THURSDAY, MARCH 29, 1983

A regular meeting of the College 'RJWIlShlp Council was called o order on
'J!'nxrsday, March 10, 1983 at 7:30 pm by Chairman Dargitz in the Coliege Township
Mumnicipal Building

Mabers present: Donald E. Bailey, Gale L. Dargitz - Chairman,
J. Carroll Dean, Herbert W. Stewart, Dolores A. Taricani

Others present: C. Thomas Lechner - Manager
Robert Hayden — Treasurer

Minutes of Previous Meeting

The minutes of the February 10, 1983 regular meeting were approved with the
following corrections: page 3, paragraph 4, Spring Creek Estates, Phase Vi1, the
words "curb cuts" were substituted for "driveways" in all cases; page 5, paragraph
1, PennDOT Turnback Program, the last sentence was amended to read "He also men-
tlmedﬂntmevelydlscussmnmthpemmroverthetmofthepmgram,
only the . of the roads was mentioned, and the acceptance of the bridges
never arose.” Taricani moved; Bailey seconded.

At the invitation of Manager Iechner, PennDOT District Engineer Thomas C. Ickes
and Assistant District Engineer for De519n David E. Zazworsky met with Council in
an attempt to overcome their differences in interpretation arising over the accep-
tance of the three bridges involved in the Department's turnback to the Township of
Branch Road and Pike Street.

The Township maintains that all discussions with PennDOT over the turnback
hmrebemmrega.rdtoacceptanceoftheroadscnly, the issue of acceptance
of the three bridges has never been raised (see minutes of February 10, 1983).
PennDOT insists, however, that acceptance of the bridges along with the road has
mtonlybemanagreeduponcondltlon, but mdeedanecessaxycondltlon for the
turnback program to proceed.

District Engineer Ickes summarized PennDOT's position. In 1979, at the Township's
request, the Department agreed to work toward the eventual turnback of Branch Road
and Pike Street to the Township's road system. Approximately $108,090 have already
been spent improving these roads; another $344,000 of improvements is scheduled for

this simmer. It has always been the Department's contention that the bridges are
a part of any road.




Council Regular Meeting
March 10, 1983
Page 2

Itwouldhetctheibmshlg'sadvantagetotakeeverﬁramhandpﬂcesueet,
Ickes stated Truck and local trafflc lbej,, tter . '

PennDOT's position hasn't changed Ickes concluded. The Departmen :
ompleted or scheduled for ca@letlcm all d:.he mrk 'ﬂxerw agreed upan, W:Lﬂ;l ﬂle

upm the project's ¢ l«_‘

Dave Zazworsky concurred. At a meeting he had attended with Council member Dean
m1980,mmﬂm}adbeeamdetomwroftheﬁb»mshlpsmtmtmboexclude
the three brid fram the tumback program. He added that 1thasalwaysbeen PennDOT's
assmptwnthatyoucan’tdrlveonthemadmthoutthebrmges hence, their
autamatic inclusion in the turnback program.

Dargltzreplledthateverycmmczldlscussmnoftheturnback rogram has been in
terms of the acceptance of the roads only. FederalAJdcamotheeountedmmﬂae
, future,hesald,andrepalrofabrldgemuldbedlsastmustothe‘m»nsmpsfmances,
ing a total year's budget. Furthermore, the Township is not setting a
precedmtmask:ngﬂatﬂehrldgesbeamltﬂedfmﬂmetmmadcprogran—smhan
agreement was recently worked out between PennDOT and Chapman Township.

The Township is interested to a degree, he continued, in taking over Branch Road
and Pike Street; it is also somewhat dissappointed that the resurfacing scheduled for
last summer was postponed to this summer. Although he is favorably inclined to taking
over the roads, Dargitz feels it would be a disservice to the residents of the Township
to take over the three bridges.

is the result of an mforl:unate, but "honest mlsmderstandmg. » He explamed that the
Ocuncll has been conditioned to separate the issue of aeceptance of bridges fraom

nce of roads through its members® attendance at various annual Township conventions
where this aspect has always been discussed separately. He agreed with Dargitz that the
Township’s finances could not bear the risk of bridge repair.

