 

 HARRIS TOWNSHIP

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

Regular Meeting

Minutes of November 8, 2004 

 

 

The regular meeting of the Harris Township Board of Supervisors was called to order on November 8, 2004, at 7:30 p.m. in the Township meeting room by Chairman Charles Graham. In attendance were Supervisor Dennis Hameister, Supervisor Chris Lee, Supervisor Cliff Warner, and Supervisor Nigel Wilson.
Also in attendance were Harris Township Manager Kristin Clark; Todd Shea, Zoning/Ordinance Enforcement Officer; Phyllis Favorite, Staff Assistant; D.J. Liggett, CRPA; Laura Clark, Darren Lewis, Matthew Wiegand, and Kristina Yezdiner, C-NET; Kelleann Foster, Darrell Robinson, Tom Songer, and Tommie Songer III, Torron Group; Mark Torretti, Penn Terra; Chris Dry, Glenn Dry, and Van Winter, Boalsburg Fire Company; and Harris Township residents Ron and Dawn Neidigh.

 

 

Call To Order

 

Chairman Graham led the assembly in the Pledge of Allegiance.

 

 

Public Hearing
 

Proposed Ordinance 249 – Centre Area Cable Consortium Articles of Agreement
 


Ms. Clark reported that the purpose of this ordinance is to adopt articles of agreement to establish a Centre Area Cable Consortium (CACC). The CACC will be made up of representatives from the Centre Region municipalities, and from Benner Township and Bellefonte Borough. The CACC will serve as the oversight body for the cable franchise agreement. Chairman Graham added that the agreement could see the Centre Region realizing $12,000,000.00 in revenue and services over the next 10 years.

 


Chairman Graham asked for any comments. No public comment was received.

 

 

Springfield Commons Revised Tentative Plan
 


Ms. Clark stated that the Pennsylvania Municipalities Planning Code (MPC) requires a public hearing on the tentative plan for PRD applications. She noted that the Board has 60 days following the close of the public hearing to act on the plan. Should the Board wish to continue the hearing until next month the 60-day time clock will start once the hearing is officially closed in December.

 


Chairman Graham asked for public comments. No public comment was received.

 

Chairman Graham adjourned the Public Hearing at 7:33 p.m, and called the regular meeting to order.

 

Approval of Minutes

 

Supervisor Warner moved to approve the minutes of October 11, 2004 as edited. Supervisor Hameister seconded the motion. The motion was approved unanimously.
 

 

Public Comments

 


Chairman Graham asked for public comments. Supervisor Hameister offered that Planning Commission Chairman Bob Potter is being recognized as this year’s Renaissance Man. It was noted that Mr. Potter has been active in Harris Township in several different capacities for several years. 

 


Chairman Graham noted the Township had received a Special Events request from the organizers of Colonial Christmas. The application was submitted after the agenda had been completed, and contained a request for road closures.

 


Supervisor Lee moved to approve the closure of Church Street, between Rockey Alley to Chambers Alley, from 11:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m.; and Main Street, between Tennis Alley to Route 322 at Omega Bank, from 11:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. on Sunday, December 5, 2004 for Colonial Christmas. Supervisor Warner seconded the motion. The motion was approved unanimously.

 

 

TOWNSHIP BUSINESS
 

 

A. Springfield Commons Revised Tentative Plan

 


Mr. Shea gave an overview of the history of the development. He noted that the revision request had been sent to the PC in October for their recommendation. The Master Plan (MP) had been approved, revised once, and re-approved; the Township had also approved the final land development plan. The developer, in the meantime, decided to alter the MP, which has given rise to several issues as put forth in the agenda and which must be discussed prior to approval of the revisions. Ms. Clark called attention to the volume of background information provided to the Board, including a draft summary of the Planning Commission’s discussion at their October meeting.

