BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS
Tuesday, August 9, 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		Scott DePoe
	Comm.	 Silberstein  		Debra Hatley			Solicitor Fazzini
	Comm. Jones			Robert Miller			Jeff Sholly
	Comm. Granholm 		Gary Milbrand			Fred Krause
					Solicitor Hovis (8:30 pm)

Comm. Steele announced that the previously scheduled executive session for 5:00 pm today was cancelled.

Moment
of Silence 	Comm. Jones requested a Moment of Silence in acknowledgment of the 			tragic loss of two members of our community. Both 2001 graduates.  Sgt. 			Chris Wrinkle, Dallastown High School and Airman Dan Zerbe, Red Lion 		High School.  Both gave their lives in Afghanistan.

Minutes	On motion of Comm. Silberstein, seconded by Comm. Granholm, the minutes for July 12th , 2011 were approved as presented.  Vote 5 yes.

Payment of Bills

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

		General Fund		          $   362,900.85    
 		Sewer Revenue Fund	                 85,230.15  
		Intermunicipal Sewer Fund         11,163.81
		Recreation Capital Reserve           1,244.16  
		General Capital Reserve              52,999.42
		Sewer Capital Reserve                       64.99
		Street Light			            13.25
		Escrow Fund			       4,485.00
		EMA                                                   39.00
		
		TOTAL		          $   518,140.63        

	Professional Service
		 Non-Reimbursable 		   $19,223.80 
		

August 9, 2011
Page 2

STUDENT GUEST AWARD ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

	Comm. Jones advised that one of our residents recently participated in and was named the Distinguished Young Woman of Pennsylvania and the board would like to acknowledge her accomplishments.  The board was delighted to welcome Carly Henry and her parents, Lora and Steve Henry,  and grandparents, David and Delores Hamburger.
Carly
Henry	Carly had previously been named the Distinguished Young Woman of York County and now has been named the Distinguished Young Woman of Pennsylvania.  She has been awarded $18,100 in scholarship funds.  She has been playing the violin since she was 5 years old and now gives violin lessons to 8 students.  Next June she will compete in the nationwide competition in Mobile, Alabama.  

PUBLIC COMMENTS

James
Booth	335 Green Valley Road.  When we purchased the property in 2005 we knew there were issues with the driveway. Dennis Henry gave us specifics as to what needed to be done.  We have spent $100,000 on the driveway not including the $50,000 that was posted as surety.  Two years ago $30,000 was released and we would like to have the remainder released. I don’t think the driveway is as good as when we moved in.  We are hoping that you will release the rest of the money so we can blacktop.

	Comm. Silberstein:  Are you saying that if we release the $20,000 you will use it to pave the driveway?

	James Booth:  Yes, and it may take more than that to put down asphalt.

PUBLIC PRESENTATIONS	

York County
Advanced Technical
Rescue Team	
	Presentation by John Sanford.  The 65 member team was formed in 1995 and includes personnel from Hanover, Yoe, Dover and Shrewsbury.  They provide specialized training and equipment for the following incidents:   trench rescue, confined space, water and ice rescue, and shoring up buildings that have been hit by vehicles. Money for this team has been provided from the individual fire companies and Homeland Security.
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FINANCIAL
PRESENTATION
	
	Fred Krause presented the June 2011 Statement of Revenue and Expenditures for each fund.  (see minute book for presentation)

At 7:30 the regular meeting of the BOC was recessed to a public hearing.

PUBLIC
HEARING

Official
Map	Gary Milbrand:  This has been a project that has been worked on for quite a while.  It was brought before this board in November 2010 and you requested that a narrative be prepared to accompany the ordinance and the map.  We are presenting the ordinance, the narrative and the map.  All have been forwarded to YCPC, the adjoining municipalities, and made available on our website and at the front counter.  

	Comm. Jones:  York County Planning Commission reviewed this ordinance?

	Gary Milbrand:  Yes, it was approved by YCPC on June 7, 2011.

	Comm. Granholm:  If adopted, how often would it be reviewed?

	Gary Milbrand:  It is currently linked to the comp plan, the recreation comp plan and the greenway trails.  As they are updated the map may need to have revisions.

	Comm. Knepper:  Having had lots of questions and gathered the answers in the last month, I have no further questions.

Denny
Ness	239 Teila Drive, Dallastown.  What I am going to focus on is the Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) area.  I came before and I’ve given you a copy of Res. 99-17, obviously many of the people on the staff have not read what was passed in 1999.  
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	Paragraph #3:York County Comp plan proposes the delineation of growth boundary lines throughout the county as a tool for various growth or development within which a width of full range of utilities and services are to be provided. One of the things that is unique about the UGB is that this is a tool for the BOC or government to allow or not allow growth in one area versus another area.  In today’s world that has a lot to do with dollars and cents.

	Paragraph #4: York County Comp plan proposes that a final path or location of the growth boundary line be determined jointly with municipalities based on population projections existing and potential availability of public facilities, and the protection of important resource areas or other factors and issues.  That’s kind of a general thing and basically they are trying to determine where to do it. 

	Paragraph #5: They did determine and this is what they say: ‘A mutually agreeable growth boundary line as set forth by the map attached….part of this resolution has been determined by representatives of York Township and York County Planning Commission’.  

	What it says, ‘therefore it be resolved by the BOC to support the inclusion by amendment of the delineated growth boundary York County Comprehensive Plan’. You supported the York County plan, that’s all you did.    You are promising to do something in the future.  To fast forward what you did you came along in 2003 in the comp plan and yes you included that. What’s unique about a comp plan is that it’s not binding.  History has shown what you did with that situation. 

