  We used it at the Red Lion/Dallastown football games.  It gives us a command post at those events.  We are happy to show that to you.  We would never have been able to purchase a unit like this without that opportunity coming along.

	We’d like to present a photo of the department done in 2010.  This includes everyone but Officer Cohick who is in Afghanistan.  We would like to present this for display in the township building.  It has the names of all of our employees and officers.  We think it gives the public a chance to see who we are.

	The board recessed for 10 minutes to inspect Command Unit 21.

COMMISSIONER COMMENTS

Comm.
Jones	I had occasion the last several days to drive past Stump Park. Debra it’s looking good. The guys have done a nice job with getting the mulch around, the fields look good.

	I observed some road pre-paving work going on in the township at various locations, and Scott’s group is doing a great job with that.

	I’d like to remind the residents that this Saturday from 9 until 12 is the Great American Clean Up, you can call the township and get actively involved.  Lonnie and I are looking forward to being a part of that this year.

Comm.
Granholm	I was talking with Linda Marshall and I think it’s probably time to do a little bit of an HR audit in bringing our handbook up to speed and current.  I’d like to recommend that we have staff follow up on getting that done in the next 3 months.  I think that’s something we should do annually, but need to keep that current.

	Hopefully everyone has visited or has on their schedule to meet with staff on SALDO and zoning.  I spent a couple of hours with them and really they have done a lot of work. What they need is input from the board and 
March 8, 2011
Page 8

	some direction as they continue to more forward to address as many of our comments before we have a draft to put out there for the public.  I encourage you to get with them if you haven’t already.

	I had an opportunity today to attend a meeting with YCCD related to the TMDL issue that I have latched onto and  made a mission out of staying current on.  They were discussing the ag issues today, we do have some farming in the township and there is some stuff that applies.  There were about 70 people there.  One of the speakers got up and one of the things that struck me the most was one of the meetings with EPA on this issue, representatives from states all over the country, from different watersheds are watching what happens here in the Chesapeake Bay watershed.  A lot of focus on this bill….. a lot of EPA involvement.  They have been in Lancaster County doing inspections on farms, they are still pushing this and ramping it up.  I will continue to monitor that.

	Have we followed up on any of the solar presentations?  I think that’s worth pursuing, I know we had a couple of companies in to give us an initial presentation and I think we should probably get a little deeper into that especially with energy doing what it is doing.  I think we should look at every opportunity we can.

Comm.
Knepper	I apologize for having to leave early last month.  I came sick and as the evening wore on I got worse.  I gave 10 days to sick leave last month without pay.

	I called a meeting for the boroughs covered by the regional police.  We had a sit down meeting.  The purpose of that meeting was to share their hearts on the regional police.  I got an earful.  My response to that meeting was that they believe they are very under represented.  Going into the new  contract talks it was my decision, and I believe I have the responsibility to the citizens, to bring a third party to the negotiating team, and that is Mr. Ron Smith who represents Dallastown Borough.

	I have met with Chief Gross on two different occasions to go over issues with the current police contract so I can understand best what that means.  I got a copy of the current police contract, the chief of police contract and a copy of another municipal police contract.  I believe we can arrive at a contract that is reasonable to both the police department and the municipalities that they serve.  I will keep my fellow commissioners updated and will require short executive sessions.
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	I’d like to thank Al Granholm for sitting in for me last month at the Police Commission meeting.

	I attended the Dallastown Area School Board meeting, a very interesting meeting.  I approached the school district about the possibility of two members of the school board sitting down with myself and staff with the idea of discussing LERTA, Local Economic Revitalization Tax Assistance.  We had that meeting here last Thursday afternoon.  That meeting was very well received and there was a lot of excitement surrounding that.  We can’t do it without the school district.  We are currently waiting to hear from the school district to do a presentation before the full school board.  I believe this is very exciting for the township and long term will cause a stabilization of the taxes in York Township.  Being a bedroom style community doesn’t work very long.

	I met with Debra Hatley regarding a pilot project and she gave to me this document, Ma & Pa Community Greenway Feasibility Study.  This is a very exciting study, it doesn’t just point out the positives, but the negatives also.  I’m not interesting in stealing Debra’s thunder because I think she is going to do a presentation on this.