 


Mr. Songer said that the intent is not to change the Master Plan concept, but build something that enhances the character of the area, which is in contrast to what it could have become. The project has been adjusted and changed with regard to topography, codes, and marketability over the last two years. The duplexes would all have a different look from the street, with different materials on each. He noted that triplexes and quadplexes are substantial in size, there is consumer preference regarding location within their unit, and it is a question of who will purchase them. Duplexes are more desirable, and there will be a saving of impervious ground, as there is less paving. While waiting the decision the company went back and reevaluated. They found that duplexes are a much better fit for this community, are not as financially risky, and will look more attractive, as they will differ in appearance and compliment the Village historical area. He said he believed the single-family and duplex housing meets the spirit of variety desired in the PRD ordinance. Also, he noted that there would be a reduction by only one unit, from 86 to 85, and that is part of the reason for the request for reduction of the separation between adjacent walls of the duplexes to 15 feet. There are some units separated by a driveway, which means they will be closer to 25 feet between units. All the land is owned in common, not by individuals, and there is no property line to consider. He added that he has met with prospective buyers, and has heard no opposition to the 15-foot separation limit. He offered examples of developments in the area that had less separation between their units.
 


Supervisor Hameister asked if the Regional Fire Ordinance had been approved at the time the Village at Penn State and Stonebridge were approved and constructed. Ms. Liggett stated that the projects were approved before the ordinance was finalized, and might not currently meet the minimum space requirement, depending on each building’s square footage. Mr. Songer reiterated that the idea is to have the project more along the lines of Old Boalsburg. He added that he is getting an appraisal of the land, because he has determined that if there are any fewer units, the project may not be financially feasible. After all, the objective is to have something that enhances the location and the area, as opposed to what it could be. He asked that the Board approve the revised Master Plan, so the group can move forward and submit the land development plan so construction can begin.
 


Chairman Graham stated the group appears to have met all the requirements to have a good development. He questioned the change of R-3 to R-2 use, and its effect on the amount of R-3 zoning in the Township. Supervisor Lee held that there are still two pieces of property that are R-2 and R-3. He asked if there are fewer rules that apply to a PRD. Mr. Shea responded that there are rules that apply to PRDs, and that the Board of Supervisors has the flexibility to tailor these rules to the situation, which the Board has done. Mr. Lee asked if the Master Plan is not binding. Mr. Shea answered that the first page of the MP is not binding, so much as the third page, and that is what the builder is proposing. The Master Plan is supposed to be what the builder proposes to develop. In evolving the land development plan some things may have to be modified, just as long as the Board does not believe these are detrimental to the development. The Board can approve minor changes and, if they feel a change is major, the plan can be sent back to the developer. With its changes, this, in fact, is the third Master Plan the Board is being asked to approve. The Board can determine if the requested change is major or minor, and determine from there whether there is a need to start anew. Mr. Lee asked if the land development plan is binding, and Mr. Shea responded that it is, and is recorded with the County. Mr. Songer added the plan gets recorded along with the condominium plan and condominium documents. The covenants were already given, in accordance with state law.
 


Chairman Graham asked if the Township would be giving up R-3 area, if it were developed as R-2. Mr. Shea answered that there are differing opinions on this. Periodically the PC will inventory the amount of land in each zoning district the Township currently has, the amount of developable land available in each one, and the PC makes a determination whether there is enough land available in each. In this case, under the original design there was no doubt that the R-2 and R-3 zoning were being developed in the method consistent with R-2 and R-3 zoning, in that the R-3 had duplexes, tri- and quadplex buildings. Now, that the three and four unit buildings are no longer proposed, it raises concerns that the R-3 piece of the tract is being under developed, and there is only one other property in the Township that is zoned R-3 and not developed. The concern is that in the future a developer might come into the Township and want to develop R-3 property, there is none left, and some of the property you have zoned as R-3 was not developed as R-3, and the Township needs to provide that developer with more R-3 land. While the zoning of both properties changes from current zoning to PRD, it stays R-3 until that change is made.
 


Supervisor Warner asked if the land is zoned R-3, and built to only R-2, is there a reason that cannot be done. Mr. Shea stated that, until 2002 when Mr. Songer got the ordinance changed, duplexes could not be built in R-3. Ms. Liggett said that there are opportunities in the Township for R-3 development elsewhere in the Township, where someone else would want to put in a PRD they could instead put in multi-family dwellings. When a PRD ordinance is developed with the intent of providing a variety of housing, then it gets limited it to two types of housing, it opens the door for the next developer of a PRD to come in and say he wants the same thing as has been granted before, and end up limiting the R-3 opportunities. 
 


