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E. MANAGER’S REPORT — Mr. Gregorv J. Lippincott, Township Manager —

1. The Fire Prevention Bureau voted 6-0 to recommend the Township adopt
the proposed Cost Recovery Ordinance. This Ordinance would assist fire companies in
recovering their costs for fire call responses from homeowners insurance. Mr. Lippincott
recommended that the proposed Ordinance be forwarded to Solicitor Grabowski for
review, Mr. Lippincott noted that Silverdale Borough has passed such an Ordinance, and
Perkasie Borough, East Rockhill and West Rockhill Townships are currently considering
it.

Motion was made by Supervisor Bennington, and seconded by Supervisor Bender, to
authorize the Township Solicitor’s review of the proposed Cost Recovery Ordinance as

specified above.

Public Comment:

1. Mr. Jack Mcllhinney of Broad Street asked for clarification of the proposed
Ordinance. Mr. Lippincott explained that when expenditures are encountered by a fire
company responding to a call, they could then bill the homcowner’s insurance company
to recover thosc costs for materials, time, and cquipment use. Mr. Mcllhimmey did not
understand, since the volunteer fire companies receive monetary support from local
municipalitics and tax dollars, as well as private contributions from the public. Mr.
Mcilhinney believes this will only increase insurance rates. Discussion took place.

Motion carried unanmimously and passed. There was no further public comment.

2. The Fire Prevention Bureau voted 5-0 to recommend that the Governor’s
Center conduct a Township-wide study to determine ways to improve fire services.
There 1s no cost for this study and the service is provided free from the State.

Motion was made by Supervisor Bennington, seconded by Supervisor Bender, and
carried unanimously to authorize thc Governor’s Center to conduct a Township-wide
study to determine ways to improve fire services, as specified above. There was no public
comment.

3. A response has been received from PennDot conceming the Township’s
request for assistance with studying the parking situation along Rf. 113 through the
Village of Blooming Glen. It is PennDot’s policy to defer the question of imposing
restrictions related to vehicular parking to the local municipality, based upon Title 75 of
the Vehicular Code.
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of approximately 5 ft., and then to have a water elevation that would fluctuate above that
to provide stormwater management as part of two different stormwater management
basins. Ever since that site has been under construction, Mr. Wynn statcd that there has
never been a water source to the pond. He is not certain if it is because the water source
was very shallow and the development of public water lines with stone backfill
interrupted the source. Therefore, the developer is requesting authorization to fill the
pond up to the nommal water elevation to maintain the remainder of the pond as a
detention facility. Mr. Wynn recommended that the devcloper’s request be approved,
subject to stabilizing the detention facility and notification of the property owner of Lot
#10, both by issuance of a Zoning Permit and a Use and Occupancy Permit. Discussion
took place.

Motion was made by Supervisor Bennington, and seconded by Supervisor Bender, to
authorize the filling of the former farm pond bed on Lot #10 of the Lynrose Estates
Subdivision, subject to stabilization of the detention facility, and notification of the
property owner of Lot #10, both by issuance of a Zoning Permit and a Use and
Occupancy Permit.

Public Comment:

1. Mrs. Marilyn Teed of Mill Road commented that the pond in question has
contained water ever sincc she has lived on Mill Road. Once the pond bed is filled in,
she asked if stormwater would be directed to it for usc as a detention basin. Mr. Wynn
explained that there was no clay lining in the pond originally. The developer was
planning on installing clay lining if it was not holding water because the bottom was
fractured. Mrs. Teed asked if the clay lining could have been removed when the
developer made the pond deeper and wider. Mr. Wynn replied that therc was never a
clay lining. There is and will continue to be surface water from the above lots directed to
the pond once it is filled in because it is a stormwater management facility and it will
continue to function as such. At present, there is a valve on the bottom of the pond,
which can be opened and closed. Currently the valve is open though there was no water
flowing to it.

2. Mr. John Kachline of Mill Road questioned the location of the pond and Lot #10.
Mr. Wynn explained the location, and advised that the detention basin located on the
curve is the main detention basin, which is not the one being discussed this evening. Mr.
Kachline noted that the main detention basin is experiencing a great deal of erosion, and
suggested that the developer should place stone in the area while they are filling in the
detention basin on Lot #10.

Motion carried unanimously and passed. Therc was no further public comment.
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Motion was made by Supervisor Bennington, seconded by Supervisor Bender, and
carried unanimously to grant preliminary/final plan approval to the Beck Subdivision,
pending completion of all outstanding items as noted in Mr. Wynn's Aprl 29, 2003
engineering review, including a cash donation in lieu of the four trees. Therc was no
public comment.

3. Sunoco Land Development - On May 19, 2003, the Planning Commission
reviewed “Conceptual Plan B” relative to street and access improvements at the Sunoco,
Inc. Land Development site at the intersection of Hilltown Pike and Rt. 309. The main
issuc of concern discussed at the Planning Commission meeting was access to the site
and specifically the southernmost proposed access on Rt. 309. Action on this plan is
required not later than May 31, 2003.

