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at present. He believes that siding will be installed shortly, possibly next week. The fire
protection system installation has begun, with piping approximately 15% complete. The
plumbing systems are progressing well, with all the underground plumbing has been
installed. Some of the heating ductwork is on-site and should be installed shortly. Mr.
Howard expects the boiler and air-handling units to be delivercd within a few weeks.
The contract’s substantial completion was set for the middle of May, however due to the
scvere winter weather, the contractor believes the target date for completion will be July
24,2003, which is approximately two months past the anticipated complction date.

2, Ms. Julia Stevens, Dunlap Associations — Year 2002 Audit Report — Ms.
Stevens provided a bricf overview of the 2002 Audit Report. At the end of 2002, there
was a carry forth surplus of $347,000.00 in the General Fund. In thc Special Revenue
Funds, which includes Liquid Fuels, Open Space, and Fire, there was $251,000.00 at the
end of the year. The Capital Projects Funds, which includes the construction of the new
Public Works building, contained $1,056,000.00 at the elose of 2002. The Debt Service
Fund contained $185,000.00.

Under the “Account Group” section of the audit, Ms. Stevens noted that the General
Fixed Assets of the Township totals $5.8 million dollars. The total general long-term
debt at the end of 2002 was $2,837,000.00,

The total revenues collected for the General Fund increased by $500,000.00 from the
prior year, which was a 20% increase. The expcnses increased by $500,000.00 from the
prior year, which is a 14% increase. Overall, there was a surplus in the General Fund of
$54,000.00, which was an improvement over the prior year. The total revenues in the
Special Revenue Funds increased from $568,000.00 to $1.3 million dollars, mostly due to
the Open Space grants received, and a full ycar in the Earned Income tax increasc. Also,
under the Capital Projects Fund, Ms. Stevens noted there was loan proceeds of $3 million
dollars for the open space purchases.

Ms. Stevens referred to the Budget to Actual statements, noting that the Township
projected a small deficit, however there was actually a small excess in the General Fund.
Also in the Special Revenue Fund, a small deficit was projected. but therc was actually a
small excess, which was favorable for the Township.

With regard to the funding progress of both the Police Pension Plan and the Non-Uniform
Pension Plan, both plans are in good shape and have assets in excess of the liabilities.

0. PROPOSED COMPREHENSIVE PLAN REVIEW — Mr. Charles Guttenplan —
Mr. Guttenplan responded to correspondence from the Hilltown Landowner’s
Association dated April 22, 2003:
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Mr. Guttenplan stated that the term “better agricultural lands™ was a term taken directly
from the 1991 Plan. In his opinion, what the Task Force meant by the term “legitimate
land use” was a legally recognized land use, it wasn’t just land that was left-over and
therefore, farmed. Mr. Guitenplan does not believe there was ever any significant
discussion by the Task Force as to what the term meant, rather the assumption was that it
was to include the more productive farmland.

- Per Community Devclopment, please indicate which natural areas ol the
Township are to be preserved without development? Whose property?
What are the criteria and set by whom? Is there due process and just
compensation?

Mr. Guttenplan does not bclieve this language means a taking of land, rather it is a
general goal type of statement. How it would be accomplished could be through many
means, including acquisition, open area, and performance subdivision, or any number of
ways.

- Under the Community Planning objective (pg. 21), what is meant by
*_..under other goals and objectives?” Are the goals not restricted? What
does item #3 mcan?

Again, some of this is carried over from the 1991 Plan. Mr. Guttenplan explained that
the various goals are not necessarily restrictive, they really interrelate with each other.
Some of the goals under housing and open space would work toward this general
objective. Mr. Guttenplan stated that the goals definitely interrelate.

Ttem #3 of Community Planning states “To develop regulations so that the landowner has
a variety of methods for the use of his or her land.” Mr. Guttenplan advised that ilem #3
is also essentially from the 1991 Plan, which would allow for different development
options through zoning, where appropriate.