Mr. Lee asked what action would take care of the concern Mr. Shea and Ms. Liggett have. Mr. Shea said he was not willing to reject the Master Plan at the moment; the concern, however, is that the original MP had multi-family housing that better served the purpose of R-3 and PRD zonings, as well as better meeting the requirement of the Centre Region Comprehensive Plan with regard to density of housing and infilling rate. Mr. Hameister asked if the MP could revert to its previous form. Mr. Shea responded that there would have to be specific reason. It is the MP on record at this point, and the land development plan has been approved, as well. Supervisor Warner asked if the Springfield Commons PRD compared to other PRDs in the area. Ms. Liggett replied that there are other PRDs in the Centre Region that have been designated residential and non-residential for use, where the non-residential portion has not been built out. However, there are none that are similar to Springfield Commons, which is residential only. She added that she is unaware of any PRDs that have been changed to provide for only two housing types. Supervisor Lee asked Ms. Liggett if PRDs could have mixed income levels of houses, as well as mixed commercial uses. Ms. Liggett answered that it was actually the point of the PRD. Mr. Songer interjected that it was why his PRD was not a typical PRD development, as they are offering a mix of floor plans that will provide an assortment of shapes and looks, along with the community center, thus satisfying the PRD purpose. He noted that in R-3 zoning that apartment buildings are not the only uses allowed; the range is from single family attached, such as townhouses and duplexes, to group homes, child care centers, convenience food stores, churches, nurseries, kindergartens, nursing or convalescent homes, mobile homes, and such. While those are current permitted uses in R-3, R-2 permits several similar varieties of uses. His underlying stance is that his PRD is a better use of these zones and in the best interest for the Township.
 


Chairman Graham declared that the side separation issue is the contention and asked Ms. Liggett to clarify her statement. Ms Liggett responded that the 15-foot building side separation and the approval to change to duplexes are interconnected. The reason is that the property is in the RGB, where the Township and CRPA are trying to focus development, and is an area where density is desired. Her overriding concern is that, if Mr. Songer changes the triplexes and quadplexes to duplexes only, and he does not reduce the building separation area from 25 to 15 feet, then the number of units he will be able to put on the site will be less than 85 or 86. She noted she is not as concerned with the separation issue as she is with fire protection.  Mr. Graham noted the recommendation by the fire ordinance is for a minimum of 15 feet, and thus the request is within the limit. However, he noted there was a great deal of planting between the units, and that was of concern. Kelleann Foster said there would be no landscaping, as it is a common area maintained by the homeowners’ association.
 


Boalsburg Fire Chief Van Winter interjected that the separation issue is dependent on hydrant flows, and that the 15 feet proposed is not a true number with which to work. The ideal is for there to be a 30 foot separation, with greater than 750 gallons per minute flow. If less than that it should be 1000 gallons per minute. He stated he would feel more comfortable with the change if there were some documentation from State College Borough Water Authority (SCBWA) stating there will be a flow of 1,000 gallons per minute. He added that the overriding concern he has is for life safety, as well as the possibility of fire jumping to proximate buildings because of their closeness. Mr. Shea added that Staff’s concern is for the 15 foot set back requirements, and that the developer is asking for half of what Ordinance 222 established for semi-detached homes; that two years ago the PC recommended 20 feet and the Board at that time required 25 feet as the distance. He asked what had warranted the change from two years ago, but received no response.
 


Supervisor Lee asked what would be the outcome if the 15-foot separation were not permitted. Mr. Shea responded that if the separation were 20 feet, it might be difficult to have the same number of units as currently on the Master Plan, but that could be resolved by taking out some single-family units and putting in more duplexes.
 


Supervisor Hameister asked if the exterior of these more proximate units would provide more safety if fire retardant materials were used, such as brick or masonry, versus vinyl. Mr. Songer said while he understood the concerns, he was not sure there was an issue of fire jumping from home to home, especially since there is a good fire department within 3 minutes, there is a good water supply, and the units are being built under new codes. Mr. Winter interjected that density is an issue, but Mr. Songer stated these are duplexes, which are better than multiplexes. Mr. Hameister asked Mr. Songer if he would consider fire retardant building materials, and Mr. Songer responded that he would encourage buyers to use those materials.
 


Chairman Graham asked about the request to relocate the community center and tot lot. Mr. Shea answered that the developer wanted more flexibility to change these two items when he gets to the land development stage. The question is whether he can do that when it is at that stage, or if it must be done as part of the MP. 
 


