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$500.00 escrow to be retained by the Township to cover actual costs incurred relative to
the project.

Mr. Wynn advised that back in March of 2001 when the Supervisors granted a waiver of
land development submission, which generated the $2,500.00 fee, was not for simply a
3,600 sq. ft. building. Rather, Mr. Wynn advised that fee included the construction of
four buildings including the 3,600 sq. ft. trailer shed, a 1,800 sq. ft. hangar, an 800 sq. ft.
hangar, and a 400 sq. fl. storage building. Therefore, the Glider Council was granted
relief from going through the entire land development process, which in Mr. Wynn’s
estimation would have been a much greater cost than the $2,500.00 fee charged for that
waiver. Mr. Schonour explained that when the Glider Council applied for their building
permil, they were told they had to go through the land development process or apply lor a
land development waiver, which is what they did. In Mr. Schonour’s opinion, what is
required for a waiver of land development and what is required for a full-blown land
development plan aren’t much different. Mr. Wynn disagrced, noting that the work that
was done for the land development waiver is only approximately 1/1 0™ of the work that
would have becn required for a full-blown land development submission. With regard to
the additional buildings that were proposed on the original land development watver
submissgion, Mr. Schonour explained that since the $2,500.00 [ec was a flat fee, no matter
how many buildings were proposcd, the Glider Council proposed those additional
buildings in the event they want to construct those other buildings in the future.

Chairperson Bennington believes that the proposal is actually for an aircrafl hangar for
which BOCA Code requircments arc more stringent. Mr. Schonour disagrced, and
explained that gliders are dismantled, are placed in trailers, and the trailers themselves
would then be stored in the shed.

Onc of the fees that the applicant is rcquesting a waiver of is for Stormwater
Management. Mr. Wynn adviscd that in accordancc with Section 105 of the Stormwater
Management Ordinance, the proposed struclures on the site may qualify for exemption
from stormwater management facilitics provided documentation is received from a
registered professional engineer in the Commonwealth of Penna. indicating that increased
flows from the sile leave the site in the samc manner as the pre-development condition,
and that there will be no adversc affects to properties along the path of flow, or that the
increased flow will reach a natural watercourse or an existing stormwater management
structurc before adversely alfecting any property along the path of the {low. Further, in
the event the applicant submits such documentation from a professional cngineer, a
stormwater management fee must be paid to the Stormwater Management Capital Fund
for improvements to stormwatcr facilities within the community. The alternative to that
fee is to design and construct stormwater management facilities for the 6,600 sq. ft. of
proposcd Impervious surfacc, which in Mr. Wynn's opinion would obviously be
equivalent to three houses.
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requircments in cffect at the time of original submission. Mr. Wynn'’s enginecring review
dated August 23, 2001 was discussed.

Mr. Gundlach believes that Planning Modulcs have been submitted to the Township for
signature, which he would like the Board to execute this evening, along with the granting
of final plan approval. Mr. Wynn advised that the Township has not reccived Planning
Modules that were signed as necessary for Supervisor’s action. Mr. Byrne explaincd that
the Planning Modules were submitted to the neccssary rcviewing agencics, and he
belicves the Hilltown Authority is in the process of completing the components that must
be signed, and then thcy will be forwarded to the Township for action. Mr. Wynn
understands that those Planning Modules have not yet been exccuted because therc is still
an outstanding item prcventing that. Completion of the Act 537 Planning Modules is
dependent upon revisions to the Silverdale Borough conveyance agreement with the
Hilltown Authority. Mr. Gundlach understood that Silverdale Borough had agreed to the
amendment to the conveyance agreement with the Hilltown Authority. Further, Mr.
Gundlach’s associate has spoken with the solicitor for Silverdale Borough, who advised
that Silverdale Borough would be considering execution of those said agreements at their
nex! meeting scheduled for carly Septcmher. Solicitor Grabowski, who is also legal
counsel for the Hilltown Authorily, has had no such discussions concerning this issue
with the Silverdalc Borough solicitor. He noted that a proposed agreemcnt was presented
o Silverdale Borough approximately three weeks ago, which he understands was rejected
due to specific language in the agreement itself. Solicitor Grabowski stated Lhat
Silverdale Borough will be discussing this matler at their Septcmber 4, 2001 meeting,
howcver he has not personally seen a final draft copy of that agreement. Chairperson
Bennington asked how the Board of Supervisors could consider granting final plan
approval to the Hilltown Chase Subdivision, without this agreement with Silverdale
Boreough in place. Solicitor Grabowski advised that untii there is a signed agreement with
Silverdale Borough, there cannot be transportation of sewage through the Silverdale
system, since there is no sewage capacity available. This 1s a risk that Solicitor
Grabowskl would not recommecend that the Board of Supervisors take. Mr. Gundlach
belicves that the plan could be approved with the condition that the linens for this project
would not be signed until the agreement with Silverdale i1s in place. A lengthy discussion
took place.