Comm. 
Steele	I wish I could report that my February was as exciting as yours.  Mine was pretty much a downer.

	March 9 at 7:00 pm there will a presentation at the Red Lion High School that will highlight the Barshinger Watershed Renaissance Initiative. That correction of Barshinger Creek is being supported by Red Lion High School as a science project.

	Again, not to step all over Comm. Knepper, LERTA, as I suggested in our meeting in February to arrange a meeting with the school board, and Comm. Knepper has done that.  I appreciate the preliminary meeting, and his comments this evening.

	As Comm. Jones noted, this coming Saturday we are going to have a Clean Up Day.  I have volunteered to be on the Keith Lutz team.   
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TOWNSHIP MANAGER - Elizabeth Heathcote

PennDOT
Rt. 2002
Project	The proposed project involves the replacement of a box culvert over Mill Creek on Springwood Road between Chapel Church Road and CBW Road.  The project is scheduled to be built during the 2013 construction season.  We have two display boards and handouts in the lobby for a four week period.   

PennDOT
Rt. 124
Project	The township has been contacted by Acquisition Services regarding property owned by York Township at RT 124 and Chambers Road (beach house property bought in 2005).  The property is currently 24,829 sq. ft.  PennDOT will need 15,923 sq. ft. for right of way, with 8906 sq. ft. left to the township.  PennDOT will perform a before and after appraisal.  The property could be deemed an uneconomic remnant and PennDOT would purchase the whole property. It could be 30-60 days before an offer is made to the township.  

PennDOT
Rt. 24
Project	Met with PennDOT officials and Buchart Horn engineers regarding realignment of Rt. 24 and changes to boundary between York Township and Windsor Township.  Presented a colored drawing to the BOC showing changes to RT 24.

CBW Rd.
Sage 
Hill	Jeff, Scott and I met with PennDOT, along with John Runge and Ken Stoltzfus regarding CBW Road.  We have come up with a list of pros and cons for straightening the curves versus softening them.  We need direction to give Mr. Stoltzfus so he can move forward with the plan.  If he proceeds with the approved plan he will need to obtain two HOP’s and do the Phase II Archeological study, or soften the curves and obtain the permits for that work.

	PennDOT is requiring him to have all the permits from all the other agencies before he applies for the HOPs.
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	Comm. Steele:  You should have some documents, which I would call talking documents, of pros and cons for softening the s curves or proceeding with the approved plan.  I guess the question to the board and for the staff is which way do we want to go based upon your comments?

	Comm. Granholm:  The softening gets us results much faster.  If we are realigning to the original plan, 3, 4, 500 years? I’ll be at the Red Lion Senior Center by that time.

	Scott DePoe:  The interior of those roads are tied into this as well.  As we speak today they are not in very good shape.

	Comm. Granholm:  We would require him to have the HOP’s before we would consider adopting the streets.  I’ll render my opinion that we pursue the softening.  Is it a compromise?  Yes, but I think it gets us some action and gets this done.

	Comm. Knepper:  This has been a blister since day one.  There’s been a totally ignoring from Ken Stoltzfus from day one.  Now we are getting into a longevity issue.  I’m sensing that the reality of moving forward with the plan as presented and agreed on is sort of falling apart.  As much as I hate to admit to that I guess I have to admit that it’s probably not going to happen.

	Comm. Jones:  This has been going on for quite some time, and if the softening is going to get us to where we ultimately want to be I would favor that alternative.