Mr. Songer stated he has since decided to leave the two areas as represented on the MP, and that the original purpose was to make the community center a focal point. Ms. Foster added that it was for safety reasons that the idea of relocating the tot lot was raised, but that issue is now moot.
 


Ms. Clark reminded the Supervisors that they had discussed the road project, at Loop Road/Torrey Lane, associated with this development at their October 27 meeting, and asked if they wanted to proceed with their request that Mr. Songer pay for the cost of any land acquisition for the project, as well as for any additional costs if the bids are in excess of Penn Terra’s estimate, as opposed to making Mr. Songer pay for the whole project. Supervisor Lee stated he believed that the Township should not have to pay for the road when it should be the developer’s expense. He stated that, should he vote against the motion to approve the plan, it would be for that reason.
 


Mr. Songer countered that the study done for the project showed that existing streets could serve the development, and that the Township accepted that study. Ms. Clark responded that the only issue discussed required a waiver of emptying onto a collector street. Mr. Lee observed that the current street is not a collector street. Mr. Songer noted that 15 years or so ago the Board talked about improving that entrance onto Route 322, and he has no desire to return to that discussion. He maintained that he had helped the Township receive the grant and wanted the Township to honor that.
 


Ms. Clark noted that, while the feeling was that they would honor their commitment, the Board also believed that, should the bids for the road project go over the $155,000.00 estimate, the developer should pay the difference. Chairman Graham said the need had existed for quite a while, and there has been long-standing recognition that the Township should to do something about Torrey Lane. It would be unfair to have traffic emptying onto West Drive, and now the Township has the grant to redo Loop Road. While the need has not been caused by the PRD, it has certainly made the improvement more crucial, and caused the discussion to center on redesigning the intersection because of the development. Mr. Songer stated that if the project is not bid soon, there might not be personnel available to take on the rebuilding. Currently, the permit and design are available, and urged it be done as soon as possible.
 


Ms. Clark reminded Mr. Songer that the issue of the land needed has not been resolved, and Mr. Songer retorted that they never agreed to pay for land attainment. Glenn Dry, one of the landowners, stated he has had his land appraised for $2,500.00, but has yet to see any money, and had been told the Township has not budgeted money for the land. Mr. Songer said that there might be a trade of land that could be made, instead of payment for land, but Ms. Clark noted that is a definite unknown, and all is still open to negotiation.
 


Mr. Graham stated there is still an issue with placement and flow of fire hydrants that did not get fully addressed. Ms. Clark offered that the Township could get an opinion from the SCBWA. Mr. Songer offered that they could run tests and, if not enough water flows, they will put fire retardant material on the outer walls, and provide fire walls for duplexes. Mr. Shea stated the decision for reducing the separation distances of the units is not solely because of fire reasons; there are also the issues of light, space and open air, as provided in the Township’s ordinance. Mr. Wilson said, while he had no problem with the 15-foot separation issue, he believed they should have restrictions, such as no plantings, to keep the area open. Mr. Lee noted that the issue of the 1,000 gallons per minute hydrant availability was very important as well, as was fire suppression materials on exterior walls.
 


Mr. Songer agreed to pay for half the land acquisition cost to the Township. However, he declared that he refused to do the negotiations with the landowners in attempting to acquire the land, and that he was willing to pay only a fair-market value for each.
 


Supervisor Wilson moved to approve the Springfield Commons Planned Residential Development Master Plan, dated October 18, 2004, noting that the Board grants a 15-foot side separation between the single-family semi-detached units, provided there is 1,000 gallons per minute flow from fire hydrants, and if not, all facing exterior walls shall have masonry or other non-flammable walls used in units less than 25 feet apart; and, that the Township and developer agree to split the cost of acquiring the land, assessed at fair-market value, needed for the Loop Road/Torrey Lane road improvement. Supervisor Warner seconded the motion. The motion was approved 4 to 1, with Supervisor Lee voting against the motion.
 


The meeting recessed at 9:27 p.m. 
 


The meeting was reconvened at 9:34 p.m.
 

 

B. CATA Ridership Survey


Ms. Clark called the Board’s attention to the survey sent for their review by CATA’s marketing coordinator. The purpose of the survey is to attempt to evaluate why residents are or are not riding the bus, as well as to attempt to improve ridership on the B Route, which serves Boalsburg. While originally slated to go out with the winter newsletter, it proved too large, and CATA will now send it within the next few weeks. Comments are requested from the Board before it is finished and sent.