Open Space Arca D is to be conveyed to the owner of TMP #15-28-208-1 (Lands of
Thompson) subjcct to satisfaction of conditions of the Stipulation and Agreement, which
includcs the following:

- Open space area may be conveyed to the owner to TMP #15-28-208-1
provided the owner of this parcel agrees to grant the Township and the
applicant an casement to permit the Township to construct a walking trail,
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Mr. Wynn’s rcview notes that pursuant to Section 505.16 of the Subdivision Ordinance,
the existing 18 inch RCP culvert under Telegraph Road, approximately 250 fl. from the
basin, is proposed to be replaced with a 24 inch culvert and type ‘D’ endwall. A
temporary construction easement from TMP #15-28-106-2 and #15-28-106-1 s
necessary as the 24 inch RCP culvert and type ‘D’ endwall proposed to replace the
existing 18-inch CMP culvert cannot be properly installed without encroachment onto
private property by equipmcnt and workmen. The applicant’s engineer indicated that
permission to enter onto these private properties has been obtained, however verification
of such approval has not been received by the Township. If a construction casement is
not ohtained, the existing culvert at this location must be maintained and design of Basin
2 modified accordingly to limit the rate of total post-development runoff to the culvert to
a rate equal to, or less than, the capacity of the existing 18-inch culvert. Mr. Byme does
not believe that eusemcents are required, since no access will be required to install these
culverts. Nevertheless, the applicant did send correspondence to these two property
owners. One of those property owners, Mr. Senoyuit, who had some prior substantial
concems with existing stormwater runoff, has been satisfied with the proposal. The
second property owner, Mr. and Mrs. Siegfried, did not respond to the applicant’s
correspondence. It would be very surprising to Mr. Wynn if access to either of these two
properties would not be required to install this culvert. He believes that these properties
will be encroached upon by the contractor simply because the endwall is located 2 %% fi.
from the lcgal right-of-way. Therefore, if the contractor goes so much as 2 ft. 8 inches
beyond where they are working, they will be on private property, and those residents
would have every reason to complain of trespass. It is Mr. Byme’s position that no
access will be needed to the Siegfried property to install that culvert, and if it is, it would
be trespassing by the site contractor. If thc Elliott Building Group is so confident that
this will not happen, Mr. Wynn suggested that the Development Agreement provide for
language that if the contractor must go beyond the legal right-ol-way, there is
acknowledgement that work will cease and desist until it has been redcsigned. Mr.
Gundlach advised that the applicant would continue to try to open dialogue with Mr. and
Mrs. Siegfried. Discussion took placc.

Mr. Wynn's review noted that the detention basins are proposcd lo be wetland basins
with wetland vegetation planted over the bottom of the basin, graded at 1% without low
flow channcl. Evergrcen and dcciduous trecs are proposed around the basin berm.
Detention basin bottoms should be modified to include shallow water and cmergent
wetland planting zones. Mr. Gundlach does not believe that this is required by the
Ordinance and the applicant would prefer not to have those emergent wetland planting
zones, which would create standing watcr. Mr. Wynn explained that those requirements
arc in place now, though they were not in place at the time of the plan submission. They
are Stormwater Management Ordinance requirements. He advised that any basin graded
at 1% will result in standing water issues because as the vegetation and wetland plantings
grow, therc will be pockets of water. Mr. Wynn 1s suggesting that the basin be designed
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portion of the Rieser tract as identified as cropland. Mr. Rieser indicated that the setback
should also apply to his wood lot, however Mr. Wynn’s revicw motes that Section
406.1.2. (C) of Ordinance #98-13 establishes the setback from “cropland or pasture land.”
Mr. Rieser has mowed approximately 4 ft. on either side of his driveway for the last 34
years, and is concerned that if the elevation is changed or a fence is installed, it could
make his driveway impassable for oil, gas, and other delivery trucks that usc it regularly.
Mr. Wynn advised that there is nothing proposed right at Mr. Rieser’s driveway as to any
significant grade change. Mr. Byrne confirmed that the applicant 18 not proposing any
work within more than 100 ft. to the cdge of Mr. Rieser’s property in that particular
location. The applicant will however, be proposing a graded landscape berm located at a
minimum of 50 ft. from the edge of the propcrty.

The applicant is requesting a modification to Note #25 on the plan, which places a
restriction against installing anything within the 80 ft. setback line from Tclegraph Road,
except for a post and rail fence, public utilities, the basins, the landscaping and the
walking trail. Mr. Gundlach stated that the Elliott Building Group customarily constructs
a permanent monument sign [or their developments and would like to do so in this casc.
Mr. Lippincott advised that there is no permanent dcvelopment sign provision in the
Zoning Ordinance, and therefore, this request would not be permitted. The applicant
could appeal fo the Zoning Hearing Board if they so choose.