Ickes responded that in the Federal Rating System, wherein a perfect bridge equals 1900,
the three bridges in question rate a score of 78.1, 94.9, and 80.3. Although it is
possible for PennDOT to turn back a road without its bridges, this has not been the
Deparmmt‘s intention in this case. The only reason Branch Road is scheduled for an
overlay is because of the turnback program of both the roads and the bridges. Branch
Road would ctherwise not be considered a priority prociect and would not be scheduled for
immediate resurfacing.

’ Faricani stated that she is most supportise of taking ovey Beanch B , as it i~
her belief tnat the Township would do a much better 3eba She takes issue wth PennDOT,
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cludea ﬁaat" she, also, -fnghte:ea of J:he aaradgé«- n

acceptmceofﬂaeﬂaree}g;.dg&slsamum@f tumbackpmgm éndtlatm
fmthamovmtsmﬁbenade@&amh%adshmﬂdﬁwmfaﬂmgc

Pd)la.c ﬂear' for Gm:s:.deratlm of Reva.sed S:.gno;:dmance

&aamnngluﬂmadjmedﬂmregularmetmgatsesmtocallmorder
the Public Hearing for comsideration of the ZAmendments to the Sign Ordinance. He
mntedﬂnsemshmgtogwet&tmytomgnm,nmemshedmdoso. Darg:.tz
then turned the meeting over to Taricani who has long been involved with the revision
of the Sign Ordinance.

Many revisions have been made to the Sign Ordinance, Taricani stated. Those
dm;gesbytheZonmgOffmerlavebeanadopted ccmnentshavebea'a
cm51deredfzunﬂ:eovnerofthelocalsz.gncmpany, s:.gnl:.gtrts andtlnsecmma)ts

and suggestions provided by attorney Virginia E: in on behalf of her client,
Baradlpdvertlsmg, have been addressed and J.m:orporated

In view of all the above, Taricani recommended to Council that it adopt the
Sign Ordinance as last revised.

In response to Dargitz' call for comments, Dean said that while he has no
problem with the concepts of the draft, he does see several deficiencies that should
be addressed. After brief discussion, 1twasdec1dedtoadoptthefollmngnean
recommended changes:

1) Page 14, Paragraph 6.l.a.l: "Ground pole signs illuminated internally or
mthllghtsnmmtedmthesanestmcture,unstobtamahnldzngpemlt“
was changed to read "Ground pole signs with artificial illumination inter-
nally or externally must obtain a Building Permit before placing the sign".

2) Page 10, Paragraph 3.9.b: "Signs illuminated from the back of the sign or
internally are prohibited" was changsd to read "Signs illuminated by other
than direct-incident lighting are pmh:.blted”

There was no further discussion angd Tariceni moved that Council adopt the latest
vm’#.&ﬂ of the Sign Ordinance, dated March 10, 1983, incorporating Dean's changes to
e drait. Dean seconded and the motion was carried unanimously. The Public Hearing
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on the Sign Ordinance was adjowrned at 8:20 pm and the regular meetin

The Manager's written update was received as distributed with no additional
notes or discussion.

Ebllm:ngamtmbymamandabyaalley,theFmanclalReportfor
Eetzuary1983vasmammuslyapg:mredasamcted

OchalzsmrecezptofalettertoSohcuoraeedekfmJMShaw,
Office Manager of Centre Video. Mr. Shaw has advised the Towmship of Centre Video
(btporammsamcmlofﬂempsnwlyadoptedmfeemcablew

Dean questioned the advisability of ask.mg anyone’s approval of a Township
Ordinance. ILechner said that Centre Video's approval was necessary as it was written
into the Ordinance; Dargltztexmedlta“sanantlcprdolen. Dean emphasized that
mthcrm.thmxtCmtreV:.dm'sa;pmval the Ordinance would stand.