 


Supervisor Hameister asked where the survey is to be sent when finished. Supervisor Lee noted there was a date that needed to be corrected, and also noted there will be a drawing from the responses received for a gift certificate to encourage residents’ participation.

 

C. Ordinance 249 – Centre Area Cable Consortium

 

Ms. Clark stated the purpose of the proposed Ordinance 249, was to create the Centre Area Cable Consortium (CACC), and adopt of the articles of agreement, which are still in draft form. One reason for lack of clarity was the uncertainty of Bellefonte’s participation; just last week they agreed to join.  The CACC will serve as the oversight body for the franchise agreement, and, as one group, the CACC will have greater leverage to negotiate with Adelphia because of the large customer base. She also noted that the Board needed to chose a Supervisor to serve as a “Director” to the CACC, with the duties being outlined in the document. 

 

Mr. Hameister questioned whether the technical committee of the CACC would need to be involved in technical quality issues. Ms. Clark responded that the agreement is about customer service, and was not sure signal quality would be covered as such. Mr. Wilson noted that there are minimum standard signal strengths required, and if the standards are not met they will be fixed. Supervisor Hameister asked how issues regarding censorship, program content issues and the like are covered for channels such as C-NET. Ms. Clark said those appointed to the C-NET Board of Directors will set policies, and the public will undoubtedly have input. She added that she anticipates the new franchise agreement will be in place by the end of June, and the Consortium will likely meet one time a year after all is in place after that. 

 

Chairman Graham asked if there was interest on the Board for the Director position on behalf of the Township. By general consent, he agreed to serve on the CACC Consortium.

 

Supervisor Wilson moved to adopt Ordinance 249, the joint Articles of Agreement for the Centre Area Cable Consortium (CACC); and moved to appoint Bud Graham to serve as CACC Director for Harris Township. Supervisor Lee seconded the motion. The motion was approved unanimously.

 

 

D. 2005 Township Budget

 

 Ms. Clark noted the Board has met over the past several weeks holding work sessions to refine the 2005 Township Budget. She recommended that the budget be tentatively approved so the public can review and comment on it before its final adoption. She noted that after tentative approval the budget must be available for inspection for at least 20 days before formal adoption. The public hearing and formal adoption would take place at the December 13 Board of Supervisors meeting.

 

Supervisor Warner moved to tentatively approve the 2005 Harris Township budget, and set the public hearing and formal adoption for December 13, 2004. Supervisor Hameister seconded the motion. The motion was approved unanimously.

 

 

E. Aquatics Feasibility Study
 


Ms. Clark noted that following the October Board meeting and preliminary discussion of the Aquatics Feasibility Study that the COG Executive Director summarized all comments received, and asked that these be reviewed for referral to the Finance Committee.
 


Supervisor Lee asked about the idea of a third pool, and whether that would be feasible. Mr. Graham cautioned that it would be premature to eliminate the concept of a third pool, especially since there may be future need for it, and there is also no guarantee of acquisition of the new land desired for relocating the current Welch pool. He expressed concern the new location may be unaffordable. Mr. Lee asked whether the use of a new facility for year-round activities had been discarded as an option, and asked that the idea be added to the Board’s comments.
 

Ms. Clark stated she would report to the COG Executive Director that the Board’s recommendations and comments are:
 

·         That the Board feels it is premature to eliminate consideration of constructing a third pool. A new third pool would most likely require more land area and may not be built in an area that is as accessible as Welch Pool, therefore the Board feels that the Welch Pool should still be upgraded and remodeled in the event that a third pool is constructed.

·         If a new pool is built to replace Welch Pool, and in absence of a third pool, it should be placed in an area with ample public access, such as public transportation.

·         Public/private partnerships should be explored to make the pool location one of a destination with multiple uses for the whole family to enjoy.

·         That the Board questions whether a year-round facility has been investigated, and if it would be viable in the Centre Region or not.

 

 

F. 2005 COG Budget

 

Ms. Clark reported that the COG General Forum made a motion at its October 25 meeting to refer the 2005 COG budget as recommended by the Finance Committee to the municipalities for review and comment, and to refer those comments to the Finance Committee. Chairman Graham noted that the budget for Schlow Library might need to be increased because of County funding. The budget is very tight.
 