	In Feb. 2005 there was a presentation by Copper Beech about the UGB .  A request was made to move the UGB line from around the Red Lion Golf Course to Arbor Drive and include some homes along Winterstown Road.  On March 8, 2005 the BOC approved that request with a resolution. You moved it with a resolution. I want to show you what you did. 

	This is the comp plan, map 14…the reason I am talking about this…and I want to stress to you…moving an UGB to something like that has a lot to do with dollars and cents.

	Map 14 is future land use and hopefully on the right hand corner  that shows what it was…they go down to a road and cut through a plot that is green on our map, that’s Copper Beech.  What they did was they changed it…the commissioners changed the resolution.  What they did and this is my….this is a copy of the parcels from the county, if you look at what 
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	they did they took the UGB, they took it from the map 14 there and basically changed it to Arbor Drive and runs up Arbor Drive. 

	You say so what?  Here lies the problem, and this is only one of several issues I have seen on this situation with the map.  To arbitrarily change a line or something like that you have to have everybody look at it.  Back in day one from the very beginning, this map was drawn primarily by the YCPC.  They are nice people, but they never really checked the map, they just drew a line in the sand and said that looks pretty good. Let’s do that.  It also went to our staff and to everybody down the line. That’s fine, I make mistakes too. 

	What happened there?  If you look at that drawing here’s the crux of the matter…if you look at parcel 86, what you did was you drew the UGB through the middle of the parcel.  That means, as you well know, and I also worked with some of this legislation that we passed, that outside the UGB we require 3 acres per lot for sewage. Inside the UGB it’s one acre, one lot, one house.  If you look up there that guy has 91 acres, on one side of the road if he builds, you can give him water, you can give him sewer and one acre houses, but if you go across the street you deny him that.  That’s not so bad.  If you look there, I have a number 16….as quick as I did that I have 16 parcels that are divided this way.  

	If you talk with Mr. Fazzini he will tell you about the 15th Amendment…. the equal protection under the law.  You can’t do that.  That’s my opinion.  You can talk with him later when you get in executive session.  

	To make a long story short and I want to add…….when you go up on Duke Street in Dallastown, somebody knew this existed because there is a bump out on another piece of property where they did include the other side of the street on the UGB…I mean not being able to put one house on.  They changed the boundary in one place that I saw.  What you have here is you have one thing that I can point out to you…you have 16 parcels that you divided down the middle  and on one side you have one house per acre and the other side 3 acres per building lot.  

	As you well know being through all this being sued, that’s not a good thing to do.  You are setting yourself up for failure.  You’ve got to change the way the map is.  Basically putting it in this perspective which you have to do, you have 16 parcels that I know of that either have to be all in or all out.  All in the UGB or all outside the UGB.  If you don’t do that you are going to have a problem.  What you guys decide is up to you but I am 
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	pointing out to you what your problem is and that’s only one in a series of things that I have seen.

Ben
Ryer	256 S. Franklin St. The people that live or own properties in the greenway or proposed park areas. Will they be held to a different standard than the other home owners in the township as to what they can do to their lots today, if the map is approved?  Will they be held to a different standard?

	Solicitor Fazzini:  I wouldn’t say they are held to a different standard.  What the map does is establish a long term view of what we want the township…..

	Ben Ryer:  Okay, if I want to put a shed on my property today and I’m not in any of the greenway or park areas, and I comply with the permit requirements, I can do it tomorrow?  If I own a parcel along the Ma & Pa Rail Trail that is the proposed greenway, I can’t start that shed tomorrow if I fall into the same categories, can I? 

	Solicitor Fazzini:  Correct.  You would go through the permitting process and the township would have the option to do a taking to give you fair value for that property or let you proceed.

	Ben Ryer:  When would they let me proceed?  I was under the impression that it was a year minimum.

	Solicitor Fazzini:  That’s a maximum.  With a shed, obviously far less scale than a Walmart being put in where we had planned a road.  I think the response time would be fairly quick.

	Ben Ryer:  You are pretty sure, but you can’t make any guarantees, can you?

	Solicitor Fazzini:  You’re correct.

	Benn Ryer:  So there’s no difference between the Wal-Mart and my shed?  So the people will be held at a different standard depending where they live as far as the proposed area is as opposed to what it is today?  Those lot owners, property owners, other than if they looked at the official map on the web and understood what it was to be they are going to be held to a different standard.
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	Solicitor Fazzini:  They are held to a standard that we are permitted as a township by the MPC to pass our official map.  It’s in the township’s best interest to pass this map to show how we will do our long term goals.  It could be lumped into any standard such as zoning or any other action that has to come before…

	Ben Ryer: No it’s not.  This is all proposed and theoretical. It may happen. So that is a different standard than zoning or any of the other conditions that we have that are spelled out.  You’re saying it’s possible, but you really don’t know and none of the board members really know.

	Just as we noticed the other week where the woman came in here about the ‘for sale’ sign for her property.  The township basically at heart said no, but in a closed deal meeting behind and afterwards said we are going to let it slide, which was the responsible thing to do, I would think.  She never put that sign up.

	Comm. Steele:  Are you stating facts?

	Ben Ryer: I’m assuming, because that’s how we left that meeting. Because the answer was never resolved.  I never heard an end to that.

	Comm. Steele: You are just making a statement from which you have no facts.

	Ben Ryer:  You are absolutely right. Just like you guys with your proposed greenway.  That was my thought. Those people would be held to a different standard, which I won’t be and I think that’s unfair.