Planning Cammission Recommen ns — Phased Subdivisions; Flood Plain Ordinance
Amendments, Pages 4-6; ZGm.ng mdmance Amendments re i Slgms, Motor Vehicle

Dargltzamnmedﬂntamrkstnpneetmghetween(bmczlamithecollegeibmshlp
Planning Comission has been set for March 24 to discuss the above ordinances and to
set a date for the Public Hearings.

Marlowe Froke, a member of the Township's Planning Cammission, was present and
informed Council that it is the Planning Commission's strong recammendation that a
date for the Public Hearings be set that night as many decisions hinge on the
hearings® outcome.

Tarmagreedarﬂmvedﬂlatcomcﬂacceptﬂlerecmmmdatlmsofﬂewtre
Regional Planning Commission and advertise them accordingly for a Public Hearing, the
date to be set immediately. Dean seconded; the motion was carried unanimously; and
the date of the Public Hearings was set for April 14.

Froke then informed Council that an exhibit depicting the importance of the
Garver property is now on aisplay through the spring at the University's Pattee
Library. He strongly urged those able to attend +o do sn.




theamvedaﬂnewseeaﬂedﬂatmmﬂammeﬂe'
dlvisimoflots4and50fthe6amerswdlv1s1masxevzsed . 23, 1983 an
March 4, 1983. 'meml:mvaswrrmdmammuslyandnarg:.tzarﬂ - affis
then:s:.g:auhxrestoﬂxeplans i

Plans for Approval — Penn Hills PRD, Revised Master Plan

Ward next advised Council that his client, Calvin Zimmerman, is seeking approva
tod:angeasecumofthel’anmlls?mfzunmlltl-fam:.lyl'msmgtoduplexmlts.
Beregestedﬂatadatehesetfortteordmawe—mﬂatedpblmtearmgforcm—
s:daat:moftheseproposedxensmstothenasterplm

i ﬂ:atthedeasmyoftheareamﬂdmtmeedthemewmsly
apmovyeddmsz.tyoleOmts, in fact, the revision now calls for only 80 units.
Iakause,thesmemntofopmspacemﬂdhemntamed In answer to Taricani’s
quesbm,hestatedﬂatﬂnreasaxforth;sdngemtoaccamndaﬁeﬂxecunmt

market demand for more individual-type housing units.

nargltzsuggestedﬂatﬂeﬂammgmmxssmsrecmﬂat:mofﬂuspmposed
revision be scught; he also suggested that the date for this public hearing be set
for April 14.

Be,;sinesslnmcisimmmmmmnedgyxsatmiversitymiwaﬂ&ntm!@ad

Iechner provided tue background. Upon PembOT's request, Oouncil decided to
me&eﬂo%mmﬁeﬂswsat@ws&w nrﬂwamf‘uztmmadﬁexaso-ﬂay
trial perisd beginning January 1, 1983anderﬂ1ngMarch1, 1982. During these past
mm,mnasmchsardofanypmblmscausdbyﬂelad{ofﬂesesxms,
and agrees with PennDOT that these signs should be permanently removed. He added
that a resolution would have to be drawn to effect the signs' permanent removal.




bzdsfaranasphaltkettlemsﬁmnmadcoSupply.
arﬁmcltﬂedalﬂ%bldbaﬂ

ip dr lac
'Ehey suhrutted a bld of 36845

Y streetsPubl:Lc«Hear set forlgprll 3.4

cms:l.dered to be an off1c1a1y meet:mg and thaft a’separate publlc heai'mg musl:,be

B:sums 3 - S:Lgnaulrem #59—A, Darlmgten Rezoniy

The Darlington property, locartedmﬂ\emcmltyofthenavﬁﬂelsstore,ms
approved for rezoning to C-1 on April 22, 1982. The Ordinance was never signed,

however, and it was presented to Council for the members' signatures that night.

mmsedhsmﬂatsanemmgchangeshavenatbemmrﬂed
on the Zoning Map. He said that legal proceds requires that the map be signed
atﬂeunetleardmmelspassed,andpmoposedthatﬂEMngOfﬁeerr&cearda
the minutes to ascertain that all rezoning has been recorded on the map and that all
necessary signatures are affixed to the pertinent documents.