Supervisor Lee offered the comment that land use and transportation planning should be intertwined. Ms. Clark noted that CRPA prepares a yearly work program and that may be an item for inclusion in that document. She said she would check with Mr. Suder as to when the work program would come before the General Forum. Ms. Clark pointed out that there is a proposed increase in the Township’s share of local planning, from 25% to 33%. Supervisor Lee stated that if there is an increase in funding, there should be the same increase in planning time, and that the Township’s CRPA designee should be more proactive in planning for the Township.
 


Chairman Graham stated he would express the Board’s comments at the Finance Committee meeting.
 

 

G. 2005 Rules and Regulations for Earned Income and Net Profits
 


Ms. Clark reminded the Board that they had received a draft of the 2005 Rules and Regulations for Earned Income/Net Profits Tax, and a memo outlining the changes. The Board must adopt the document so the School Board may adopt it at their next meeting.
 


Supervisor Lee moved to adopt 2005 Rules and Regulations for Earned Income/Net Profits Tax. Supervisor Warner seconded the motion. The motion was adopted unanimously.
 

 

H. Colonial Christmas Fire Police
 


Ms. Clark reported that the organizers of Colonial Christmas had submitted their Special Event application on the day of the meeting, and included in the application was a request for road closures. She noted that because of its lateness, someone would need to make the request for the Board to consider.
 


Supervisor Hameister moved to allow the organizers of the Boalsburg Colonial Christmas to use the Boalsburg Fire Police as needed for road closure on December 5. Supervisor Lee seconded the motion. The motion was approved unanimously.
 

 

MANAGER’S REPORT

 


Ms. Clark presented her written report. She added that the Township has a computer program, and a method of rating the roads in the Township. She also reminded everyone that entries for the Township logo contest are due by November 30 to the Township building.
 


Chairman Graham stated that the Township Solicitor has an assistant assigned to the Township. He asked if the assistant would be paid at the same rate as the Solicitor. Ms. Clark will check on that. Supervisor Hameister asked about the progress on the Atherton Street Path Project, and if the Township would be getting a grant for that. Ms. Clark responded that the Township would be recommended to receive a grant of $12,000.00 toward the project.
APPROVAL OF VOUCHER SHEET 2004-11
 


Supervisor Warner moved the approval of Voucher Sheet 2004-11, for a total expenditure of $133,667.44. Supervisor Lee seconded the motion. The motion to approve Voucher Sheet 2004-11 was approved unanimously.

 

 

COG/COMMITTEE REPORTS

 

Executive Committee:  



Mr. Graham noted the Committee 

worked on the General Forum agenda

Finance Committee:  
Mr. Graham stated the Finance Committee worked on the COG 2005 Budget 

 

Public Services Committee: 
Mr. Hameister reported that the Committee continued its discussion with UAJA on beneficial reuse and Septage. Also, continued discussion regarding fire prevention with the Alphas, Upper Bald Eagle, and Port Matilda fire companies.

 

Spring Creek Watershed Commission:  
No Report

 

Personnel Committee:  
Mr. Wilson reported that the Committee has finished the COG Disciplinary Policy, which should be on the General Forum agenda. More discussion was held regarding the wage survey. The COG Executive Director performance evaluation is now in rough draft.

 

Code Committee:  
Mr. Wilson reported that there would be a public hearing about the International Property Maintenance Code revisions. The model ordinance will be forwarded to municipalities for comment. He asked the Board’s feeling about a building permit waiver requested by the State Theatre project. By general consensus the Board felt there should be no waiver.

Transportation Committee:  
No Report

 

Ad Hoc Regional Parks & 

Recreation Committee                                           Mr. Warner reported that the Committee is in the midst of two meetings to put together the         ownership papers for the Oak Hall tract, and how to finance the park. It was noted that the majority owner, College Township, must have in place $48,000.00, which is 1/3 the amount required by DCNR, to get a grant to develop the Master Plan, and may need to borrow the funds.

 

Highway Study Group:       
Mr. Lee stated the group would meet in December to finish its final report. 

It will receive the final report with executive summary, references, and appendices; discuss recommendations for future transportation issues; and, following discussion with the Board of Supervisors, deliberate where the region should be going in terms of transportation.
 

 

ADJOURNMENT

 


Chairman Graham adjourned the meeting at 10:34 p.m. 

 

Submitted by, 

 

 

 

Kristin L. Clark, Township Secretary 
