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Warrington Township Supervisors                                                                          January 10, 2006


WARRINGTON TOWNSHIP

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

MINUTES OF MEETING

JANUARY 10, 2006

7:30 P.M.

The regular meeting of the Warrington Township Board of Supervisors was held on January 10, 2006, 7:30 p.m., at the Township Building located at 852 Easton Road, Warrington, PA  18976.  The members present were as follows:

Attendance:  


Glenn McKay, Chairman; Carol M. Butterworth, Vice Chairman; Paul Plotnick, Secretary; Michael W. Lamond, Jr., Assistant Secretary; Rebecca A. Kiefer, Member; Robert Sugarman, Esq., Township Solicitor; Thomas F. Zarko, Township Engineer; and Kenneth Kugel, Acting Township Manager.


Pledge of Allegiance


The meeting opened with a pledge to the flag.  

Public Comment:


Mildred Laing, who resides at 767 S. Settlers Circle, is on the Community Relations              Committee at Legacy Oaks asked if the Board had any plans to paint the lines on Pickertown and Folly Roads.  When it is raining, visibility is very poor.  Mr. McKay asked if Mrs. Laing was talking about the whole length of Folly and Pickertown Roads.  No, Mrs. Laing said.  She’s interested in the area from Street Road to Pickertown Road and from Folly Road to Bristol Road on Pickertown Road.  The other side of Pickertown Road has been done because of Central Bucks South High School.  As far as the painting is concerned, Mr. Kugel said the township has a certain amount of money in the budget to restore the paint stripes on all roads at all intersections in township.  It is matter of setting priorities said Mr. Kugel.  Normally the work is done after the winter because the salt and the gravel have a tendency to grind it all down.  If there are areas that are particularly bad, the township can find a nice day to complete that project.  

Mrs. Laing asked about the status of the traffic light at the intersection of Folly & Pickertown Roads.  The school district had agreed to pay for the traffic light at this intersection said Mr. Kugel but PennDot had now reneged on the promise to allow the township to build a traffic light at the intersection of Folly & Pickertown Roads because it does not meet their criteria for a traffic signal.  Mrs. Kiefer said she had met today with PennDot about the 202 Parkway and part of the discussion she had with Mattilan Foust as well as Rina Cutler, who replaced Andy Warren as District Administrator with PennDot.  PennDot has stated in a letter they sent to Carroll Engineering that explained the definition of what PennDot is stating which is, if the township takes on the responsibility of having a traffic light installed at this intersection then that makes the township liable.  In previous discussions with Andy Warren Mrs. Kiefer said she has asked the question if this was going to cause any undue hardship or difficulty for the township.  No, said Mr. Warren.  If it was recommended by the Chief of Police and the township that it was for the safety of the residents due to extenuating circumstances, like the school, then PennDot would agree to the township’s request.  I have spoken to Rina Cutler and I have asked for a special meeting in the future to discuss this said Mrs. Kiefer.  I will be asking if there is anything that the township can do about that particular requirement said Mrs. Kiefer.   

Based upon these discussions, I believe it behooves us to do a recap of the whole situation with PennDot and the School considering the school is going to pay for the traffic light and it is a benefit to the township said Mr. McKay.  Mr. McKay requested that the township manager could do a recap and maybe get a letter back to you before we determine which way the township wants to go based upon the new information.  

Rich Hobbes, who resides at 374 Bradford Avenue, said it was his understanding that when Katz proposed Phase III of Lamplighter Development we were told that under no circumstances would Bradford Avenue or the so-called emergency road be ever used for construction.  Over the last two weeks over 100 triaxles of dirt have come out of there and at least 15 trailers with heavy equipment coming in and out.  They are cutting through Redstone.  Mr. McKay said if that is the case construction vehicles certainly should not be using Bradford Avenue at all.  They shouldn’t be using the emergency road.  There is a sign posted on Bradford Avenue saying “No Construction Vehicles”.  Now there are getting around it by cutting through Redstone.  Why did an emergency road for a development that isn’t even built get plowed immediately asked Mr. Hobbes?  The only reason would be to allow construction vehicles to use the road said Mr. Hobbes.  

Mr. Lamond said he had talked to Mr. Katz tonight.  Mr. Katz said there was an agreement between the previous township manager and a previous supervisor.  Mr. Katz was to send a letter tonight stating that he would not be using Bradford Avenue from this time forward because the residents have a problem with it.  It states right on the blueprint that they are not to be use Bradford Avenue for any construction traffic said Mr. Lamond.  For clarification purposes Rebecca Street is open for passenger vehicles because there is going to be a sample and a trailer down there for sales said Mr. Plotnick.  Mr. Kugel said the township had received a lengthy response from Katz today.  What Mr. Katz told him was that the soil that was being removed was going to one of the township parks and because of that there was an agreement with some of the outgoing people that they could use Bradford Avenue said Mr. Kugel.  Mr. Kugel’s suggestion to Mr. Hobbes is that if you see another construction vehicle to call him.  The next time the township sees a construction vehicle the job will be shut down said Mr. Kugel.  Mr. McKay said this issue would be addressed as soon as possible.

Ray Tomlinson, who resides at 400 Bradford Avenue, asked for clarification for that road going to a sample home.  Will that road be closed and only opened for emergencies.  Mr. Kugel said this is age restricted community and the issue raised early on is that we will have senior people driving through the dump trucks and the backhoes and maybe it would be better to separate those people said Mr. Kugel.  Mr. Katz was allowed to use the Bradford Avenue entrance for sales and for passenger vehicles during construction said Mr. Kugel.  Mr. Hobbes asked the township to have someone look at the road in front of his property as construction vehicles played a major role in the condition of the road.  Mr. Achenbach observation is that there are violations.  It is not the contractor who is responsible but it is whomever they have contracted with to haul dirt away.  Something needs to be worked out with Mr. Katz.  

Mr. Kugel will be contacting Victoria Gardens to make them aware that their vehicles cannot be using Bradford Avenue.  

Walter Richards, who resides at 839 Philadelphia Avenue, said that since BJ’s has been open it seems someone is throwing all their trash over there and it is ending up on his property.  It ends up in the creek and he has to pull it out of the trees.  There is a house on Philadelphia Avenue that has been there since Hurricane Allison.  There is a big sign that says “Flood Condemned” said Mr. Richards.  This house is full of mold and this house is still sitting there said Mr. Richards.  Mr. Kugel said if your talking about the house located at 634 Philadelphia Avenue the bank has been trying to sell it and he understands that this property has been sold and the new owner plans to demolish it and building something new on that site.    