Business 3A — Signaturss on Cable TV Franchise Ordinance #81

mreviously approved, but never signed, Ordimmscs #8%; shzcting 2 Cable T
Franchise, was presented to the Comncil members for théir signatures.
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ing o;E East mliege Aue fxfanitln:wersmy mmm; o C-1.

‘mms

24, 1983ze91ﬂarm1mc11 Manager Iechmer opened all
he ¢ ip's solicitation of bids for a truck. After having care-

mymmmmmmmammmeasm

f:.catm, Lechner : : o Council that it accept the $19,155.44 bid fram

Tnx:ks mc.mssmmmbedellwzedm&mﬁze

The +0 lower bidders, Hanna and Iandmark Dodge, fwe.nea:zejwbed Iechner explained,
dtezbothelrfaﬂuretometﬂetnmmsuamts. The remaining two bids, from
Valley GMC and Bradcoo, specified higher amounts and also had difficulty meeting the
&llmypam.

Stewart made a moticn to readvertise the bids; Dean seconded the motion for
ﬁmmm. ﬂbthelabber‘squstmmgazﬂmgﬂaeawepbabﬂuyofﬂze
lowest bidder, which underbid All ny Trucks, ;Inc.by&%@,ledmerzephedthat
almgmthﬁaxma‘s faﬂuremomplywmththe@ecﬁledtmezestmmts,ﬂaa
also failed to include radial tires as a part of its bid.

egnel

fo. i ¢

ny

Damtzsazdthatlfalibldsmetobemje@tedmdﬁaebldsolicitatmm
be readvertised, miasmlddevelopmthatﬂe,. titors would have knowledge
of each other's previous bid. In order to avoid legal dlffa.euiu&s, Dargitz explained,
the Council must have good, solid reasons for rejecting the submitted bids and
readvertising the solicitation.

In reply to Stewart's question, Iechner noted that the requirement of a bid bond
submission was inadvertently amitted from the Township's specifications. He added
that the amission of such from any of the company’s bids was therefore not considered
Getrimental. He also said that to readvertise the bid solicitation would result in
the Gelay of some vital scheduled projects.

TJownship resident Chris Exarchos then asked Council for its justification of
a truck purchase at a time when the Township is in a weak financial position. Dargitz
replied that this item, a provision of the '83 Township budget, was carefully con-
sidered for several months prior to its insertion. ‘The purchase of the truck is a
Iogiting! tegﬁmsaqa@aﬁim, he said, and will, as both Dean and Taricani
had noted, result in a more efficient use of the Township's road crew perscnnel.

fean called the guestion o Stewarl’s aotion and it wse vedectsd four to one:
Stemrt, in favor; Bailey, Dargitz, Dean and Taricani, opposed.

Demﬂmnnveathatcmmcnamxdﬂecmtractforﬂepmdaseofatmckw
Allegheny Trucks, Inc., as the lowest acceptable bidder, at the cost of $19,155.44.
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Dean called the guestion and the motion was approved by a four to ane vote: Bailey,
Dargitz, <=an =md T zani, in fevor; Stewart, opposed.

Business 6 — Discussion of Business Privilege Tax

Dargitz summarized those factors leading to Council's consideration of the
Business Privilege Tax. QOver the last 18 months, hesa:d,(nmca.llasbeenoons:.denng
varicus options 0 increase Tounship revenue through the initiation of alternative
taxation. Some action has already been taken, he explained, as in the adoption of
the 3% franchise fee on cable TV and the recent Real Estate Tax increase of three
mills.