Supervisor Snyder recalls that at a previous meeting, the applicant had agreed to consider
some sort of traffic calming devices near the cul-de-sac extension of Beverly Road.
Discussion took place concerning the various types of traffic calming devices that are or
are not permitted by PennDol. Mr. Wymn explained that the approved types of traffic
humps can be very noisy. Mr. Gundlach advised that the applicant is not in favor of
installing traffic humps duc to the liability involved, however they would be willing to
contribute the savings from the installation of that fifth sireetlight originally proposed at
the cul-de-sac to be used toward traffic calming devices, if the Board so desires. The
Elliott Building Group would also be willing to support the purchase of signage, such as
“Slow — Children at Play” signs or specd limit signs on Beverly Road.

Supervisor Bender further recalls that the residents of Beverly Road requested that they
be involved during discussions concerning when the extension of the cul-de-sac took
place and the impact on their existing landscaping at the end of the cul-de-sac.  Mr.
Wynn belicves that the residents of Beverly Road should be advised to move their
existing landscaping as soon as weather permits this fall.

The Board will discuss the issues of traffic calming devices, removal of the proposed
street light at the cul-de-sac extension and the landscaping issues with the residents of
Beverly Road.
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Mr. Wynn explained that Mr. Jack Fox of the Hilltown Historical Socicty had questioned
whether or not the proposed cedar shake is a hand split shake. Mr. Wynn attempted to
contact the low bidder today without success, and Lherefore, he recommended that the bid
be tabled until the next meeting pending verification that the shingles proposed conforms
to the bid specifications.

Motion was made by Supervisor Snyder, scconded by Supervisor Bender, and carricd
unanimously to table the bid award for the Hartzel Strassburger Roof Bids until the
Township Engineer can confirm that the shingle proposed by the lowest hidder conforms
to the hid specifications. There was no public comment.

2. Pileggi Land Development Waiver Extension —- A written request has been
received from Scot Semisch, Esq. on behalf of Josepb Pileggi to extend the time frame
for completion of required improvements until March 26, 2002. At this point, most of the
improvements have becn installed with the exception of landscaping. No huilding bas
been constructed at the site at this time, and Mr. Wynn recommends acceptance of the
extension in the land development agreement.

Motion was made by Supervisor Snyder, seconded by Supervisor Bender, and carried
unanimously to accept the exiension in the Land Devclopment Agrecment for the Pileggi
Land Development until March 26, 2002, as noted above. There was no public comment.

3. Correspondence was received from Cheryleen Strolhers, the engineer for
the Anna Mary Moyer Subdivision, requesting that the Supervisors consider deferring the
approval of erosion and sedimentation control measures by the Bucks Conservation
District until application for the building permit for Lot #2 is submitted. Ms. Strothers
indicated that the most accuratc depiction of thc proposed house location and limits of
earth disturbance will be available for design or appropriate control measures at that time.

Motion was made by Supervisor Snydcr, seconded by Supervisor Bender, and carried
unanimously to approve the request for the Anna Mary Moyer Subdivision, as noled
above. There was no public comment.

K. MYLARS FOR SIGNATURE: Anna Mary Moyer Subdivision

L. PUBLIC COMMENT:

1. Mr. Jack Mcllhinny questioned the pedestrian bike path bid that was
denied earlier this cvening, and asked why the second lowest bidder was not considered.
Mr. Wynn explained that the second lowest bidder was too high in his opinion, and noted
that if those prices are submitted for the second bid, the Township will most likely table
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the project for this year. Mr. Lippincott noted that the grant for the construction of this
path 1s in the amount of $130,000.00, with $65,000.00 in funding from DCNR.

2. Mr. Charlcs Schaeffer of 109 Schultz Road is concerned about the fence
proposcd in the Heritage Executive Campus, noting that no matter what the height of the
fence, children will climb it. Mr. Schaeffcr feels the Township should insure that
whatever type fence is proposed is a fence that a child cannot climb.

M. SUPERVISOR’S COMMENTS —

1. Although Mr. Schonour from the Philadelphia Glider Council began to
antag—nﬂ;;a tha DAnerd A it c‘uﬂﬁwr;n/\v L B L g I e e M U | --.:4h [PPSR, [
the Lowusmwp reces 1w 1and uevelopuicnl #ng ounaing/Zomng rees, particuiarly  1or
farmers. Supervisor Bendcr suggested that the Board once again review Township fees
for thc coming year and considcr being creative, especially in the area of farmland.

2. Chairperson Benninglon statcd that the State Department of
Environmental Protection is accepting applications for Act 101 for recycling grants, with
the application deadline of October 4, 2001. Mr. Lippincott noted that the Township has
a consuitant that submits those grants for us, and we should be getting a substantial grant
increase for that Act.

0. PRESS CONFERENCE: A conference was held to answer questions of those
reperters present.

P. ADJOURNMENT: Upon motion by Supervisor Snydcr, scconded by Supervisor
Bender, and carried unanimously, thc August 27, 2001 Hilltown Township Board of
Supervisors meeting was adjourned at 10:45PM.

Respectfully submitted,

L}’ LA Il A IR L

Township Secretary