Rich Shustack, who resides at 1425 Stuckert Road, asked for a follow up on the water drainage problem on Stuckert Road.  Mr. Kugel responded there is an erosion problem.  Mr. Wieland said Carroll Engineering would be finishing up this project.  The preferred solution is a drainage system at the corner that involves encroachment onto Mr. Holbert’s property.  Mr. Wieland said he had met with Mr. Holbert and he has agreed with the concept and we told him we would come back with a final design for his review.  Carroll Engineering will be putting the final touches on our final design.  Once we get Mr. Holbert’s blessing for the easement we’ll turn it over to the township said Mr. Wieland.  The township can have their Public Works Department either install it or put it out to bid said Mr. Wieland.  

Timetable for our design is within the next 2-3 weeks said Mr. Wieland.  Mr. McKay requested that Mr. Shustack be notified when the design draft has been completed.  

Mr. Plotnick asked Mr. Wieland, assuming an adequate weather conditions, how long would it take once the planning is approved to be installed?  Probably one week said Mr. Wieland.  

Janice DeVito, who resides at 1881 Walnut Lane, asked if it was possible to build a house on 634 Philadelphia Avenue.  She questioned this because a house had been condemned in the Valley.  It. would have to meet the building code requirements said Mr. Kugel.  

Andy Velas, who resides at 747 Honora Street, said he was here about the township’s park system.  Mr. Velas said he has been coming to these meetings over the past five years and his primary concern is the Nike Site and the Dam Area and the lack of any kind of improvements for the township residents.  Over the past five years there have been very little improvement.  The Nike Site has been a low priority for any kind of park improvements for most of the supervisors said Mr. Velas.  Mr. Velas directed his question to the new supervisors and said this we have one of the prime areas for a park system.  Right now this township has the worst park system out of all the surrounding townships.  We need a park system for people who want to go for a walk.  Mr. Plotnick said #1, I almost agree with you like 98% on what you say.  The township has a plan for a new trail system that is in a design state and there are two things that have to be included in the 10 Year Growth Management Plan.  Mr. Plotnick said he is for biking trails and trails for walking and jogging.  What we’ll be talking about in our budget tonight is a capital plan to put a lot of these improvements into a general improvement plan for parks so that residents will get what they want out of the parks said Mr. Plotnick.  Mr. Plotnick said the majority of residents would also want these improvements as well.  Our parks are not up to the standards of the neighboring communities said Mr. Plotnick.  

Mrs. Kiefer asked Mr. Plotnick how many times he had been at Twin Oaks Day Camp.  Mr. Plotnick said about five times.  Mrs. Kiefer said she has been there about 15-20 times.  Mrs. Kiefer said they have the pond there as well as the pool there, the day camp is there, and we have all the different festivities there except the Easter Egg Hunt, which we have up at Barness Park because it too large of an activity to hold there.  We also have trails that go around the upper Nike Site.  As far as the Bradford Dam area, that is still considered a County flood program and for the township to do anything there we have to come up with a complete plan.  The Trails Committee has been working for over four years and has come up with a very admirable plan and the township could not implement something there without having a comprehensive trails program said Mrs. Kiefer.    

Mrs. Butterworth, liaison with the bike and hike committee, said the township got a grant for the plan.  The plan will be done in May said Mrs. Butterworth.  This township can work with different organizations and we’ll address the plan as a whole.  The township can apply for funding and we’ll be on record with the State.  In May we had to follow everything and we have to have two more public meetings said Mrs. Butterworth.  If the Board chooses to adopt this Plan, we’re good to go and we finally got our accomplishment done said Mrs. Butterworth.  

Approval of Minutes


It was moved by Mrs. Butterworth, seconded by Mr. McKay, that the Board of Supervisors voted to approve the minutes of the November 22, 2005 meeting.  This motion passed by a vote of 2-3.  Mrs. Kiefer abstained as she was out of town and absent from that meeting. Mr. Plotnick and Mr. Lamond abstained as they were not on the Board at that time.  Due to this, only two members of the current board attended the meeting of November 22, 2006, therefore only two (2) ayes were required.

Posting of Minutes

It was moved by Mrs. Butterworth, seconded by Mrs. Kiefer, that the Board of Supervisors voted to post the minutes of the December 13, 2005 meeting.  This motion passed by a vote of 3-2.  Mr. Plotnick and Mr. Lamond abstained as they were not on the Board at that time.

Approval of Bill List


It was moved by Mrs. Butterworth, seconded by Mrs. Kiefer, that the Board of Supervisors voted to approve the bill list from December 13, 2005 until December 27, 2005 in the amount of $604,571.16.  This motion passed by a roll call vote of 3-2.  Mr. Plotnick and Mr. Lamond abstained.


It was moved by Mrs. Butterworth, seconded by Mrs. Kiefer, that the Board of Supervisors voted to approve the bill list from December 27, 2005 until December 31, 2005 in the amount of $426,340.89.  This motion passed by a roll call vote of 3-2.  Mr. Plotnick and Mr. Lamond abstained.


It was moved by Mrs. Butterworth, seconded by Mrs. Kiefer, that the Board of Supervisors voted to approve the bill list from December 31, 2005 until January 10, 2006 in the amount of $408,841.32.  This motion passed by a roll call vote of 5-0.  

Preliminary Plan of Land Development for Kiriakidi

Location:  366 Easton Road

Exp. Date:  2/28/06


Mr. McKay said the Board received an updated Land Development Plan in their packets.  The plan calls for the construction of an accessory storage barn on an existing multi-tenant property.  Mr. Wieland of Carroll Engineering reviewed the revised preliminary plan dated 12/7/05, which is the third revision.  In Carroll Engineering’s letter of 12/21/05 to the township it was noted that the plan now conforms to all engineering comments.  Other reviews were completed by the Bucks County Planning Commission in their letter dated 10/28/05 and the Suburban Lighting Consultants in their letter dated 11/9/04 re: their preliminary lighting evaluation.  


Mr. McKay asked if the supervisors had any questions.  Mr. Plotnick said he understands that fertilizer material will be stored in the pole barn, will the fertilizer be completely free of any chemicals?  Yes, said Mr. Damm.  Mrs. Kiefer asked how do you propose to keep them separate, and is anybody on multi using that building or only one tenant.  Right now we’re not fully leased said Mr. Damm.  Due to the size of the building we’re only proposing one tenant.  If needed, there will be a second one there.  The tenant that we’re going to use currently leases office space from us.  This tenant would be looking to store mostly heating units (boilers) for housing developments and store them in that area.  Right now that is a proposed use said Mr. Damm.  Mrs. Kiefer asked if the other tenant is the one who has the turf management and would be installing the fertilizer.  How are they separated in there?  There will be a wall in there said Bruce Damm.  Once the plan is approved and we would determined the space for each tenant and partitioned it accordingly said Mr. Damm.  Mrs. Kiefer understands it is a gravel base. If there is a spill in there it can drain into a dike container with approved dam walls said Mr. Damm.  Then the fertilizers and any chemicals would be held separately in dike containers confirmed Mrs. Kiefer.  Yes, said Mr. Damm.   