Jim
Sechrist	1833 Radnor Road.  On your proposed map there’s a proposed corridor from the main corridor that goes from Cherry Street to Dew Drop and there’s a corridor that connects to the development of Colonial Heights.  According to township regulations that’s commercial property and residential property, if commercial property is developed it cannot be connected to residential property.  I’m not exactly sure of the wording on that.  We’ve talked to you before.  Many residents of Colonial Heights have come before you with the issue of connecting our development with that commercial property, and we all still feel that it is something that should not be done.
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	Comm. Steele:  The street name shown on the map is Lexington Road.  In the original subdivision development the plan showed Lexington Road stopping at the boundary line and yes Colonial Heights is residential and at the moment the property of Mr. Pasch is zoned commercial.  Just for the record you are correct, we, I don’t believe as a board, would approve running commercial traffic through a residential neighborhood, even though the original subdivision plan showed it going to the property line, it would have to be barricaded. 

David
Maisch	109 Townsend Court.  It’s the same development that Mr. Sechrist is concerned about with the exact same concerns.  The Colonial Heights development has streets that curve. They do not go in one specific direction.  When people go in the neighborhood they frequently get lost and circle around and around and ask residents ‘how do I get out of here’?  There are narrow streets, no sidewalks, a lot of foot traffic, walking, people walking dogs, and children playing in the neighborhood.  I have the same concerns with a commercial lot adjacent to the neighborhood and it doesn’t make any sense to connect that road.  All you will do is increase traffic in our neighborhood and it doesn’t benefit us at all.  If it has to be blocked off, why extend the road if you are merely going to block it off?  It doesn’t make sense, having it dead end.  Why put it there if you are not going to open it up?  I would ask the board to reconsider that change to the map proposed before the board tonight.   

John
Bowders	593 Chestnut Hill Road.  My comments deal with the text of the ordinance and specifically the portion of the ordinance that deals with the one year freeze on property owners development rights.  I recognize that the MPC allows you to pass an ordinance that has that there, but this board has in the past been pretty adamant that they didn’t want to use eminent domain and you have language in this ordinance that anticipates that if someone proposes to develop their personal property and it’s on this official map that something that the township covets for a park or for a highway improvement and you can’t reach terms with regard to the finances of it, you are going to use eminent domain to take it.

	Mr. Fazzini mentioned that the official map is a planning tool, and if you want to use it as a planning tool that is fine, but you don’t need the language that empowers you to use eminent domain to take people’s property.  Realistically you have that right anyway.  You don’t need to have it in the ordinance.
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	I further have a problem with the lack of public notice with regard to the official map.  There are 30-40 properties involved here.  Those property owners weren’t notified by this board of your intention to basically possibly condemn their property for public use.  They should have each been notified just as we do with any rezoning.  The adjoining property owners within 300’ should have been notified.  My primary concern is this is something that we don’t need at this time. You just heard Mr. Krause’s financial report. This township doesn’t have that kind of money.  We aren’t going to be building parks.  We aren’t going to be doing massive road improvements. I really don’t understand why we are wasting our time and basically infringing on the private property rights of citizens by having language like that in the ordinance without notifying them when we got more important things to do.  I would urge you to take that language out of the ordinance about eminent domain and about the one year hold and then if you want to pass this thing as a planning tool, pass it.  It’s fine as a planning tool, but we don’t need to have a wish list of properties that you want to take and you don’t have money to buy.  We don’t need that.

Brent
Lebowitz	901 David Drive.  I was looking on the information about the map itself and it looked like there was an X on Chambers Road, not quite sure what that was.  It didn’t say anywhere on the narrative what that was.

	Gary Milbrand:  It’s the corridor improvements that PennDOT has on their 12 year plan.

The public hearing was closed at 8:10 pm. 

At 8:10, Chairman Steele called the regular meeting back to order.

COMMISSIONER COMMENTS

Comm.
Silberstein	Rt. 24 and 124: I’d like to provide a briefing to the board for the members that were not at this meeting. On Friday, August 5th, Comms. Steele, Knepper and Silberstein and Twp. Mgr. Heathcote attended a meeting at Windsor Twp. that was conducted by Rep. Stan Saylor.  Also in attendance were members of Springettsbury and Windsor boards and staff, as well as PennDOT, YCPC, Rep. Ron Miller and others.  The subject of the meeting was to be an update of the Rt. 24 and 124 intersection project.  It quickly became apparent that the sole purpose of the meeting was to find out why York Township rejected the PennDOT offer to purchase the 
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	land at Chambers Road and Rt. 124 and were we going to slow down the project again?  Everyone pretended to be surprised when we commented that we had rejected the offer of $61,000 partially because we had invested well over $150,000 in purchasing this property. 

	Acting as individual representatives of York Township, we tried to explain that we would not or could not take action on plans that were marked ‘unofficial’ and that we could not take action on the sidewalk question without an estimated cost.  It would be fair, I believe, to characterize Rep. Saylor’s position as agitated and unbending.

	The traffic light at Chambers Road and Rt. 124 is going away.  The developer’s offer to build a bypass is also gone, due to actions by unspecified parties.  Rep. Saylor indicated that he was opposed to the light from the start and it will be removed because someone has deemed it to be a safety issue.  It is a state road and the light is gone.

	I would like to point out there are other traffic lights that intersect with state and township roads that I guess can go away just…..they can just go away at somebody’s whim.  Chestnut Hill and Springwood Road, Honey Valley at Queen, Dairyland Square, Powder Mill at Leader Heights to name just a few that I can think of.

	This intersection will remain simply as right in -  right out.  We were told by somebody in attendance there if you want to go in the other direction just go around the block.  These individual commissioners indicated that this light was initially approved and put in as a safety improvement and removing it now would recreate the safety issue there, and in our opinion would increase the risks at CBW and Chambers Road.  We were told several times that the light being gone was a done deal.  Frankly, I have been following this project pretty closely and this is the first time that I heard that the alternate light at Plymouth Road was gone too.  My personal opinion…….somebody didn’t get their way and everybody is going to pay the price.  I find this abhorrent that this is going to occur. 