	Comm. Steele:  I believe that the BOC approved a plan, a land development plan, the owner presented it, we accepted it and at this point what the owner of the land agreed to do on his plan he hasn’t done it.  As a matter of fact he’s just ignored it.  To come back at this point so many years later and say ‘well I didn’t do it and all my permits are null and void and I want some relief’, I’m not about to give him any relief.  There was originally an agreement.  I’m only one voice on this board.  I believe if you are going to tell somebody you are going to do it, and you commit it and record it as a plan then I believe you ought to do it.  As far as CBW Road is concerned, I believe we should hold that owner to who presented us a plan. There may be circumstances in which the citizens who live there now don’t want the plan that was presented, but when they bought into it they bought into a plan.  At this point to provide some relief I think we will be providing relief to the owners and providing relief to PennDOT and we are going to provide relief to the township.  The township has a 
March 8, 2011
Page 12
	dog in this fight, in that we have an obligation.  We have a committed obligation on the plan.  I guess you can tell I’m against changing the plan because we don’t have a plan that shows anything else.  If we approve moving ahead on softening, if we approve that, what we are essentially doing is saying to the owner you come back to us with a new plan that shows a different configuration on CBW Road, which will help the owner, it will help the township, and may help PennDOT.  At the same time I believe it is going to create more work for YARP because those are nasty little curves there now.  They’ve probably been there for a hundred years and they are difficult to maneuver. I’m not ready to buy into a solution other than the plan that was presented to us which was agreed to by us and the owner and everybody that bought into those properties and were expecting that.

	
Comm. Knepper:  I totally agree with you.  My question is what is the reality of that happening now?  That’s the problem I’m having with it.  I agree we have a recorded plan and sets a precedent for other developments.  The developer has not done much of anything and we are getting to the eleventh hour and looking for relief.  The down side of this whole thing will be every developer’s feet will be held to the fire a lot tighter.

	Comm. Steele:  If we provide relief on this one, we can expect to provide relief in the future.

	Comm. Knepper:  What is the reality of getting the recorded plan done?  I’m just asking.

	Comm. Granholm:  It will get done.  At this point we are pressing a developer for accountability for a plan that’s been around forever.  It should have been done before now. There’s accountability on both sides.  We are at this point, we have residents…..he doesn’t have to dedicate those streets.  We have people living there, we have to keep that in mind.  I agree, it pains me to give relief in this case, I think the pain is only going to get greater if we let this one go.  Softening the curves……we need to see the plan….on the surface it seems a comparable compromise.  PennDOT is taking care of the rock outcropping, so is it perfect?  No, a long way away from that.  We need to take some kind of action and take this on a quicker pace to resolution.

	Ben Ryer:  There’s no legal recourse to hold this developer to this plan or stop the rest of the development if he doesn’t hold up his end of the deal?
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	Solicitor Hovis:  We have surety.  Given how the project has transformed into a more expensive project, our remedy is to take the surety and do the project and in the end it will cost the township and tax payers more money.  Would PennDOT approve the project or the HOP?  

	Comm. Granholm:  PennDOT said they will support our decision, obviously it’s not a burning star for them.

	Ben Ryer:  How do we stop a developer from coming here saying I’ve done all I’m going to do?

	Monica Love:  If this project were to have come in today, we now have developer’s agreements that Solicitor Hovis draws up for us for each project that states exactly when street improvements and off sight improvements must be done.  We allow them a certain number of building permits until those things come along, and those were brought into play for the township after Sage Hill went through.  

	Comm. Steele:  I agree we have to do something.

	Comm. Granholm:  I’ll make a motion to direct staff to work with the developer of Sage Hill to come up with a workable plan that would pursue softening the s curves instead of removing them as outlined in the original land development plan. Work with the developer doesn’t mean we are going to accept any shackled together plan that he throws at us. We’re not going to take whatever he brings in here.

	Comm. Knepper:  This is also a softer financial plan.
	
	Comm. Jones:  Second.

	Vote 3 yes, 1 no (Steele)

Iain
MacKenzie	The lot has been cleaned up to our satisfaction.   The minutes need to reflect that the extension of this plan runs to December 14, 2011.

Official
Map	The narrative will be given to the BOC prior to the April meeting.  After BOC review it will be forwarded to YCPC and the adjoining municipalities.

Comm. Silberstein returned to the meeting at 8:07 pm.
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RECREATION - Debra Hatley

	Monthly report in the minute book.

	I’d like to thank the commissioners who will be participating Saturday, we have about 60 people planning to attend.

Stump
Park	We are getting it spruced up for our opening.  After talking with the Rec Board, we are looking at May 14th for some opening activities.  I’ll have more details at the April meeting.  The fields will be opening in late March, all of the fields, not just Stump.

	Comm. Knepper:  Is it your opinion the grass will be stabilized enough to be used for playing fields?