Mrs. Kiefer asked about sprinklers.  She is concerned about safety issues in the event of an explosion.  We believe the materials in there won’t be subject to an explosion said Mr. Damm.  Can the solicitor consider including that in the resolution, because you don’t know who your tenant will be, and that they would not house anything in there that combined together could become explosive material asked Mrs. Kiefer.  We’ve already addressed that with the Planning Commission said Mr. Damm.  Mr. McKay asked what Mrs. Kiefer would like to have included in the resolution.  Something along the line which would state that if they have fertilizer they would not be able to have two types of substances that could interact and be explosive. That should be covered under the fire code said Mr. Sugarman.  Mr. Damm said he had spoken to the fire marshal about that.  The fire marshal said he would look into the materials said Mr. Damm.  Mr. Damm understands that the Fairways Golf Course has a similar application.  Mr. Sugarman threw out on the table for consideration to request advice from the fire marshal while this application is pending to see what can be done and if anything needs to be incorporated into the approval by the Board.  

Mrs. Kiefer’s concern was for infiltration that could end up in the water table.  That may or may not be covered by the fire marshal said Mr. Sugarman.  Since the fire marshal has the primary responsibility for the protection of any escape of the materials, you would see what he has to say and if that doesn’t cover the subject of condemnation of ground water, then that can be dealt with said Mr. Sugarman.  Normally the fire marshal would ensure a fully self-contained protection that would preclude any escape.  


Mrs. Kiefer asked Mr. Kugel when a new tenant moves, is the property inspected by the fire marshal.  The township would issue a Building Permit after review by the fire marshal for the shell building and then issue a separate Occupancy Permit for each tenant and how that tenant wants to fit out their space said Mr. Kugel.  At that time we would determine what kind of a firewall should separate the two uses.  That would address every new tenant for fire purposes said Mrs. Kiefer.  What about infiltration into the soil, asked Mrs. Kiefer?  Mr. Kugel said Mr. Damm has indicated that the facility will be diked in terms of the fertilizer.  Mr. Sugarman feels it would be well to see what the fire marshal has to say about the initial installation.  

Mrs. Kiefer didn’t understand why the applicant was asking for a waiver about information within 400’.  Why wouldn’t you want to list anything over 400’ since that was a requirement asked Mrs. Kiefer.  Mr. Wieland said this is not an unusual waiver request.  The ordinance requires that the applicant show all existing features within 400’ of the site.  Sometimes the information isn’t relevant to the application said Mr. Wieland.  On a case-by-case basis this waiver comes up before the Board said Mr. Wieland.  In the past the Board has granted this waiver where they felt this information wasn’t pertinent to the application said Mr. Wieland.     


Mrs. Butterworth asked for clarification.  I assume you’re here tonight requesting preliminary and final approval of Land Development for Kiriakidi asked Mrs. Butterworth.  


Mr. McKay had a question about zoning.  The property has a potpourri of different primary uses right now including storage of construction vehicles in the back and a conditional use for a diesel fuel station.  Mr. Damm said that diesel fuel station use has been abolished.  It is in the process of being applied for demolition said Mr. Damm.  Mr. McKay said at this point you are here tonight to turn back your conditional use.  How would you refer to that?  Mr. Sugarman said to stipulate to the abandonment of that conditional use.  Mr. Damm said he has spoken to a demolition contractor.  Mr. McKay asked the applicant if he would be willing to agree to a stipulation in the resolution that the approval would be conditioned on the abandonment of the conditional use.  Yes, said Mr. Damm.  The condition would be that all entities that have any rights issued by the township or by the owner would acknowledge or confirm that those rights are terminated said Mr. Sugarman.  

Mr. McKay’s other question about zoning, since normally commercial use requires public water and sewer; I understand this is a storage barn.  My question is a storage barn a primary use in a C-2 District or is it an accessory use to a primary use asked Mr. McKay.  Mr. Kugel said it is an accessory use.  Storage is the accessory site.  The site does have public water and sewer said Mr. Kugel.


Mr. Plotnick said when tank is removed, does EPA have any concerns about the soil.  Sometimes when they remove fuel tanks from gas stations the ground may be contaminated.  That tank sits inside a 10” poured concrete building and a diked facility.  It is an above ground storage tank said Mr. Damm.  


Mr. Lamond asked where is the closest fire hydrant to the building.   I believes its at 366 Easton Road said Mr. Damm.  


Mr. McKay asked the engineer about the Bucks County Planning Commission’s letter where it says that there is no impervious surface on the site.  Technically, it is a stone base.  However, it is within a building.  Wouldn’t that technically be considered impervious surface.  Mr. Wieland said he would review and assumed that the surface is heavily compacted gravel there and no impervious surface standard will be exceeded.


Tony Morris, who resides at 2168 Lisa Drive, asked if there would be any lighting within the building.  Right now it is not our intention to install lighting said Mr. Damm.  

Motion – It was moved by Mrs. Butterworth, seconded by Mr. Plotnick, that the Board of Supervisors voted to grant approval of the preliminary plan of land development for Kiriakidi located at 366 Easton Road with the stipulation of what was discussed between the Board and the property owner; i.e., (1) Get fire marshal approval and (2) Get something in writing commitment that the township be adequately insured that the conditional use has been retired (3) no water and sewer is going to be supplied, and that it will conform to all other conditions that are needed for final approval and to waive going back to the Planning Commission.  This motion passed by a vote of 5-0.

Request to Accept Dedication of Valley Square Boulevard


William Benner, Esq. reported that Valley Square has requested the dedication of the internal loop road, Valley Square Boulevard.  This is the only road dedication in the project, and as you know, has been open for several months now.  It was previously indicated to me that the Board of Supervisors wished to have this dedication take place so that the police could have enforcement on this road.  Upon receipt of the dedication request we performed an inspection and provided Valley Square with a punch list.  The punch list items identified by the township engineer have now been fully addressed said Mr. Benner.   The owner of the fee interest is WVS Associates has tendered a deed of dedication, a title insurance policy, and the required maintenance bond said Mr. Benner.  