The possibility of a Mercantile Tax was also examined Dargitz noted; as proposed
it would have been levied at the rate of .75 mills on all retail sales and .5 mills
on wholesale sales. At the public hearing held for consideration of that tax, the
abjection voiced most freguently was that it is discriminatory in that it does not
tax service concerns. Following that meeting, it was the consensus of Council o
exzmine a tax that would include services, as well as to lower the retail sales levy
to .5 mills.

As currently drafted, the Business Privilege Tax Ordinance calls for a uniform
.5 mill levy on 211 retail and wholesale goods and services. ¥What must be decided
that evening, Dargitz explained, is whether to advertise the Ordinance for further
action or to take no action at all. He then asked for comments and suggestions fram
the floor.

mllmaaod:,ofﬂemtorcyclePlaoe,askaiﬁeﬂerﬂel%BMShlphﬂgetls
balanced. Dargitz replied that it is, as is required by law, but only after $50,000
of improvements were totally eliminated fram the budget, and ancther $50,000 were
temporarily, it is hoped, deleted in anticipation of increased Township revenues.

Beamdcalsowam:edtolmow(nm:l.l's mtmtlmsfort}esnplusmesm

zmﬁne‘ﬁnns!npmfaceﬂmthoertampm]ectsttatabsolutelyneeﬂtobe&me

Peaocock concluded by saying that the current poor economic conditions facing .
the Township's merchants are not conducive to playing catch-up; he suggested that :
since the budget is balanced, Council re-consider the neced for additional revenues
at this time. Should more monies became imperative, Peacock would favor an increase
in the "npre realistic® property tax.

Faricani then restatwd her position that she is opposed tc a tax on businesses.
mwm&aﬁemmmmmwmmummwszwmem
higl‘ér Isvel; indesd, it should have been increassd @ iong Lise &go. She admitted

hat the responsibiiity for mot doing so lies with Council, having submitted to same
{aaoradvme The Township can get through the year without doing the additional
projects scheduled, she added; they are options of a sort, seriocus, but not essential.

P v
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mnhmctmés, “to take it out on the businesses.”
thatmmmusethemdmanceforw:smerammatﬂe

in State couege, Council 1s'su_u gazedtoue"
always moze."” : :

me eaﬂey. Dazgltz, Dean and Stewart, in famr, Fiarlcan/ ],k opposed sed.

A joint workshop with the Township Planning Commission has been scheduled for
March 24, 1983. The public is invited to attend.







7,500

Interest
18,400

Renfs i
_.Intergovern. Reveriue 149,397 € 137,659

Miscellaneous

Total Re

TOTAL AYAILABLE for APPROPRIATION ~ $696,843 § 157,529

s $ C $ $ $ $
112,442 17,682 109,880 9,657 22,781 87,099
x G 53,09 6,847 41,355 3,137 8,95 32,410
Public Safety: : -
Police - 177,014 1,938 178,003 14,652 28,822 149,181
Fire 27,744 6,797 26,865 63 6,609 20,256
Planning & Zoning ‘ 20,000 4,803 27,225 602 5,12 21,088
Health & Welfare:
Sanitatfon 1,500 2 1,000 £0 28

10,000 45,000 1,255 33,745
23,000 28,77 5,257 19,513
3,500 5, 80( 394 5,406
7,800 8,760 1 1,437 7,323
109,672 50,30 4 509 49,791
27,000 5,118 35,672

Trensportation: |
Transit System 11,000  -0-- 3,168 -0- 7,613 10,555

Culture Recreation:

Parks & Recreation 44,790 1,775 625 0- 10,156 31,469
Lipraries 22,172 5,41 24,88 -0- 6,097 18,792
Senlor Citizens 5,000 - 30 6, 6! 766 5,405

Debt Service:
17,077 545 1,011,028 i5,240

- 32,843 . 2,961 37,000 - 919 2,698 34,302

Total Expendifures $_685,6485 81,318 g 704,863 § 47,348, 126,678¢ 578,185

REMAINDER for APPROPRIAT[ON . §_11,195¢ 71,007 ;‘3'.4855 27,46% 16,075 3‘,?'«4555