	Debra Hatley:  We think so, if not, we will find out quickly.  It’s been growing about 3 seasons. It seems to be draining well.

Ma & Pa
Greenway	The feasibility study has been completed.  Debra will provide copies to the BOC members. The documents propose a pilot project and the municipalities involved met last week to discuss the pilot project and where the steering committee may be going.  

	For the steering committee for the whole 12 mile project would the commissioners reappoint me to the steering committee? The other issue would be related to the pilot project, this would involve just those municipalities involved and there are four….Red Lion, Dallastown, Yoe and York Township.  The pilot project was proposed because of the current ownership of a large portion of this trail. A trail head is already in place at the Red Lion train station and gets down to the Dallastown spur and you have the Dallastown trail head located across from the Post office and Dallastown Borough already owns that property.  The other spur is the Ma & Pa spur and goes through York Township.  We would not have a trail head in this area.  It continues to Yoe Borough and there is a trail head there behind the church on Main Street and Springwood Road, and the borough is taking steps to acquire that property as well.  Of the trail heads being proposed the municipalities involved are taking steps to take ownership of those.
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	The township portion, we need to start talking with the property owners to see if they want to grant easements.  That would be another action, if you appoint me to the pilot project you would be authorizing me to start talking with property owners, not only in the pilot project area, but the entire trail section within York Township.

	The trail section as it comes out of Red Lion, a portion that comes from the old sewer plant where they have the park, it comes out and abuts the Gichner property.  Red Lion is in discussion with them about acquiring that trail and their intent was to maintain that.  That gets us almost to where the basin is.  Another portion that would have the trail already under municipal ownership is where the basin is.  Portions of the trail are already on the right path of becoming a trail.  

	I have a meeting with our DCNR representative to talk about the next cycle of grants due in April.  Although what we may be discussing is grants for the construction of all the trail heads since those seem to be under current municipal ownership.  We have the trail head at Mill Creek Preserve, which we may be able to include in that grant.  That is the pilot project that is being proposed through the study and the steps we are looking to do next.

	Comm. Knepper made a motion to appoint Debra Hatley to the steering committee for the pilot project and to confirm our participation in the pilot project.

	Comm. Granholm:  Second. 

	Comm. Knepper:  This is an incredible amenity to York Township.

	Comm. Silberstein: I just wanted to confirm that this isn’t costing York Township at the present time?

	Debra Hatley:  I’m not requesting any money at this time.  We’ll know more when we know what grants we are eligible for.

	Comm. Silberstein:  What’s the potential cost to the township at some point in time?

	Debra Hatley:  The total for this trail in the study was $1.6 million. It will be done in steps and we are looking at our grant options.  It’s hard to say what the township may be asked for, since we haven’t talked with our 
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DCNR rep yet.  Any money needed wouldn’t be needed until the next fiscal year.  It would be out of next year’s budget.


	Comm. Jones:  I assume there would be some coordination on finances with other municipalities, because we are not financing this alone.

	Comm. Granholm:  What’s the time line on the pilot project?  

	Debra Hatley:  We just got the study last week.  I would say that the time line is to research our grant opportunities and get our grant applications in place.  The DCNR grants are due in April.

	Comm. Knepper:  If you get a copy of this study, it is a very comprehensive document. It’s got everything in here.  It’s good reading.

	Comm. Silberstein:  How much money is in the recreation fund that was given to us by developers that has to be spent?

	Debra Hatley:  We are in a deficit at this point.  There’s nothing we have to spend.

	Comm. Silberstein:  How much could we spend?

	Debra Hatley: I don’t have my budget book, but I think there’s $300,000 -$400,000.

	Vote 5 yes.

PUBLIC WORKS - Scott DePoe

	Monthly report in minute book.

	We started our preparation for our road pavement already.  We are putting together bid documents  for materials, line painting, and a chemical feed system to eliminate the hydrogen sulfide odor from the Lentzlyn pump station.

	I’ve provided a preliminary street paving schedule.  We are dependent on the crude oil market.  We procure so much that PennDOT puts us in a category that we are subject to escalation clauses based on that index.  
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	Comm. Knepper:  With the amount of snow time does that affect the amount of paving that can be done?  Did we under budget for snow this year?