The issue before the Board is the question of whether the township wishes to accept Valley Square Boulevard as a public street said Mr. Benner.  The Board will recall from the beginning the Valley Square contemplated that Valley Square Boulevard would be a public street said Mr. Benner.  It’s at a position where if the township chooses to accept it it’s ready for acceptance as a public street said Mr. Benner.  Mr. Grasso, the principal with WVS Associates, believes there are certain benefits to Warrington Township said Mr. Benner.  By taking ownership of the street there are both financial and intangible.  The intangible benefits certainly are the fact that as a public street and owned by Warrington Township, Warrington Township controls it said Mr. Benner.  The township has sovereignty over it and you control it as any public street.  The financial benefits would be that once accepted this street would become part of the official road system and it would be placed into the formula under which Warrington Township would realize certain reimbursements from the Commonwealth’s Liquid Fuel Tax Revenues.      


Mr. Benner said the dedication process does obligate WVS Associates to maintain that street for a period of 18 months.  Mr. Benner said he is prepared this evening if the Board authorizes a resolution to deliver to the township manager the original maintenance bond.  Copies of which should be in the Board’s packet said Mr. Benner.  


Metro Development, acting through WVS Associates, LP, has completed certain roadway improvements in the development known as Valley Square.  The applicant has requested that Warrington 

Township accepts dedication of one road right-of-way in the Valley Square development, being Valley Square Boulevard, between Easton Road and Street Road.


Mr. McKay said when the project was going through the approval process did you follow the discussion regarding the point when dedication would occur for the public improvements.  I don’t believe there was any conversation as such said Mr. Benner.  There was, however, a provision in the site development agreement that does address the issue of acceptance of dedication said Mr. Benner.  If you recall in this case, there is a series of developers’ agreements.  There are those developer agreements that are site specific for each individual phase and then there are the developer agreements that we have called the master development agreement.  The master development agreement alludes to what has now become Valley Square Boulevard.  In this master development agreement this road is identified as the so-called loop road.  In the developers agreement provision is made by contract that Warrington Township is contractually obligated to accept dedication when the required improvements are completed.  

In this case the required improvements have been quantified at just a little less than $3 million said Mr. Benner.  The amount of money that Warrington Township is holding and that’s exclusive of the contingency is $30,000.  Warrington Township is holding the contingency of approximately $300,000 so what remains to be completed is about $30,000 worth of work and this consists of improvements that are outside of the Valley Square Boulevard right of way and it consists of some incidental erosion and sedimentation control work.  The reason that work hasn’t been finished is that it is a sequential issue that makes more sense to do this work because it relates to the completion of the Katz Development.  Some erosion sedimentation control work has been deferred. There are a couple of bus shelters that still need to be completed.  What has occurred is that the offer of dedication is being made at this time inasmuch as 99% of the required improvements have been completed said Mr. Benner.  The issue is not that Warrington Township is obliged to accept the offer of dedication.  The issue is whether or not it is prudent to accept it or whether or not there are benefits that incur to Warrington Township by accepting Valley Square Boulevard now or later.  In this instance inasmuch as the financial security that’s allocable to this street has already been released or has been authorized for release.  Mr. Benner said he was hard pressed to understand what incentive would exist for the township not to accept it when there are corresponding benefits by accepting the street as a public street.  

Mr. McKay said you sent a letter stating that there was some discussion as to the benefit to the township for police enforcement on this road.  It certainly is alluded to by clearly owning the street and making it a street Warrington Township has full authority over it said Mr. Benner.  Inasmuch as this is a 4-lane boulevard it serves as a connection between Street Road and Easton Road.  Its specifications are built to the standards of a 4-lane highway like Street Road.  These specifications are not standard residential specifications.  These are the specifications that PennDot would require for a street of this size said Mr. Benner.  Yes, there are intangible benefits to Warrington Township exercising sovereignty over this street that is about ¾ mile in length.         


Mr. Plotnick asked if PennDot approved the intersections of Easton Road and Street Road.  All the PennDot permits are in place said Mr. Benner.  Jack Schneider, P.E., with Metro Development, said the first punch list items on Carroll Engineering’s punch list was that there be close out to PennDot permit.   PennDot has closed out the permit and released their money.  


Mr. Plotnick questioned the amount of title insurance in the minimum amount of $10,000.  The Site Development Agreement states that one of the obligations of the master developer when tendering the Deed of Dedication is to provide title insurance said Mr. Benner.  The Site Development Agreement doesn’t state the amount of title insurance.  It is somewhat common practice that the title insurance provided for a public street is usually of the minimum amount said Mr. Benner.  The policy serves two purposes (1) It addresses the obligation in the Site Development Agreement, which is silent on the amount of insurance and (2) To assure the grantee that title is good and marketable said Mr. Benner.   


Mr. Sugarman said the title issue that he would be concerned about would be the sewer easements.  The problem here arises from the fact that the site is still a development site.  Is any of the subsequent parcel development going to entail impacts on the road in order to install sewers?  No, said Mr. Benner.  Mr. Sugarman had a question about the maintenance bond.  The maintenance bond is limited to structural/design defects that become apparent in 18 months.  My concern is with defective materials or workmanship.  It is a very narrow bond and comparing it to the obligation it’s undertaken in the development agreement it looks narrower said Mr. Sugarman.  It’s a particular concern here because I don’t know whose responsibility it will be if heavy construction equipment that is being used in Phase 2, Parcel C or in the Katz Development in the back causes significant damage to the roadway.  Mr. Sugarman asked if it was Mr. Benner’s intention to bond that or have the township assume that responsibility.  Another question concerned storm water as to whether the township engineer has determined if there is any additional storm water provisions that might be required as set forth in the development agreement that would be a condition prior to accepting dedication.  One is the scope of the maintenance bond, (2) storm water management, and (3) Effect of Construction.  Who is going to assume responsibility for damage to the road by heavy construction vehicles?  

Mr. Benner said he is surprised to hear these comments especially now.  Mr. Benner said the maintenance bond was circulated initially to Mr. Casey and found to be acceptable.  Mr. Benner said he forwarded the maintenance bond to Mr. Sugarman on January 4, 2006 and I hear these concerns now for the first time.  Mr. McKay wanted to get back to the issues Mr. Sugarman had raised if Mr. Benner wanted to comment on those issues.  Mr. Benner said as to the scope of the bond, I believe, that the bond corresponds with the maintenance obligation of the developer as stated in the Site Development Agreement.  The purpose of the bond is to provide financial security if WVS Associates defaults in their maintenance obligations.  Primary responsible party for maintenance is and continues to be WVS Associates said Mr. Benner.  Mr. Sugarman asked what is the maintenance obligation.  Is it only to respond to defective materials or workmanship?  The maintenance responsibilities are stated in the Site Development Agreement concerning maintenance.  The second question is what happens if the third party damages the road said Mr. Benner.  That is no different from a third party damaging any other township road.  If Katz or his contractor damages this road, Warrington Township has recourse said Mr. Benner.  The probability of such damage occurring is probably small and I say that because the specifications of this road are the specifications for a 4-lane highway.  The construction sequence and the development plans as they have been approved by Warrington Township and as the construction of the Katz project is underway, Warrington Township is exercising jurisdiction over the matter of that construction.  If their contractor through negligence damages the road, Warrington Township has recourse said Mr. Benner.   