- Under Historic Preservation, who decides what is historic? Will there be
due process and just compensation for property devaluation and limitation
of use? Under what authority are privatc farm structures and private
farmland deemed historic.

Mr. Guttenplan advised that this has not yet been determined. Ultimately, he believes
that it will be the Board of Supervisors, with advice from whatever groups they feel are
appropriate, who make that decision. Options such as Historic Commissions, and things
of that nature, are suggested in thc document as a way to determine, at a future time, what
is historic and how they should be protected. There was never any intent in the
document, as Mr. Guttenplan recalls, that the Township would be taking or restricting
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where the various natural features are located within the Township. If, for instance, you
were looking at development or acquisition of a piece of ground, a further study would be
required.

- Under Infrastructure, where is the “development district?”  What
percentage of the Township land area is in this district? What percentagc
of this district is for residential use only? Why 1s centralized sewer
service limited to the development district? Would not the objectives of
item #4 be better served by expanding #3 and #8? Are all of these policies
to be applied equally to all the citizens/property owners of the Township?
What is meant by item #6 “...where conditions are acceptable?”

Mr. Guttenplan does not have a calculation of the percentage of land area located in the
development district, howevcr a quick estimate on his part would be approximately 20%.
With regard to what percentage of the development district is residential use only, Mr.
Guttenplan does not know.

Mr. Guttenplan explained that centralized sewer service is limited to the development
district. The idea of the Plan is that this is the best way to concentrate and limit growth in
the RR area by channeling as much as possihle into the areas where public facilities (i.e.
_ sewer and waler) are located. This is a commonly accepted growth control practice,
which has been relied upon heavily in this document.

Mr. Guttenplan stated that item #4 discourages the use of stream discharge and instead,
encourages spray irrigation or other wastewater treatment systems, which replenishes
groundwater and provides for adequate controls to be in place to protect the environment,
as well as the health and safety of Township residents. Item #3 limits centralized sewage
to the development district, and Item #8 encourages Best Management Practices for
stormwater management and to consider policies to revise current regulations. Mr.
Guttenplan believes that cach of these issues must work together, however he doesn’t feel
that one would take the place of another. Certain areas of the development district would
be inappropriate for spray irrigation and things of that nature. As much recharge as
possible through various mechanisms should be pursued, however in some areas of the
development district, that is just not possible.

As to whether all of these policies are to be applied equally to all citizens and property
owners in the Township, Mr. Guitenplan sees no reason why it would be any different.

As to what is meant by Item #6, which states “to rely upon individual and community
land disposal systems for development outside the development district where conditions
arc acceptable,” Mr. Guttenplan advised it is speaking primarily to soil conditions of the
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- Since private wells are expected to continue to be the primary source of
water in the Township, will the current philosophy of allowing up to a
million gallons of water per day (5 times what the HTWSA pumps)
offered free from the quarries, continue to be pumped downstream?

Chairperson Snyder does not feel that it is a question that should be addressed at this
point, with two quarry expansions pending because she feels that any answer in cither
direction might be misperceived.

- In Rural Residential, individual on-lot residcntial septic systems return all
their on-site well water to recharge the groundwater while large sewage
treatment plants for high density areas direct discharge vast amounts of
well water into streams with no recharge, why would there be a preference
to have high density areas, such as expanded VC at 5 units to the acre, at
the expense of landowners in the RR? That is, requiring 3 acre zoning
until such time that public water is available when all this water will be
returned to the ground?

Mr. Guttenplan explained that high density is a way of channeling growth to allow more
ovcrall preservation, which is simply a balancing of goals. Obviously, the Plan is
sympathetic to recharge, however in certain portions of the Township, well water cannot
be relied upon while having the densities that exist in the development district, and with
the zoning currently allowed in that Zoning District, based on this Plan. Chairperson
Snyder noted that any new developments would be required to meet recharge demands,
because State requirements have changed. (A lengthy discussion took place, however
most of Mr. Mcllhiimey’s comnients could not be heard since he did not approach the
podium).