	Scott DePoe:  The materials went over slightly.  We are stocked up.  If we don’t get any more winter weather we would be okay with our stock piles until 2012.  I looked at my logs from last year and from this date forward we had no more winter weather.  

Ferris 
Mower	The Ferris Mower was delivered February 18, 2011.  With Stump Park and the fields it will be put to use.

Dump
Truck
Purchase	On motion of Comm. Jones, seconded by Comm. Silberstein, the BOC authorized the purchase of two dump trucks not to exceed the appropriated cost of $150,000 each.  

	Comm. Steele:  The numbers that you quoted, is that the truck and outfitted?  We will be retiring something?  

	Scott DePoe:  Yes. The cab and chassis are $76,000 each.  If we weren’t a political subdivision and can purchase off the state contract we’d be looking at $120,000 each.  H-10 and H-16 would both be leaving.

	Vote 5 yes.

Columbia 
Gas	Recently met with representatives from Columbia Gas concerning an extensive pipe replacement project in the Hill n Dale neighborhood and the permit fees that would be required.  The project consists of abandoning all of the original steel mains and replacing it with plastic pipe including the re-establishment of all existing house services.  The majority of the excavation will occur behind the curb, however, there will be some street excavation as well. Those roads were paved 2-3 years ago.  We give Columbia Gas our list of roads to be paved, and they said things come up and they dropped the ball.   Our street cut permit probably wasn’t written for a capital project such as this. I’m recommending that the permit fee cover everything behind the curb, which is about $4500 which is supposed to cover our cost, inspections, etc.  The cuts in the road, some are known, most aren’t, I’d like to have some leeway to work with the gas company to 
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	put some infrastructure back in the neighborhood….street paving, curb replacement, sidewalks, etc.  I think it’s a good relationship.  

	Comm. Silberstein:  Motion to authorize Scott to work with the gas company to see that it’s a successful project for the residents that live in that neighborhood.

	Comm. Jones:  Second.
	
	Vote 5 yes.

	Comm. Granholm:  Have they given you any drawings yet, in case anyone calls?  Will you have any more field meetings on this?  If you could let me know, I’d like to attend.

	Scott DePoe:  Yes, I have the drawings electronically, and I’ll send them to you.

Yoe
Salt	Comm. Knepper:  Is it my understanding that the agreement with Yoe for salt is over April 2011?

	Scott DePoe:  Yes.

ENGINEER AGENDA – Monica Love

TTMT	On motion of Comm. Silberstein, seconded by Comm. Jones, surety reduction approval in the amount of $95,566.24 for TTMT was approved.  Vote 5 yes. 

Bridgewater
Phase I
P10-6-2	Chris Venarchick, RGS, presented the Bridgewater Phase I plan. The project is the final plan, lot add-on plan, Phase I.  We started this project in 2005, that’s when we started with the township staff with the idea of the project.  Then we moved into the conditional use plan, and that approval was granted in September 2007.  Then we moved into the engineered drawings and preliminary plan, which was approved March 16, 2010.   We have taken that preliminary plan and broken it down in the various phases.  Phase I will be recorded to create the lots that were laid out in the preliminary plan.  We have gone through a very extensive review with the township staff.  The plan was filed as a Phase I final plan in June 2010.  Phase I consists of 17 acres, 93 lots and 89 units.  We have gone through 
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several reviews with the township and various consultants.  The letters we have received to date are the sewer review by Gannet Fleming, and that is recommending approval; from TPD your traffic consultant, that letter is a clean review letter; and as well from your stormwater consultant JMT, there was one comment in that letter and that is noted in the staff letter and that’s regarding the pipe size for the stormwater management design where the resolution to that was to add a note to our final plan indicating that an 18” pipe size would be used instead of the 15” pipe that is shown on the plan.

	That brings us to the township letter dated March 4.  There were three issues in that letter and we worked very closely with the staff before coming here tonight.  They are not technical in nature that would require redesign of the plan.

	The first is the 18” pipe note that is the same reference from the JMT letter.  The resolution on that is to add a note on the plan, as is recommended in the township letter.