Mr. Benner said the applicant has come before the supervisors in good faith and dealt with the township staff as it then existed.  I recognize that there are new people – a new solicitor and a new engineer.  I recognize that the township has within your discretion to follow the advice of your appointed consultants.  Mr. Benner said he doesn’t take issue with that nor does Mr. Grasso.  Mr. Benner said he is requesting that we have now identified an issue that hadn’t previously been identified.  Mr. Benner would like to have all the issues identified.  Mr. McKay asked Mr. Wieland if he had a comment on Mr. Sugarman’s comment if a township engineer got involved in reviewing a developers agreement prior to dedication.  Mr. Wieland responded to the question if the township engineer should consider what is recommended for storm water for the punch list being completed before the dedication of the road.  Mr. Wieland said yes.  In this case the right of way for the road is being offered for dedication and all the storm water facilities within that roadway have been installed and they were installed properly and they function properly said Mr. Wieland.  


As stated, there are a series of development agreements, which are site specific said Mr. Benner.  There is the master development agreement, which addresses the loop road and those improvements, which are contained in it.  Mr. Sugarman said the agreement excludes issues caused from outside of the premises.  The term premises include the whole Valley Square (113 acres).  Mr. Sugarman said he didn’t know if this was a storm issue or not.  In his first review Mr. Sugarman feels the engineer should be asked by the township to look at because I don’t know if an engineer would normally look at it.  

Mr. McKay said if the applicant at dedication doesn’t feel that there will be an issue because the plan design upstream of this road with all the storm sewers in there won’t be any change in your mind that will affect the road.  Mr. McKay felt it wouldn’t be any concern to the township if the language were written in a bond to cover the township knowing in your mind that it won’t cost you anything and it means nothing to you because you feel protected.  Would you be willing to do that asked Mr. McKay?  Mr. Sugarman said what you are talking about is expanding the applicant’s obligation and bonding it.  Yes, that’s right said Mr. McKay.  Mr. Benner said the obligation of bonding is to bond the structural integrity of Valley Square Boulevard.  That is the bonding requirement said Mr. Benner.  Michael Grasso said he’s not sure that you can possibly get a general liability bond using that language.  It’s not easy to get said Mr. Grasso.  


Mrs. Butterworth’s major concern was when Mr. Benner was in front of the supervisors previously she had a major issue.  From the original approval Mrs. Butterworth wasn’t aware that there were so many different developer agreements and I voiced my concern about that.  Mrs. Butterworth was looking for one general contractor and, I believe, at that time you said it would be Metro Development Company.  If the township grants dedication of this road and the township takes over this road am I right to assume that you have no more obligation to Valley Square asked Mrs. Butterworth.  No, said Mr. 

Benner.  At that time you had indicated that the developer agreements was just for the major improvements said Mrs. Butterworth.  If the township dedicates the road and we say goodbye to WVS Associates, and we have other developers still in Valley Square and for that developer who hires his own construction company whether it be ABC Construction, they might have to travel across that road.  One of my major concerns is, you’re the owner right now and the general contractor, require from all the other developer agreements and ask them in order for you to get dedication if they would post something calling you additional insured, making you and Warrington Township additionally insured so if they come in and damage the dedicated road that the township could go to them.  Mrs. Butterworth just wants to have assurance for the residents that things will get done and the township won’t need to get involved and spend additional money for legal fees, etc.  It was my understanding that Metro was the general contractor and that is what I understood it to be said Mrs. Butterworth.  


Mrs. Kiefer said the township solicitor mentioned that it’s not typically the engineer’s place to look at these issues for storm water management.  Mr. Sugarman said the specific issue he was referencing was the current status of the development as a whole.  Mrs. Kiefer said it was her understanding that Mr. Wieland reviewed all the storm water issues concerning the road itself and that you are satisfied that those issues have been addressed.  Yes, said Mr. Wieland.  Mr. Wieland said we have a development agreement for each of the parcels in this development.  Mrs. Kiefer talked about the issue of the store.  One of the biggest issues is that the township could not take dedication on the right of way.  


Mrs. Kiefer made a comment about the issue of the street.  One of the biggest problems we have had in all of the developments to have taken place is the complaint that the township can’t take dedication right away.  They complain about the speed on it and the township should be policing it said Mrs. Kiefer.   This would give us an opportunity to set the speed limit and police it as well as the Liquid Fuel Tax.  Mrs. Kiefer said she noticed that the applicant talked about the areas that are going to have the bus shelters.  When we get a bus shelter said Mr. Grasso is when the road is dedicated.  Based on the fact that township engineer has reviewed all of the storm water issues and we have all the separate developer agreements I don’t have a problem, if we address the issue about the language.    


Mr. Lamond asked by township taking dedication what are the legal implications with the agreement that was made with the residents.  Is that part of the agreement asked Mr. Lamond?  Mr. Benner said he didn’t understand the question.  Mr. Lamond said there was a legal agreement made with Metro and the residents of neighboring communities re:  storm water.  Does the street have anything to do with that asked Mr. Lamond?  I don’t believe that the act of accepting dedication of Valley Square Boulevard in anyway alters the agreement between the parties said Mr. Benner.   

Mr. Plotnick commented it is up to the township to accept this road for dedication and we don’t have to accept it.  I don’t know what the limitations are on that said Mr. Plotnick.  Economically speaking I don’t know what the liquid fuel tax would return to the township.  As stated there are financial and intangible benefits that accrue to the township said Mr. Benner.  The intangibles Supervisor Kiefer identified them and the financial benefits there are some components of reimbursement that Warrington Township receives from the State.  Mr. Kugel said PennDot gives the township so much per mile and it is inflated every year.     

Mr. McKay questions are the practicality of the township taking over the financial responsibility of that road before it has to.  It requires (1) Snow removal, (2) Road that may need minor repaving because of all the construction traffic that will occur on it in the next couple of years.  Looking at all of this I ask why would the Township when it doesn’t have to take on that cost right now rather than defer it is legally obligated to do.  What benefit is it to the township?  The financial benefit in Liquid Fuel Tax doesn’t seem to stack up against the other costs involved.  I asked the Police Chief about enforcement and he said it isn’t an issue at this time.  The issue is not a pure issue of cost benefit said Mr. Benner.  Mr. Benner said the issue involves the relationship of the governed and its citizens.  Mr. Benner said this is a street that is a public street.  