	I have lived in this neighborhood almost 26 years, starting in the condos in 1986 when they were just being built and now my house just past those up the street.  I’ve seen this area grow from trees and fields to fully residential and commercial area.  I remember the years and years spent in front of this board requesting this traffic light.  If this light goes away it seems to me that it’s our obligation to help protect the health, safety and welfare of the significant number of York Township residents in finding an alternative safe intersection to use.  There are already numerous 
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	accidents and near misses at the CBW and Chambers Road intersection, and I am deeply concerned that there will be a fatality with the increased traffic we’re going to force to that intersection with the removal of this light.

	Frankly, it galls me that a few individuals are going to endanger the lives of thousands of people. But I know that I am only one of five commissioners here and I hope York Township will take whatever action it can to prevent this from happening or find an alternative.  I’d like to ask Mr. Fazzini if it’s true that we can’t do anything short of lying down in the road to keep this thing from going away?

	Solicitor Fazzini: Unfortunately, it’s a PennDOT road and PennDOT has the authority to do what they want with their road irrespective of how you like it.  We recommend that you write letters to your local legislators.  We had a meeting with them and they do not seem to be on board with that idea.  I wouldn’t give up on that idea, you have a neighborhood full of residents who think this is a valid concern. You send an onslaught of letters.  You write the same letters to the governor.  Absent those remedies there’s very little we can do to make that change if the state says this is how it’s going to be.  It is their road, and they have reached the point that this is what they are going to do and going to move forward, very much to our detriment.  It seems they are willing to roll the dice on that even if it’s a safety issue.

	Comm. Granholm:  What happens to that offer they made and we rejected?

	Solicitor Fazzini:  I would say they pulled that offer off the table.  Now it goes to the York County Court of Common Pleas to a Board of View.  The property will be valued and that will be the price.  That value is the value of the property at the time it is viewed, at the time of the taking, so it’s as it sits now and its current value.  I know we put well over $150,000 in that property.  PennDOT values it at $61,000.  It will be based on what’s on the property now.  I understand it’s vacant, that may come into play.  To make sure they understand fully, I recommend that we send a letter with what our expenses were.  They seem agitated with us rejecting their offer.  A clearer understanding about how much we put into this may bring it back to the table or they may consider why we didn’t accept the $61,000.  

	Comm. Silberstein:  I think one of the things we tried to explain to them was that we weren’t going to take action on unofficial plans, and so it’s intriguing to me that sitting here this evening is a set of drawings 
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	authorizing the acquisition of right of ways for State Rt. 24 and 124 plan, stamped in big letters ‘Official’.  These are no different than the plans we 
	had previously authorizing the purchase of right of way. They are not plans for the project as a whole.  We still do not have plans for that project which are stamped or marked official.  The only plans that we have ever received are marked unofficial and for discussion purposes only.  I don’t see that this board is in any different position tonight than it was last week when we  were at the meeting nor a month ago when we took action to reject their offer because we don’t know exactly what they really are.  

	Comm. Steele:  As noted by Comm. Silberstein, three of us attended that meeting last Friday.  I’m going to ask Comm. Knepper if he would like to add anything to this discussion.

	Comm. Knepper:  I did attend the 24 and 124 meeting, as I have in the past.  I was aware of the decision to abandon the signal light at Chambers Road was made near to three years ago. That was a firm decision at that point.  Rep. Saylor has no intention of revisiting that issue again.  In his mind that’s a done deal.  To write multiple letters to him I suspect might make him more agitated.  One of the concerns that I have is the value they placed on the parcel of ground.  The whole purpose for the township buying that was a safety issue.  If we had not done that, they would be involved in taking a home and demolishing it.  

	Comm. Steele: I also attended that meeting, while Comm. Silberstein was very calm in his presentation of his remarks, the meeting was not calm, it was obvious that people around the table were agitated and severely agitated with York Township.  We seemed to be the focus of the agitation.  We basically flat out said ‘look we are not taking any action on drawings that are marked for discussion purposes only and we are not taking any action on drawings stamped unofficial’.  I don’t know if this is a direct quote, but I said something to the affect ‘ Mr. Saylor that in your capacity you need to get PennDOT off their ass and make them do something and make it official so that the various townships that are involved in this question would in effect have an official drawing to take action on’ and that would be Windsor, Springettsbury and York Township.

	An interesting thing that came out of this meeting, Springettsbury did take action on an unofficial drawing and approved the installation of sidewalks, which I didn’t know.  We would not take any action on sidewalks because the drawings were unofficial.  The last time we listened to PennDOT about what they say they are going to do, we as the township got burned, because they didn’t do what they said they were going to do.  That’s the 
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	reason this commissioner doesn’t want to vote to accept anything from PennDOT until we get official stamped sealed drawings.

	Comm. Silberstein:  I think we made that extraordinarily clear at that meeting, and I thought you did a superb job in the comments that you made at that meeting.

	Comm. Knepper:  It would be rare for PennDOT to offer official drawings, I would suspect this is about as close as we are going to get.

	Comm. Steele:  The plan we got tonight is only a drawing authorizing acquisition of right of way.  That’s all we got.

	Comm. Knepper:  I’m not arguing. You heard the comment as well as I.

	Public Works:   I have had several comments on the paving in Starview Heights.  Most of the comments were positive. I have been asked about the status of the paving on Heritage Hills Drive and I advised it was deferred to next year.  I had one resident say don’t pave it people will drive too fast.

	Sewer Bills:  I’ve had two phone calls about the cost of the sewer bills.  I indicated that would be taken into consideration and encouraged them to attend the budget workshop.