	Next is the TRG plan, the consultant for the Chestnut Hill Road reconstruction design and making sure that plan set is part of the overall Phase I final plan set, referencing that on the plan.

	Last was obtaining a letter from JMT about the stormwater design and they recommend that the technical issues have been taken care of with regard to stormwater design with the exception of the 18” pipe, which the resolution of that is the note on the plan.

	Next I would like to discuss waivers.  All of the waivers requested have been carried through on the plan and are noted on the cover sheet of the plan.  That brings us to where we are this evening.  The only items that remain in the letter, that was provided by the staff dated March 4, are essentially conditions of approval, advisory comments or requirements as construction proceeds.  We would like to request approval of the Phase I final plan based on the March 4, 2011 engineering letter and we understand that again there are some advisory comments and conditions and we would like to move forward.

	Monica Love:  The first comment we have is to verify that Keystone is willing to abide by the note for the 15” pipe to 18” pipes?
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	Chris Venarchick:  Yes.  The note describes any 15” pipe would be upgraded to an 18” pipe within the township right of way. The way the note is stated, we are fine with that.

	Monica Love:  It also states that should the township come back and they have put in a 15” pipe where it was required to be an 18” pipe that would either have to be revised or the township would not take that street.  That’s in that note.  If they are okay with that, issue one is taken care of.

	Issue 2 goes back to Chestnut Hill Road and I understand that Jeff has discussed with you the ramifications of going with anything other than option 1, as it was proposed by TRG.  We really need the board to have a consensus that Option 1 is acceptable to you as it was to Dennis Henry, the township engineer at the time, and TPD, the township traffic engineer.

	The 3rd issue was the stormwater management review from JMT, and we got that letter this afternoon, and they have issued a clean letter and everything is okay with that.

	The only other outstanding issue is listed on page 8 goes through the requirements to pay the rec fee, the required rec fee from the TND ordinance and the way the TND ordinance was written was that they would pay 50% of the required rec fee if they dedicated the trails to public use, not that they had to dedicate them to the township, but dedicate to public use. Staff is requesting a guarantee that since there are no trails in Phase I whatsoever should for some reason the developer build Phase I and never build anything more that the township will not lose out in that $105,000 for a trail.  In your engineer’s report we listed one possibility for that.  As I understand it Solicitor Hovis and Attorney Lewis have talked about bonding the second half, which would amount to just over $106,000 and if that bond was allowed to be used by the township……if there is some way to put that in the developer’s agreement that that money goes directly into the rec fund without the township having to build anything with it on that site, engineering is okay with that.

	Attorney Rob Lewis: Monica has summed that up pretty well.  The TND ordinance does permit a developer to a 50% credit against the other applicable park and rec fee.  The issue that arose when staff was trying to ensure that York Township was protected to the maximum extent possible, well what happens if it doesn’t get completed  since the trail isn’t proposed at the beginning.  The resolution that we had reached was that Keystone would pay the required 50% and post financial security for the 
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	remaining 50% to ensure that if the development is not completed, or the trail is not completed that the township has a means to collect the remaining due 50%.  If and when the trail is completed and dedicated a request for release of that financial security would be forth coming.  Until that trail is dedicated the township would have that financial security.

	Monica Love:  That financial surety would be held until Phase III is finished when all of the trails would be installed?

	Attorney Lewis:  Correct.  At each final phase the financial security for that phase would be posted.

	Monica Love:  If the board is okay with that, we are okay with that.

	Debra Hatley:  Unfortunately, that is not what I represented to the Rec Board.  The bond issue was not discussed and came in after our meeting.  I represented to the Rec Board during Phase I was that the full rec fees would be paid and the rec fee would be adjusted as remaining phases were developed.  The Rec Board was okay with that.  This wasn’t what I expected to hear.

	Attorney Lewis:  This discussion and this tentatively agreed upon resolution has been in place since September of last year.  This is not something that should have been sprung on anybody.  This was in reference to the TND ordinance that says we have a 50% reduction where we have dedicated trails.  The language isn’t great, but this isn’t the first time it didn’t have perfect language but we tried to reach a solution that ensured protection for the township while not front loading the rec fee, which doesn’t appear to be authorized in the ordinance  The ordinance says we are entitled to a 50% reduction.