Mr. Michael Yanoff, the applicant’s legal counsel, Mr. Pete Clelland, the applicant’s
engineer, and Mr. Dougherty, the applicant’s traffic engineer, were in attendance to
present the plan. The threshold issue of access along Rt. 309 still remains, The applicant
had requested that the Township’s Traffic Consultant be present this evening in order to
discuss this one very important issue. Mr. Yanoff commented that the applicant is asking
the Township to allow PennDot to make their decision with rcgard to access. Bccause
the location is such a critical and heavily traveled intersection, Mr. Yanoff stated that as
part of the development plan, Sunoco has proposed extensive and expensive
modifications and improvements to the intersection of Rt. 309 and Hilltown Pike. The
applicant feels that those proposed improvements, which include turning lanes, are
critical for a safe access through that intersection and to the site itself. Its been estimated
that the proposed improvements will range in cost of up to a quarter of a million dollars.
Mr. Yanoff believes that the access issue drives the proposed plan, and without the access
as proposed, it is conceivable that the plan would be withdrawn. The applicant does not
fcel that this proposal would adversely affect the traffic flow along Rt. 309.

At the behest of the Township and the Township Planning Commission very early on, the
applicant was directed to contact the Hilltown Fire Company, whose station is located
adjacent to the property. A meeting was held with the reprcsentatives of the fire
company, which Mr. Yanoff personally felt was very disappointing. They outlined six
issues of major concern, including parking and access, all of which thc applicant believes
they can adequately address. However, the one issue that appcared to drive the fire
company Tepresentatives, was to request a partership with Sunoco to acquire the
neighboring property to construct a new firehouse. Mr. Yanoff has no disrcspect for the
fire company or the important work they do, however he feels this request was unfair.
The applicant is not about to purchase someone else’s property so that the fire company
can construct another firechouse. Mr. Yanoff stated that the applicant will do what they
need to do to continue to be a good neighbor to the fire company, by providing parking
for their use. As the Board may recall, Sunoco, at the request of the Township, was
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J. MYLARS FOR SIGNATURE: Weidner Tract Subdivision

K. PUBLIC COMMENT:

1. Mr. Jack Mellhinney of Broad Street felt that the Board meeting in
Executive Session prior to their May 12, 2003 worksession meeting to discuss “fact-
finding” was a violation of the Sunshine Law. Solicitor Grabowski was not present at the
May 12, 2003 worksession meeting or the Executive Session, and thereforc is not aware
of what was discussed at that time. If the Supervisors met with an individual that
provided them with information, which was a fact-finding conference, and then met in
Executive Session to discuss personnel or legal matters, Solicitor Grabowski suggested
they revise or amend their statement at the May 12, 2003 worksession meeting to advise
that a fact-finding conference was held and then followed by an Executive Session. Mr.
Mcllhinney asked under what circumstances can three Supervisors meet to discuss fact-
finding, in a room that the public has no access to. Solicitor Grabowski replied that the
Supervisors can do that at any time. Mr. Mellhinney asked under what section of the
Sunshine Law is that referred to. Solicitor Grabowski explained that the Sunshine Law
refers to a quorum of the Board of Supervisors meeting to deliberate, discuss or to make a
decision, however it does not prohibit the Supervisors from being present in a meeting
together to hear information. Mr. Mcllhinney commented that fact-finding is done to
reach a conclusion, and three Board membcrs meeting, which in itself, is incorrect.
Solicitor Grabowski asked the Board of Supervisors if they reached a decision after
listening to [act-finding at that meeting. They replied that they did not. Then, Solicitor
Grabowski stated, that part of the premise falls. Mr. Mcllthinney asked what was being
discussed during this fact-finding conference. Chairperson Snyder replied that the
Supervisors werc provided information by the chairperson of the Open Space Committee,
they did not discuss any issues. Mr. Mcllhinney disagreed with Solicitor Grabowski’s
opinion on this matter, and believes that he may pursue it at a later date upon further
review of the Sunshine Law.

2. Mr. Harry Mason of Morgan Lane attended the two previous H & K
Quarry Rezoning hearings, where individuals who had signed the list were called to ask
questions. However, he noted that very often the questions asked were not answered
because H & K representatives have changed their method of proeedure. Many of those
questions were answered with the response that the issue would be covered at a later
hearing. It appears to Mr. Mason that those individuals who did not have their questions
properly answered have lost their turn to speak or to question H & K representatives. He
hopes that the Supervisors will allow those individuals the opportunity to add their name
to the list for dialogue at a future meeting.

Solicitor Grabowski was the moderator at those two hearings. He does not feel that the
procedure was changed dramatically. Following each witness, the Township will permit