	Financial Presentation: Fred did a superb job on the presentation.

Comm.
Jones	National Night Out:   Held August 2nd.  We were unable to attend, but our neighbors said it was a nice evening.

	Yoe Training:   Yoe Fire Company trained in our parking lot over the weekend, and they appreciate being able to use the facility.

	Fire sirens:  At the last Fire Chief’s meeting I asked about the non-use of the sirens.  I asked the chiefs to survey the companies and the neighbors about the availability of the sirens.

	Paving:    I have received several comments on the paving, the professionalism and the quality of the work.
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	Financial Presentation:   I’d also like to comment on Fred’s presentation, I continue to be delighted by the work done by this staff on the financial issues of the township.

	Recruitment and Retention Money:   On motion of Comm. Jones, seconded by Comm. Granholm, the board authorized the payment of the recruitment and retention money to the five fire companies. All of their reports have been received.  Vote 5 yes.

Comm.
Granholm	Liquid Fuels:   I spoke with Scott and he said that 70% of the roads in the state are maintained by the municipalities, but the liquid fuel funds are divided 50% to the state and 50% to the municipalities.  I would like to make a motion that we send a letter to our elected officials and emphasize the need for new legislation that the funds are distributed equally based on who maintains the roads.

	Comm. Jones:  Second.

	Vote 5 yes.

	Tobacco Ads:   As an ex-smoker is there anything that can be done about the tobacco ads?

	Solicitor Hovis:  If you want to restrict the message you are getting into constitutional issues.  They have the right to advertise their products.

	Stormwater Ord.:  Last month Jeff and I met with Alex Chiaruttini to review the stormwater ordinance.  I think it was an excellent meeting.  Jeff will be making some changes to clarify the language, and get rid of some of the bureaucracy.

	Swimming Pool:   A couple of months ago we had a young lady come in and ask about a community pool. I have been doing my own survey.  My kids swim and my wife is a swimming coach and I have asked some of the ‘water people’ at the swim meets how they felt about a community pool.  It was right down the middle, 50% for and 50% against.  I thought it was an excellent effort by the young lady that came in here.

	Budget 2012:    Fred’s presentation was excellent as always.  I think the three areas we need to concentrate on for 2012 are: the decrease in real estate taxes, the increase in police costs, and the pension fund returns.  I 
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	think we need to be very vigilant in these areas, they can rapidly get out of hand.

	Trick or Treat:   At the last police commission meeting the date for Trick or Treat came up, the Chief is endorsing Saturday, October 29th.  I make a motion that York Township observe Trick or Treat night on October 31st from 6-8 pm. 

	Comm. Knepper:  Second.

	Vote 5 yes.
Comm.
Knepper	Burn Ban:   I understand that was lifted today.  Chief Myers can you tell me if you are involved with that?  

	Chief Myers:  I believe that came up at the last chief’s meeting and the information was passed to Elizabeth.

	Park Vandalism:   The list of the York Township park vandalism was given to Chief Gross at the July meeting.

	Yoe Fire Training:  Yoe Fire Company did some training here on Saturday, they are very appreciative of having our facility to train at.  I had a lengthy conversation with Chief Myers.

	Red Lion Senior Center:  I received an invitation to the Red Lion Senior Center on August 18th.  I plan to attend.

	LERTA:   The County Commissioners do not adopt a LERTA ordinance. They stated that York Township has been aggressive in providing a LERTA ordinance with ten properties that may meet the requirements of the ordinance.  They said if a property does meet the requirements bring it to them with a recommendation.  We need to contact the YCED Commission as they will market York Township for us.

	Elizabeth and I will be making a presentation on the LERTA ordinance at a future County Commission meeting for further exposure for the township.

Comm.
Steele	Appreciation:   I really appreciate the commissioners attending various meetings besides the monthly meeting.  The meeting on Friday with PennDOT took most of the morning.
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	2012 Budget:   After hearing Fred’s comments, we need to start thinking about the 2012 budget.  We may need to hold some of the budget lines to the same numbers as 2011.

	Signs:   I have no issue with real estate signs on properties for sale, it’s where they are placed.  Some are on township property.  Someone needs to look at a sign at Indian Rock Dam Road and Reynolds Mill Road, the sign must be 4’ x 4’ on large posts.  You would need a chain saw to get the sign down.

	Red Lion Senior Center:  I have an invitation to the Red Lion Senior Center. The open house is to show the completed modifications to the building.

	Sept. BOC meeting:  I may not be available for the September 13th board meeting, I have been directed to go to Germany.

TOWNSHIP MANAGER – Elizabeth Heathcote

Christ Lutheran
Church
	The crosswalk material has been installed.  The paperwork has been received from PennDOT and I will ask Scott to fill that out.

BeachHouse
Property	Comm. Steele:  I believe we need to address the PennDOT appraisal of the property located on Rt. 124, because we rejected their offer of $61,000 for that property.  I would like to hear a motion from the board to have Ms. Heathcote send a letter why we rejected the offer, explaining that we invested more than that in the property in an effort to keep the township citizens safe.

	Comm. Silberstein:  I would make a motion that we request our township manager to send a letter to PennDOT advising that the primary reason why the offering price of $61,000 was rejected by the YTBOC is that the investment of the township in the property exceeds $150,000.

	Comm. Jones:  Second. 

	Comm. Granholm:  Should we identify a price we want?  We are saying it exceeds $150,000.

	Comm. Silberstein:  They’ll give us $150,000 if we are lucky.
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	Solicitor Hovis:  I think instead of throwing out a number, I think we should identify the purchase of the property, the cost of the light, the cost of the maintenance.  I think we will find out it far exceeds $150,000.  I think it becomes a little more powerful.  