Mr. Grasso commented about bus service.  There will be about 800 employees within Valley Square in about six months.  These employees need a bus service.  If the township doesn’t dedicate the road, we can’t get a bus service from Septa.  

Mr. McKay asked if a commitment to get bus service from Septa.  We’ve been talking to Septa said Mr. Grasso.  

Mr. McKay said there was another issue that came up relative to taking dedication is WVS Associates had committed a certain amount of money towards the improvements to the intersection of Route 611 and Street Road.  Mr. Grasso said the applicant is coming back to the township within 30 days for that corner parcel.  Mr. Grasso said some money was committed already and that money is in Escrow with Phase 2 of Valley Square.  Mr. McKay said if WVS Associates is gone where is the money.  The money was committed on the Lifestyle Phase of the development and that money is in the escrow of the Lifestyle Phase.  Mr. McKay asked what was the amount.  It’s $150,000 said Mr. Grasso.  Mr. McKay wants to make sure that the money that was committed has written documentation and will be received regardless of what the township does with dedication.  

Mr. Wieland referenced a letter dated 1/5/06 sent to the township indicating that the punch list has been completed by Valley Square.  This letter summarizes that the maintenance bond has been received as well as a proper Deed of Dedication said Mr. Wieland.  

Mr. Plotnick said this road is a very nice road and very well constructed.  He doesn’t feel you are going to a lot of speeding because of all the curves in the road.  Is there a problem with the construction equipment and cross traffic?  

Mr. Sugarman read the resolution for the dedication of roadway improvements on Valley Square Boulevard.  Because there was no motion made there is no action taken on the resolution said Mr. McKay.   

Mr. Benner’s question to the Board is there was concern over the condition of the maintenance bond Metro is prepared to address that issue.  Metro has little interest in coming back to a meeting that is not going to have a worthwhile purpose said Mr. Benner.  The issue of policing is not the only issue.  There is also an issue of getting bus service to the project and you heard Mr. Grasso, who indicated that bus service to this project wouldn’t occur until the street becomes a public street.  This is an issue because there are bus shelters that need to be built that is part of the required improvements.  You can’t build a bus shelter until you know where the bus stops are said Mr. Benner.  Metro would like to move this project forward.  The question is since there is apparently little question about the storm water issue and the only question that I believe is outstanding aside from a political question is the condition of the bond.  Is it worthwhile to come back before the supervisors with a revised maintenance bond in two weeks that will give your engineer an opportunity to double check the storm water issues that we discussed this evening and the Board could revisit this issue said Mr. Benner.  

Mr. Plotnick asked Mr. Benner if he could bring back a letter from Septa stating within what timeframe they will have bus service from the time the road is dedicated.  Mr. McKay said the question is that the township is sensitive to the bus service issue and we’ll probably have a factor on looking at the dedication process and we’d like to see what Septa’s plans are as far as any documentation you have is their timeframe for providing bus service based upon public roads being available said Mr. McKay.  We’ll certainly look into that said Mr. Benner.  

Mrs. Kiefer asked for clarification so she knows what the township is looking for.  We’re addressing the bond issue and some kind of consideration from Septa. 

Mr. Wieland said he believes the expiration time period for the township to act is 1/24/06.  

Mr. Sugarman’s recollection of the requirement is to accept or not accept with the understanding that this is an informal applicant.  To be safe it might be a good idea to either have an extension or a formal turn down.  Mr. Sugarman is suggesting that the applicant extend the time until the February 28, 2006 meeting.  Mr. Benner will provide a letter to Mr. Sugarman.  

Mr. McKay complemented Dick Wieland, engineer with Carroll Engineering for the fabulous job he has done representing the township over the past 17 years.  

To Revise the Standard Business Mileage Reimbursement from 48.5 cents per mile to 44.5 cents per mile (Effective – 1/1/06 - IRS Service)

Motion – It was moved by Mrs. Butterworth, seconded by Mr. Plotnick, that the Board of Supervisors voted to approve the revised standard business mileage reimbursement from 48.5 cents per mile to 44.5 cents per mile effective 1/1/06 as recommended by the IRS Service.  This motion passed by a vote of 5-0.

To Authorize Participation in the Bucks County Hazard Mitigation Plan


Mr. Kugel reported that the Bucks County Hazard Mitigation Plan is something that Bucks County was required to do on behalf of the 54 municipalities.  It is a Federal requirement and will be a pre-requisite for Disaster Relief Funds.  The County hired a consultant who evaluated all the municipalities to determine the types of hazards that they might encounter; i.e., flooding, wind, etc.  The major hazard in Warrington Township was the flood hazard.  The letter received from Lynn Bush, Director of the County Planning Commission indicates that 48 of the 54 municipalities have passed the resolution authorizing the Plan and 18 have actually adopted the Plan.  Warrington Township needs to decide whether or not to adopt this Plan or if it chooses to establish its own hazard mitigation plan to comply with the Disaster Mitigation Act of 2000.  Mr. Kugel’s only concern was the cost to participate in this program.  Most, if not all, of the recommended actions for municipalities would not involve additional costs above and beyond what municipalities would typically do in the future as part of their ongoing municipal land use and emergency planning activities.

Motion – It was moved by Mrs. Kiefer, seconded by Mrs. Butterworth, that the Board of Supervisors voted to adopt the Bucks County Hazard Mitigation Plan as read by the solicitor.  This motion passed by a vote of 5-0.

MPOETC Grant Application from Warrington Township Police Department

Motion: It was moved by Mrs. Butterworth, seconded by Mrs. Kiefer, the Board of Supervisors voted to approve a MPOETC Grant for Police Supervisory In-Service (POSIT) in the amount of $5,228.00.  This motion passed by a vote of 5-0. 

Request for Escrow Release for Deer Valley Certificate of Completion No. 2 in the Amount of $252,736.03

Motion:  It was moved by Mrs. Butterworth, seconded by Mr. Lamond, that the Board of Supervisors voted to grant the escrow release for Deer Valley Certificate of Completion No. 2, in the amount of $252,736.03.  This motion passed by a vote of 5-0.

Request for Escrow Release for Equestrian Court Certificate of Completion No. 4 in the Amount of $60,321.40

Motion:  It was moved by Mr. McKay, seconded by Mr. Plotnick, that the Board of Supervisors voted to grant the escrow release for Equestrian Court Certificate of Completion No. 4, in the amount of $60,321.40.  This motion passed by a vote of 5-0.