Chairperson Snydcr feli this discussion should be held with Mr. Wynn since therc are
different restrictions and different rules for different watersheds. At the last meeting, Mr.
Guttenplan recalls that the Board directed him to meet with Mr. Wynn to revise the
Stormwater Management section of the Plan, since the draft had been taken [rom the
1991 Plan, which requires updating,

Pennridge Water Resources Plan (see discussion at meeting of March 10,
2003).

This will be addressed once Mr. Guttenplan and Mr. Wynn revise the Stormwater
Management section of the Plan, as noted above.

- Under Stormwater Management, does not our current Stormwater
Ordinance of 1993 alrcady comiply? Ifnot, where not? Does recharge
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information is germane to the Comprehensive Plan and does not feel it should be
included in the document.

- Page 68, reference to Fig. 14, should read Figure 12.

Mr. Guttenplan advised this is just an editorial comment, and the correction will be made.
However the correction was listed incorrectly - actually, Figure 12 should read Fig. 14.

Mr. Guttenplan tesponded to questions and comments in correspondence from Telford
Borough Authority dated March 6, 2003, with regard to the proposed Comprehensive
Plan. He advised that most of the comments and qucstions are directed to the watcr and
wastewater-related issues included in the Community Facilities Element.

- There are five water authoritics providing public water service in the
Township, although most residents rely on individual on-site wells for
thejr water needs. These [ive are: HTWSA, North Penn Water Authority.
Tclford Borough Authority, Perkasie Borough Authority, and Blooming
Glen Estates. {Based on the description provided in the Plan, Blooming
Glen Estates is a privately owned centralized system, i.e. it is not a
municipal authority as are we and the others. While having nothing to do
with us, you may want to have this minor technicality corrected).

Mr. Guttenplan will make this correction.

- The Plan states “public facility planning is the responsibility of the
HTWSA.” While this statement would certainly apply to the scrvice
territory of the HTWSA, it is our opinion that the other water purveyors,
including this Authority, be included in any planning process, particularly
as it applies to our respeclive service territories. We are not certain
whether the other Water Authorities have a formally defined service
territory, as is the case for our facilities in the Township. As you may
know, in our case such planning has always been a part of our efforts in
the past, and it will certainly continue in the future. We believe thal we
have a primary responsibility for watcr and sewer service related aspects
for such planning within our service territory, and thc Plan should make a
clear reference to this fact.

If the Board so desires, Mr. Guttenplan will modify the text to reflect this request. The
Supervisors directcd Mr. Guttenplan not to make any changes to the text.

- “Private wells are expected to remain the primary sources of water for the
Township.” We believe this statenient should be tempered by making






Page 16 Pg. 5775
Supervisor’s Worksession
May 12,2003

and Chalfont-New Britain Township Joint Sewer Authority); needless to
say, Souderton Borough is not a “Sewer Authority.”

Mr. Guttenplan does not feel that any change is necessary, and the Board agreed.

- “With the exception of the westernmost area, it is recommended...to
extend existing public sewer lines.” As we see it, the westemmost area
includes our sewer service area. As already noted for water servicc
aspects above, we believe we ought to be included in the planning process
and be consulted on such a recommendation. From a Comprchensive
Planning perspective, it makes sensc to extend existing facilities lo
provide service to adjoining areas needing or desiring service, within the
confines of Zoning provisions. Of course, your Zoning regulations should
take public utility service availability into consideration, and focus on less
dense areas for recommendation to avoid utility service extensions.

Mr. Guttenplan agreed that the statement is true and believes that is what the Township
has said throughout the entire document. The Supervisors agreed.

- The Plan “outlines six key recommendations for wastewater facilities 1n
the Township.” For our service area, “...continued reliance on treatment
facilities of the PWTA (Pennridge Wastewater Treatment Authority) is
recommended. This is consistent with our own plans. It is interesting to
note that the Plan specifically refers to the “... TBA Area of jurisdiction
(emphasis added).”  This reference is appropriate and should be
emphasized to a greater extent throughout applicable sections of the Plan,
including those dealing with water service. There is also a reference to the
“joint effort between Telford and PWTA to expand the existing plant and
for Telford to purchase additional capacity,” which is accurate and factual.