	Comm. Granholm:  Should we send a letter detailing that and include backup with it?

	Solicitor Hovis:  The breakdown should be enough, and if they  need additional information we would be glad to provide it.

	Comm.  Silberstein: Maybe I can amend my motion…….I make a motion that the specific costs associated with the purchase and maintenance of that intersection be included in the letter, I’d also like to amend the motion to suggest that our solicitor aid the township manager in providing wording to the effect that the light was originally erected to provide safe ingress and egress to the citizens of York Township and to citizens or whoever uses that intersection, specifically to the citizens that reside back in the neighborhoods there.

	Comm. Jones:  Second.

	Vote 5 yes.

RECREATION - Debra Hatley

	Monthly report included in minute book.

Shryock
Field	On motion of Comm. Silberstein, seconded by Comm. Granholm, the board approved the improvements at Shryock Field that include the installation of sod in the infield and along baselines and doing a review line on the infield turn, adding topsoil and grading to a proper level.  The quote for the work is $9880.00.  Tomlinson Bomberger would do the infield work, with the topsoil provided by the township.  The sod would be purchased by the township and laid by volunteers from the American Legion.  Vote 5 yes.

PUBLIC WORKS - Scott DePoe

 	Monthly report included in minute book.
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Sage 
Hill	The Sage Hill developer hired TRG to work on the redesign of the S curves on CBW.  He is in the 35 mph speed limit design.  The super elevation of the S curves which is sloping from one side to the other at 8% leaves no room for a transition between the S curves.  Basically it will be like a race track. He asked for some input for a 30 mph design which will shorten the radius and allow for transition. 

	I said I would bring this up to the board.  I think it would make a lot of sense to reduce the speed limit at that section of the road.  You are not approving anything but the go ahead in the design of the HOP under 30 mph.  The approval will come once the HOP is submitted, and the township has to put their signature on it.  If there’s no objection I will get back to the individual working on that project. 

	Comm. Knepper:  When they super elevate those curves does it increase the speed limit?

	Scott DePoe: It increases the safety factor.  You are using gravity to keep the cars on the road.  It helps to keep the cars from sliding off the road when they make a right turn.  Could it increase the speed limit? Potentially.

	Comm. Granholm:  Is this your recommendation or the traffic engineers?

	Scott DePoe: It’s both.  With the 35 mph design your radius would be such that you would have no transition between the S curves.  You would have a slope and another slope, this way you will have a transition area.  I think it’s important that we keep CBW Road in the 30 mph zone, since it’s the entrance to Sage Hill Drive.

	Comm. Steele:  What is the speed limit now?  What you are saying is that the traffic engineer is going to make a recommendation to PennDOT in their HOP because it’s a state road.

	Scott DePoe:  35 mph.  We will sign the HOP.  

	Comm. Steele:  The reason would be you can’t elevate the two curves and have a point of tangency.



August 9, 2011
Page 19

Sage
Hill
Streets	Knowing that someday those streets will be our responsibility I have initiated a punch list inspection so we can determine what needs to be done prior to the streets being paved and the township accepting the maintenance of them. I’m concerned about the long term loss of life of those streets and how it will affect us maintenance wise.

Paving	We are close to budget on the paving costs.  Suburban Road will be pushed to next year.  Old Dutch Lane and Lancaster Ave. have not been paved but are still on the schedule for this year.

APWA
Symposium	Will be held on September 15th at the township municipal complex. If you are into trucks, equipment and food, please try to attend.

Mill
Creek
Sewer
Lines	The Mill Creek interceptor sewer line from Chapel Church to  Springettsbury Township is being televised.  Based on Bob’s (Miller) report from Monday night the interceptor, so far, is still intact.  It’s a 40 year old system that carries an awful lot of water. It’s asbestos cement.  It’s a critical component of our sanitary sewer infrastructure system.  The last time it was televised was 10 years ago.  

ENGINEERING – Jeff Sholly

Robert
Holweck	Developer of Southern Heights, offering the street, Pulaski Place, for adoption.  

	We’d like to dedicate the street and basin to the township.  The township agreed to accept the basin.  Pulaski Place is a looped street.  Southern Heights was approved in 2003, I have been working on this year getting the streets dedicated, getting them prepared for dedication.  The basin for this project was from a previous subdivision known as Franklin Square.  We enlarged the basin to take care of Franklin Square as well as the new project, Southern Heights.  At that time the township agreed to accept the basin, there is no HOA.
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	Our progress on the project……. we wanted to have it dedicated last year, but due to financial resources I had to push it off until this year.  I got the funding this year.  We have the streets paved. We have to put a guide rail up and it is staked out. And we need to put up a street light. 

	The basin is another issue, which is a big reason why I am here tonight.  The basin was designed and approved as a dry basin.  It wouldn’t retain water but for 48 hours and then dry out.  With changes in the environmental world we live in as well as the basin itself, I spoke with Jeff about perhaps we ought to keep it a wet basin for water quality.  We’ve been working on what type of work we need to do for the township and for me.  The big change would be that the plans were approved as a dry basin and we would need that approved as a new design.  The delay has been working out the type of structure that would achieve the water quality.  

	Jeff Sholly: Originally the township was going to have a fore bay of sand in there and all the debris from the roads would be directed to that fore bay.  That created some maintenance problems.  A homeowner living in this area would have sand and street debris collecting over that sand. When the township would go in to maintain the basin it would be a lot of hauling all of that debris. A couple of manufacturers of water quality units could replace that fore bay and then public works could go in and use the vaccon truck and do clean those basins.  The basin has a lot of ground water and springs running through it.  An attempt to make it a dry basin would decrease the water quality and would be quite a mess.  With a good healthy plant system established and animals of prey and a good strong water system feeding that stream, we think the combination will be good.