Request for Escrow Release for Muirfield Estates Certificate of Completion No. 3 in the Amount of $26,318.50

Motion:  It was moved by Mr. McKay, seconded by Mr. Plotnick, that the Board of Supervisors voted to grant the escrow release for Muirfield Estates Certificate of Completion No. 3, in the amount of $26,318.50.  This motion passed by a vote of 5-0.

Request for Escrow Release from Valley Square, Village Center, Phase II Certificate of Completion No. 2 in the Amount of $83,568.80

Motion:  It was moved by Mr. McKay, seconded by Mr. Plotnick, that the Board of Supervisors voted to grant the escrow release from Valley Square, Village Center, Phase II Certificate of Completion No. 2, in the amount of $83,568.80.  This motion passed by a vote of 5-0.

Request for Escrow Release for Bradford Ridge Final Certificate 

Motion:  It was moved by Mr. McKay, seconded by Mr. Plotnick, that the Board of Supervisors voted to grant the escrow release for Bradford Ridge Final Certificate.  This motion passed by a vote of 5-0.

Budget for 2006


Mr. McKay inquired if the ad had been prepared for the 2006 Budget.  Mr. Kugel verified, in fact, that Mr. Sugarman had prepared the ad for the EMS Tax.  Mr. McKay indicated that the only pages of the budget that are included in the Board’s packet are the ones where changes were made at the work session and are outlined in red.  Mr. McKay reviewed the budget changes that were made at the supervisors work session.  

Mr. McKay said Page 1 was changed but it wasn’t noted by being highlighted.  That page is really a summary of the changes in red that are more than detail said Mr. McKay.  Mr. McKay Mr. McKay said if after we review the budget and if we decide we’re looking for an increase in revenue then the solicitor has put together the ads required to advertise these increases.  One is an ad relative to amending the budget plus a potential millage increase from the same ad.  Mr. Sugarman said he has tracked the language of second-class townships code by stating in the proposed ad that the township has adopted a proposed budget amendment, which means it’s not adopted until it is taken up 10 days afterwards.  Mr. McKay asked if the Board wishes to take action at their January 24, 2006 meeting then the ad would have to appear in the newspaper by January 14.  If the supervisors decide to vote for a millage increase, that change would have to be to the tax collector by February 1 in order to reflect on the tax bills being printed up and sent out to residents.  The other choice is that the EMS Tax can be structured any time during the year because there is no deadline said Mr. McKay.  

1. P.34.  There are three red line items said Mr. McKay.  We deleted these three projects for consideration from Parks and Recreation Budget because the Intra-fund Transfer might not occur so there would not be enough money in the Parks and Recreation Budget to do these projects said Mr. McKay.  These projects are (1) Twin Oaks demolition, (2) Lower Nike Site Funding, and (3) Tossano Field Phase 2.  

Previously those numbers for Twin Oaks Demolition was $120,000 

Previously those numbers for the Lower Nike site was $55,000 down to $-0-

Previously Tossano Field Phase 2 was $225,000 down to $-0-

That amounts to a $400,000 decrease in that category item

2. P.33.  Was just deleted out because there wouldn’t be a $400,000 transfer to the Parks and Recreation Capital Reserve Fund.

3. P.31.  Reduce Public Works capital expenditures.  The Board talked about two items.  We’re talking about new equipment: a dingo machine for $25,000 and a mini-excavator for $40,000.  There was an item for $91,000 in red.  In the previous budget that item was $130,000. 

4. P.28. Storm Sewer.  Storm sewer red line items:   (1) Neshaminy Gardens Drainage.  Previously in the budget for $300,000 and reduced to $148,000.  The $148,000 reflects the exact amount of money that is available to us through from a Community Development Grant over two years.  Mrs. Kiefer asked if the township had matching funds that they were supposed to provide for that grant or is it that only amount of money.  Mr. Kugel said there are no matching funds associated with the grant; and (2) Palomino Basin Silt Removal.  The original figure was $200.000 so we took $48,000 out of that.  Essentially we took $200,000 out of capital improvements expenditures fund.

Mr. McKay asked the solicitor for his interpretation that after the 2006 Budget is approved if the township can move money around in a category whichever way we want to.  Within that 25% of the line item and within the category by 10% if done by January 24, 2006 said Mr. Sugarman.  If you put out a budget for the public to inspect by January 14, and have it out there until January 24, then on January 24 you can change the budget again by 25%.  Once you approve the budget on January 24 now you have an issue where you are operating outside the budget and if you have a necessity to do something that’s outside the budget you can transfer funds from one area to another.  There is no limitation but you can’t do it for three months.  

Mr. McKay cited an example.  If we’re talking about the required improvements in one development, and perhaps more monies are needed to do what is necessary, can we legitimately take monies from another line item to make the necessary repairs on another project after three months asked Mr. McKay?  Yes, if it’s unforeseen that it was going to happen responded Mr. Sugarman.  

5. P.27.  Capital Improvement Revenue Fund.  That red line item Intra-fund Transfer Fund was originally $500,000, which we reduced to $250,000.  

6. P.12.  Reflects the Intra-fund Transfers we just talked about.  The General Fund was going to transfer $500,000 to the Capital Improvement Fund and reduce it to $250,000.  Transfer $400,000 to the Parks and Recreation Capital Fund and reduce it to $-0-.  

Mr. McKay said the General Fund expenditures would have to be changed to $350,000.  In the police chief’s original budget request he had requested four vehicles said Mr. McKay.  In the first round, we eliminated two vehicles.  The worst would be if we eliminated the other two vehicles.  I consider that a pretty deep decrease said Mr. McKay.  In talking with the Chief of Police about where to cut he said if you have to cut, cut capital but don’t cut into my personnel.  

Mrs. Kiefer had a question about operating supplies.  The 2005 Budget was for $37,000 but they projected they were going to spend $17,000.  If you’re only going to spend $17,000, why are you projecting $37,000 said Mrs. Kiefer.   

Mr. Kugel said there was one police officer who is now shown as part time, which is a partial salary and then there is a vacancy.  

7. P.9.  Mr. McKay said we had $250,000 in the budget for the emergency buyout for the property located at Neshaminy Valley that the township had already committed to.  The bill was received prior to December 31, 2005 from the County.  The actual cost of the township’s contribution is $204,564.  The financial director reflected this cost in the 2005 Budget so we have no money in expenditures.     

8. P.8.  Capital Purchases figure is $52,500.  Originally the figure was $102,500.  That $50,000 represents two police vehicles being taken out of 2006 Budget.  Each vehicle is in the budget for $25,000.  The line item above that is Vehicle Maintenance.  If we take the two vehicles out of the 2006 Budget for purchase, then there is additional required maintenance on the existing vehicles.  There was $5,000 added.  That $47,000 was originally $42,000.  