Comment only, no changes necessary.

- The Plan makes reference to the “Pennridge Water Resourccs Plan,” in
which Telford Borough was not a participant. The Watcr Resources Plan
incorporates a number of recommendations, reiterated in the Plan that
could impact our provision of public water and sewer service in Hilltown
Township, including the formation of an “Intermunicipal Water Resources
Committee,” the development of a “Model Water Resources Management
Ordinance,” the establishment of the “Pennridge Area Watershed
Management Program,” the development of a “Source Water Protection
Program,” in which we are already involved, and the preparation of an
“Integrated Water Resources Plan.” These are good recommendations,
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conjunction with allowing an undetermined amount of development to
occur around the existing villages, thereby maintaining their viability.”
Close coordination is desirable and needed to make our goals consistent
with the Township’s planning goals. As you know, we have expended a
great amount of public funds to provide an infrastructure intended to meet
water and wastewater needs in the Township, and we need to support that
investment with customer revenues. These utility facilities were provided
in reliance on the 1970’s service agreement(s), and therefore, it is essential
that planning and zoning is consistent with the availability of our existing
infrastructure and our ability to expand within the delineated service
territories, and no unreasonahle limitations should be imposcd upon our
continued viability to render service in Hilltown Township. The statement
In the Plan that “new extensions outside of thesc (CR-1 and CR-2) areas
are not envisioned™ should be modified to prevent any inconsistency with
existing facts and our utility planning needs.

The Board felt no revisions were n¢cessary.

Mr. Guitenplan responded to questions and comments in correspondence from New
Britain Township dated February 19, 2003 with regard to the proposed Comprehensive
Plan.

- Pg. 1 and 16, Purpose and Goal — Last sentence on page 1 and (irst
paragraph, last line on page 16 may be inconsistent.

Mr. Guttenplan docs not believe the line is inconsistent, and the Board agreed.

- Pg. 19 and other, Agricultural Lands — Defining Agricultural lands as
Class L, II, and III soils of Statewide and local significance might be
stronger.

Mr. Guitenplan advised that the Task Force had a more generic and gencral meaning to
agricultural lands in the Plan, though he does not disagree with New Britain’s statcment.
Therefore, he does not believe that a change is required, and the Board agreed.

- Pg. 23, 63, and others, Transportation Network — 1) We predict significant
additional NW-SF traffic on SR 152, Callowhill and Sellersville/Chalfont
Road. Nowhere in this document did we find discussion of this potcntial
traffic. 2) The intersections of Hilltown Pike with Ncew Galena and
Township Line Roads function as a single traffic system. There arc
vertical and horizontal curves and a blind spot west bound on Township
Linc. Developments in Hilltown, New Britain, and Montgomery County
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Motion was made by Supervisor Bennington, seconded by Supervisor Bender, and
carried unanimously to appoint Mr. Mark Funk to complete the remainder of Mr. Larry
Rice’s term on the BOCA Review Board until December 31, 2008, There was no public
comment.

4. Chairperson Snyder announced the next quarry hearing will be held on
Thursday, May 22, 2003 at 7:00PM at the Central Middle School in Silverdale Borough.
A tentative date of June 17, 2003 has been set for another quarry hearing, however it has
not been confirmed that the Central Middle School will be the location.

U. PRESS CONFERENCE: A conference was held to answer questions of those
reporters present.

V. ADJOURNMENT: Upon motion by Supervisor Bender, scconded by Supervisor
Bennington, and carried unanimousty, the May 12, 2003 Hilltown Township Board of
Supervisors meeting was adjourned at 9:26PM.

Respectfully submitted,

e
Lyhda Seimes
Township Sccretary
(*These minutes were transcribed from tape recordings taken by Mrs. Lorraine Leslie,

Township Treasurer).