	Robert Holweck: We have paved the streets and I believe they were advertised for adopting the ordinance, but I was advised since the basin was to be dedicated at the same time I needed to come before the board to change the design on the basin.  I offered to have both done in October, but that puts us past liquid fuels monies for the year.

	Comm. Steele:  I want to make sure we understand what we are doing.

	Solicitor Hovis:  I believe there are two issues here.  We are talking about the basin and the streets.  The staff took the position that we were not going to accept the basin and streets unless everything was done pursuant to the specifications of the plan.  We are running up against the deadline for the dedication of streets, since that is September 1st for liquid fuels allocations. 
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	Robert was in a situation that he could not get the basin done when he ran into the wet/dry issue.  We may be missing an opportunity to adopt the streets.  One of the issues is is the township willing to accept the street without having the basin done?  Is the township willing to allow the developer to change the specifications on the basin, and if he does ultimately construct them with those specifications then we would be obligated to accept them pursuant to the construction design.  Those are the two issues we are dealing with.

	Comm. Granholm:  So the streets are complete?

	Solicitor Hovis:  I think public works has done a punch list inspection.

	Scott DePoe:  We gave him a punch list, there is some guide rail that needs to be installed.  He’s done 99% of the items we asked to have done. The street is complete. I would be willing to recommend that we adopt the street tonight.

	Comm. Steele:  Do we have a situation here where several people have bought into a development with a plan…a plan laying in front of them and now we are at a point where everybody has bought in and now we are saying we want a change to a feature.  I don’t mean to say this this way, but I don’t really care whether it’s a wet or dry bottom, it’s just got to be a functional stormwater detention basin.  What would concern me is if we are going to make it a wet bottom there still has to be some kind of outlet structure to get rid of the wet.  Are we going to have the possibility of mosquitos?  I don’t want a whole bunch of residents coming in here saying it was going to be a dry bottom and now it’s going to be a wet bottom.  I don’t know what kind of plants would grow in there.  Will we have different plants or bugs that will upset people?

	Robert Holweck:  This basin goes back to the 80s and has always been a huge mess.  The Franklin Square HOA is nonexistent.  This basin originally was attached to four lots on the Franklin Square subdivision plan which was approved in the late 80s. The HOA never got up and running.  You had a non-functioning basin sitting there on four lots.  A lot of those people did not know they owned part of the basin.  Knowing that and figuring out a way back in 02 and 03 the township was accepting basins for dedication.   With my plan I made a lot out of that (the back of those four lots) and the design at that time was a dry basin, but there are so many springs.  It sits down over the hill.  I can’t imagine any of the property owners complaining about a wet basin.  The plant life…you will have an ecosystem in there that will control the insects.  You will have a 
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	little more maintenance than the water quality structure, but you will be saving all the mowing and mucking out a dry basin.  Maintenance wise it might be a wash or a little on the positive side. I can’t imagine one home owner complaining. If there was an HOA, like in Stone Hill, they have a dry basin and the HOA wanted to keep it that way.

	Comm. Knepper:  Has this pond ever been a dry basin?  If it’s deemed a wet basin nothing will change?

	Robert Holweck:  It would be a perpetual nightmare to make this a dry basin and you wouldn’t achieve the water quality.

	Comm. Jones:  How close is the stream?

	Robert Holweck:  About 10’.

	Comm. Jones:  There’s a grade there that’s pretty dramatic.

	Jeff Sholly:  Yes.

	Comm. Steele:  Thank you for explaining this situation.  We needed the record to show where we came from and where we are today.  You are saying there is an outlet structure in there now to let the water out?

	Jeff Sholly:  There is a temporary….there will be some work to convert that to a permanent structure.  If they went to put in the approved plan there would be dozens of trucks hauling soil into there and then putting in drains.  What would that do to the roads?

	Comm. Steele:  If we approved it to be a wet bottom basin do we have to go back and change the documentation for Southern Heights?

	Robert Holweck:  Can we do it with the ‘as builts’?

	Solicitor Hovis:  What are the original representations on the approved land development plan?  Does it show a dry basin and show the specifications?

	Robert Holweck: It’s the design of the basin that makes it a dry basin. We would be changing the design of the final state.

	Comm. Steele:  Can we handle that in an ‘as built’?
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	Solicitor Hovis:  Your concern is if a citizen says I relied upon the plans filed so that I thought really was going to be a dry basin versus a wet basin and therefore I am going to compel the township to build a wet basin or dry basin.  I assume if that ever occurred we would file an amended plan showing what was built.  Is there risk that someone could step forward, I guess, but I can’t imagine based on the facts that I hear.  Given the fact that it is going to be dedicated to the township and not an HOA.  I would be more concerned with an HOA.

	Comm. Steele: Understand.  The reason I’m asking is because I’ve gotten so many calls on the basin in Stone Hill.

	Comm. Knepper:  The motion would be to accept some surety on the basin and the conversion on the basin from dry to wet pursuant to any recommendations provided by the township engineer to the developer that will ultimately result in its acceptance once offered for dedication?

	Robert Holweck:  What we would do is with the new design come up with a surety that would be put in place prior to accepting the basin.

	Comm. Jones:  I make a motion that we accept the proposed alternate design of the stormwater basin from dry to wet and authorize the township engineer to prepare the specifications that will be the basis of a surety estimate that would be required to be posted by the developer for the redesign of the basin.

	Comm. Silberstein:  Second.

	Vote 5 yes.