	Debra Hatley: 50% reduction upon use of the public trails.

	Attorney Lewis:  It doesn‘t say upon.

	Debra Hatley:  If there are no trails built, then there’s no 50% reduction.

	Solicitor Hovis: I think what it says is if there are trails provided for in the TND they are entitled to a 50% reduction.  The concern was that they do show trails in their plan and in fact the TND approval didn’t recognize a 50% credit for their rec fees, but when the phasing plans came in and there was recognition that Phase I didn’t have any trails within Phase I the issue became how do we ensure if the trails are never built, we ultimately would 
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	get 100% of our rec fees.  Back in September, and Attorney Lewis is correct, the posting of surety was at that point raised and reviewed at that point.  How do we ensure that the township receives all that it is entitled to, it is either entitled to the construction of trails or 100% of the fees.  Right now the TND application has been approved that shows trails being included in their overall development.

	Debra Hatley:  If the development stops after Phase I the bond is in place so we would receive the funds in the rec account?  During what time frame?

	Solicitor Hovis:  That would be addressed in the developer’s agreement.  When it does appear that the trails would not get built, that would be included in the developer’s agreement a time frame as to when the trails would have to be completed?

	Monica Love:  The cover sheet of the plans gives a phasing schedule.  We would stay pretty close to that.  If the bonding issue is the way they go and they bond the rec fees 100% through Phase I and Phase II, it would be through the finish of Phase III when the trails would be constructed.  The bonding would stay in place through Phase III.  They are giving you 50% and bonding 50%.

	Comm. Steele:  We have several issues to address.  I don’t know if we can handle it as one motion, considering we have to address Chestnut Hill Road reconstruction.  That is an issue in itself.  Should we address these in any particular order?

	Solicitor Hovis:  I think the Chestnut Hill Road issue should be first.

	Comm. Steele:  We have been briefed by Mr. Sholly about the reconstruction on Chestnut Hill Road.  There are 3 alternatives, I’m sure each one of us sitting here has an opinion on that.  We would need to make it a motion to address that first before we address the issue of the final subdivision, Bridgewater Phase I.

	Comm. Knepper:   Motion made regarding Chestnut Hill Road reconstruction that we approve Option 1.

	Comm. Jones:  Second.

	Comm. Knepper:  I would comment that Option 2 and 3 require the taking of land, I’ll not be party to that.  It leaves Option 1 only, and that is the agreement that Keystone has agreed to from the start.
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	Comm. Granholm:  Scott can you give a recap of your traffic study?

	Scott DePoe:  I set out township radar counter on 2/14/11 at 10:10:58 until 2/16/11 at 11:52.  This was set up close to the Springwood Golf Course entrance.   85 percentile of the cars were traveling at less than 40 mph, the average speed was 35 mph.  It is posted at 35 mph and the statute allows posting the speed limit to be within 5 mph of the 85 percentile, so it is posted appropriately. The results of the study show that there were some cars speeding.  There were 2 that were going 66-70 mph, 1 between 61-65 mph, 5 between 56-60 mph.  The results show the majority were traveling in the middle.

	Comm. Granholm:  It looks there were about 5000 cars.  

	Comm. Silberstein:  Did I read the study correctly, there were people driving 90 mph and over?

	Scott DePoe:  No, the fastest any one was driving was between 66-70 mph, there were 2 of those out of the 5000 cars. The details of the study can tell you when they were driving that fast.

	Comm. Silberstein:  One was during school time.

	Scott DePoe:  If you look at page 4 of the study that’s the combined number of both lanes and it gives you the combined statistics, there were 38 cars going over 50 mph during the period. 

	Comm. Granholm:  Nearly 70% of the people are driving 35-40 mph or less.

	Comm. Knepper:   The truth is you can’t drive faster than the guy in front of you.   The traffic is not going to be fast with the exception of night time.

	Comm. Granholm:  Can you put the traffic study on the website?

	Scott DePoe:  Yes.