9. P. 6.  General Fund Revenues.  The top item under Public Safety is Building Permits.  That figure was originally $650,000.  There was a fee schedule change in building permits that the township approved.  The township put another $250,000 revenue in that category.  So the figure went from $650,000 to $900,000.  

 The other item on Township Property Sales was $1.324 million in property sales.  Township Property Sales was reduced by $924,000.  Includes 2-3 vacant properties.  This estimate is below appraised values.   

 Highways and Streets.  Originally the figure for the sale of materials figure was $750,000 and that represented the topsoil and we discussed making that figure $-0- for budget purposes.    

10. P.4.  EMS Tax.  That category was originally called Occupational Privilege Tax and when you incorporate an EMS Tax you change the description.  That was an estimate there just for discussion purposes.  If we adopt the change in the EMS Tax, an additional figure of $300,000 in budget was included for discussion purposes.  All changes are reflected in the summaries on pages 2 & 3.  

Mr. Plotnick talked making sure that our cuts in expenditures and if we need any more expenditures.  Does anyone know what effect out proposed cuts for the Twin Oaks Demolition and Improvements will have on the Twin Oaks Day Camp.  Mrs. Kiefer thought that the dock was going to be replaced because it was not safe.  Mr. Kugel said the township might be able to remove the dock as an in-house project.  Restrooms were put in but they were going to do some improvement on one of the other buildings.  The one building that they have is not in ADA Compatible and they were supposed to make some improvements.  There are some safety issues that you might want to consider said Mrs. Kiefer.  Mr. Kugel said the fire marshal does an annual inspection and the township addresses his issues every year.  

Mr. McKay asked the solicitor if we put together a budget in a category such as building and grounds and in two weeks we want to make a change in a line item before adoption what’s our percentage limitation.  Mr. Sugarman said the percentage is 25% of any major category.    A major category is a group of related revenues or expense items the combined total of which is listed as a line item.  There is no limitation on reducing the budget but there is a limitation on revising it upwards between now and January 24 said Mr. Sugarman.   Mr. Sugarman said the code allows for the transfer of funds after three months into the budget of any unencumbered funds from one account to the other so it deals with the emergency expenses that may arise.  The township can deal with it now or deal with it later as an emergency expense said Mr. Sugarman.  It can be taken from the Capital Reserve Fund said Mr. McKay.   

Mr. Plotnick said we have to look at that the Twin Oaks Day Camp is popular.  I understand it’s always sold out and we ought to make sure we have sufficient funds to do the things needed to be done.  Mr. Plotnick feels we should put the $120,000 in the event an emergency expense is incurred.  Right now this figure is being included for discussion purposes said Mr. McKay.

Mr. McKay said the other item was for the culvert replacement at the Lower Nike Site, which is done.  There is the continued issue of paving around the culvert said Mr. Kugel.  Mrs. Kiefer believes it was for the construction of the pavilions at the Lower Nike site.  They are all done said Mr. Kugel.  There are four pavilions and also a band shell said Mr. Kugel.  


Mr. McKay said Tossano Field, Phase 2 (10 acres) is adjacent to Barness Park.  Mr. Kugel talked to Mr. Wieland who said that Phase 2 was to take out the vestiges of the football field.  The football was there but it has been moved over         Park.  This was to put in some basketball courts and a replacement for some of the football practice fields.  

Mr. McKay asked for consideration with the Twin Oaks Demolition and improvements.  There was $25,000 for a Twin Oaks Master Plan.  The Board might consider deferring that for one year said Mr. McKay.  Mr. Kugel said the plan makes the township eligible for grants.  If we defer the plan, then we’ll defer the construction improvements for another year said Mr. Kugel.   Under the Growing Greener Legislation there are opportunities for any number of grants. After further consideration, Mr. McKay recommends leaving the $25,000 in the budget for the Twin Oaks Master Plan.  

Mr. Plotnick said of the $500,000 Carroll Engineering estimated for the projects to be done in the next year or two, Mr. Plotnick said is that thing we’re talking about a projection of capital projects etc.  Mr. Kugel said Carroll Engineering has done a preliminary design.   

Mr. Plotnick said we’re talking about a 1 mill tax increase, which will increase our budget by $280,000 in revenue.  Mr. Plotnick feels we need to look at the infrastructure of the township to look at streets, highways, storm water systems, parks and recreation trails, to look at our technology, which is far below par, in terms of computer systems, software, document management systems, our communications needs some improvement, and we may need to investigate township police, and other structural enhancements in the township that we have to over the next five years.  Mr. Plotnick feels we have to allow enough in this year’s budget to do the preliminary estimates so that we get together a referendum for a potential bond issue.

Mr. McKay said for discussion purposes he would like to put $100,000 in to see what the budget looks like.  Monies would be put into the engineering capital improvements fund.  It would be an additional line item.  

Motion – It was moved by Mrs. Butterworth, seconded by Mr. Lamond, the Board of Supervisors voted to authorize the solicitor to advertise for Warrington Township to implement the EMS Tax.  This motion passed by a vote of 5-0.  

Motion – It was moved by Mrs. Butterworth, seconded by Mr. Plotnick, the Board of Supervisors voted to authorize the solicitor to advertise the proposed amended 2006 Budget and millage increase of two mills.  This motion passed by a vote of 4-1.  Mrs. Kiefer voted no.  


Mr. McKay said on Mr. Achenbach’s budget, there was an in-balance because December 13, 2005’s General Budget, which includes the Water and Sewer Department, there was $150,000 transferred into this budget which wasn’t transferred out of the Water and Sewer Department’s Budget.  Mr. Achenbach said because of the 25% limit, he could only raise his General Administration Budget by $123,000.  Mr. Sugarman suggested leaving it as a revenue source and have Mr. Achenbach start paying the money.  Mr. Achenbach can pay it on last year’s budget said Mr. Sugarman.  Mr. Kugel said it’s been the township budget but never in the Water and Sewer Budget.  If the category in the State submission is Water and Sewer income then it can be paid said Mr. Sugarman.  If the category is Administration expense,  Mr. Achenbach said he would check this out with the auditor.  Mr. Sugarman said this item can be put in 2006 Budget for purposes of Water and Sewer.  

Adjournment


It was moved by Mrs. Butterworth, seconded by Mr. Plotnick, the Board of Supervisors voted to adjourn the meeting at 12:55 a.m.  This motion passed by a vote of 5-0.

____________________________



_____________________

Kenneth D. Kugel





         Approved

Acting Township Manager

1