Res.11-9	
Deed of
Dedication	On motion of Comm. Jones, seconded by Comm. Silberstein, Resolution 2011-9, the deed of dedication for a tract of land necessary for the lying out and adoption of the street Pulaski Place within the Southern Heights Development.  Vote 5 yes.
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Ord. 11-4
Pulaski
Place	On motion of Comm. Jones, seconded by Comm. Granholm, Ordinance 2011-4, adopting as a public road Pulaski Place, was approved with the following voice vote:

		Comm. Jones			Yes
		Comm. Knepper		Yes
		Comm. Granholm		Yes
		Comm. Steele			Yes
		Comm. Silberstein		Yes

Green
Valley
Road	Comm. Granholm:  We released $30,000 and are still holding $20,000.  Your letter deals with growth of vegetation and stone.  I never see vegetation growing there.  Is paving the best option this guy has right now?

	Jeff Sholly:  I wouldn’t want to try and drive that driveway in the winter if it’s paved.

	Comm. Granholm:  Aren’t the safety considerations his?  It’s a private driveway.

	Jeff Sholly:  They are if he can stop his car at the bottom.  It’s difficult to get up that driveway now in the summer, if it’s paved and a little slick I don’t see how anyone will stop.

	Solicitor Hovis:  This driveway kept washing out on the road.  I can understand if all the debris is washing out and there was concern about stopping and there was a leveling area created at the bottom.

	Comm. Granholm:  He submitted a plan.  Is it our opinion that he has not completed that plan?

	Jeff Sholly:  Yes.  We have been relying on the Conservation District to say if it’s been stabilized.  One way to stabilize the driveway would be to asphalt it, but that creates an issue in the winter time. 

	Comm. Knepper: Do they have the appropriate leveling area at the bottom of the driveway?  That was an issue prior.
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	Jeff Sholly:  There is a landing area, but I did not survey to see if they got it in the right area.

	Comm. Knepper:  If they have the appropriate landing area, beyond that it’s their problem.  If they have debris on the road it’s a township issue.

	Comm. Granholm:  Where are we leaving this guy?  

	Jeff Sholly:  We’ve been asking for direction on whether or not to release the bond, but we didn’t think we should until the work was done that it was posted for, including the slope of the basin and stabilizing the side of the driveway.

	Comm. Knepper:  Is there any reason they can’t do that?

	Jeff Sholly:  They haven’t achieved the stabilization above the basin and the basin itself.  Right now there is a fair amount of gravel in the basin, it’s not going out on the road.

	Comm. Knepper:  Probably one of the most adverse driveways that I have ever seen.

	Comm. Granholm:  Stabilization of the basin is the issue now.  Should we say that now?  We say that gravel stones infiltrated in the basin, stones wash to Green Valley, sediment deposits on the inlet.  He obviously feels that paving will solve this.

	Jeff Sholly:  It doesn’t solve his stabilization of the slopes above the basin or the basin, they are not affected by the driveway.  We went out in 4-wheel drive and it was difficult to climb that first area.  If we release the money and they decide not to pave then there’s nothing there to make them stabilize.

	Comm. Granholm:  They need to finish the job, but I think we need to be more helpful and guiding in what they need to do.  He came and asked for direction and we didn’t give him any direction, and we’re holding his money.

	Comm. Knepper: I make a motion that he clean up the basin and get the project stabilized, pave the portion that’s in the township’s right of way and Jeff will meet with them and offer guidance on what they need to do.

	Comm. Granholm:  Second.
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	Vote 5 yes.

SOLICITOR - Steve Hovis

Ord. 11-5
Official
Map	Comm. Knepper:  I’d like to make a motion that ordinance 2011-5, the official map for York Township, be adopted.

	Comm. Granholm:  Second.

	Comm. Silberstein:  I have stated this several times previously and I’ll restate it again. We have a comprehensive plan that includes a map.  We have a zoning ordinance and it includes a map.  I see no benefit whatsoever to having a third official map and I’m very very concerned that adopting another map at this time, given the numerous amounts of pending litigation related to our zoning and land development plans, muddies the water and simply is not necessary.  

	I understand there’s been a lot of work put into this map, and I appreciate that.  I see no benefit to the township at this point in time. I am also concerned that we are tying the hands of some of our residents with the terms of the ordinance.  I’ll be voting no.

	Comm. Granholm: I’m not at this point concerned over the map, but I am of the camp that the map is a planning tool, and if we want this township to move forward I think this is a tool that we can use. I think there are many other protections in place that address most of the concerns with this ordinance.  I don’t see us taking property or holding anybody up.

	Comm. Jones:  I would simply concur with some of Comm. Granholm’s comments.  This is a planning tool just as we have benefited from planning from previous boards of commissioners and other persons at the township, employees.  The future will benefit from this.  It’s a planning tool.  I do not see it as a vehicle where we take people’s property.

	Comm. Knepper:  Being personally involved, having land designated on this map, I needed to take a strong look at this map.  I don’t necessarily agree 100% with it, but enough to support it.

	Comm. Steele:  I understand the motion to approve and understand we have a second.  I understand it is a tool and as I look at it as we are in the beginnings of the revision to the zoning, a beginning to the comp plan, and 
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	I think that’s got to happen in 2013.  I look at it as a planning tool.  It appears we have a lot of work put into it and it’s interesting that the YCPC thinks we are heading down the right path with it.

	The following voice vote was taken:

		Comm. Knepper		Yes
		Comm. Granholm		Yes
		Comm. Steele			Yes
		Comm. Silberstein		No
		Comm. Jones			Yes

Executive
Session	The board was in executive session to discuss pending litigation and a personnel issue.

Adjourn	The meeting was adjourned at 11:05 pm.



				
                  Secretary	
	

		
	

	 