	Comm. Silberstein: I guess I’m trying to understand what difference it makes whether the speed limit is set appropriately on this road when we are discussing what the entrance to the new development is going to be, unless I’m totally missing the boat here? I totally concur that I’m not 
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interested in taking property from anyone, I’m just not sure what the relevance is of this traffic study to the decision that’s facing this board.

	Monica Love:  Generally the speed limit sets the clear sight distance from a stopped car, whether the car is turning from the access drive onto Chestnut Hill Road or the car is stopped on Chestnut Hill Road turning into the access drive.  Generally the speed limit if the 85 percentile was more than 35 mph it would say that the required sight distance would need to be longer and generally that would be very hard for them to do with the shape of Chestnut Hill Road.  That hump that’s there on Chestnut Hill Road where the access drive is, if the speed were faster the 85 percentile is faster…we would be having a greater issue with the distance you could see that car.

	Comm. Silberstein:  I guess my question would have more to do with the required stopping distance as opposed to the required sight distance.

	Comm. Granholm:  Sight distance is the question if you are pulling in or out. I don’t know what you mean by stopping distance.

	Comm. Silberstein:  Is a car going to be able to stop in the time that it sees the car that is pulling in or out?

	Comm. Granholm: I think with sight distance is that you have enough sight that you don’t pull out.

	Comm. Knepper:  This is off site for the developer, not required to do anything with the exception of the foresight that former engineer Dennis Henry had……. if it wasn’t for that we wouldn’t be here talking about any of this.

	Scott DePoe:  I was asked to do the study to see what the speed was.  The sight distance came from the engineers prior.

	Comm. Steele:  It goes back to the K factor to a vertical curve is where it comes from, as the speed comes down the K factor comes down. My point is that the road is the road, it is what it is, it has probably been there for a hundred years, it probably started out as a cow path.  For me I have a tough time applying the 2011 standard to a road that was built a hundred years ago. If I do that and I’m going to apply today’s standard to the road, we are going to go out there and dig out 10’ to take out the vertical curve out and at the same time we are going to block the entrance to the golf course. We would have to take land, and I’m not about to take any land, 
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	whether I do it to SALDO or whether I do it to AASHTO, you have to take land.  I support the motion that we accept Option 1.

	Vote 5 yes.

	Solicitor Hovis:  The only thing left is the conditional approval of the plan.  You need to include the recreational fees decision.

	Comm. Granholm:  Motion made to approve Bridgewater Phase I, P2010-6-2 and add on lot subject to the conditions, waivers, requirements and advisory notes in the engineering letter from York Township Engineer dated March 4, 2011, and we accept 50% of the rec fees paid up front and the other 50% posted with surety set forth in the developer’s agreement.

	Comm. Jones: Second.

	Comm. Silberstein:  The lot add-on portion of this plan is that land now owned by Keystone?

	Chris Venarchick:  No.  When the plan is recorded it will be transferred to Springwood LLC.

	Vote 5 yes.

Stein Hill
P10-12-1	On motion of Comm. Silberstein, seconded by Comm. Granholm, the board approved the proposed alternative to a requirement granted by the board in January 11, 2011.  The applicant requested that the waiver be reworded to provide micro-surfacing in lieu of FB Bituminous overlay on Aldinger Drive from the intersection with Stine Hill Road to the west boundary line of Stein Hill Estates.

	Vote 5 yes.

Notifications
	The board acknowledged receipt of the GP-6 and GP-3 permits for Casey Barnes for agricultural crossing and ramp for 850 Aldinger Road.

	The board acknowledged receipt of the memo from Jamie Brubaker, Charter Homes, on the update on Old Baltimore Pike.  They have received the HOP required for the improvements. The work is proposed to start in the spring.

March 8, 2011
Page 26


SOLICITOR AGENDA – Solicitor Steve Hovis

Harvest
View	All issues have been resolved.

Executive
[bookmark: _GoBack]Session	Comm. Steele:  I did note that we would have a brief executive session based on litigation and personnel related matters.  I assume I must identify who is the litigation?

	Solicitor Hovis:  On-going litigation, Heritage Hills vs. Bowders, Ness, Silberstein and York Township.

	The board was in executive session from 9:24 until 10:10 pm.

Adjourn	At 10:10 pm the meeting was adjourned.


					
                     Secretary




 



 

	
