East Goshen Township Annual Planning Session
May 19, 2014, 10:00am

AGENDA

1. Call to Order

2. Pledge of Allegiance

3. Moment of Silence

4. Ask if anyone is recording the meeting
5. Public comment

6. Medium-term economic projections
7. Items for discussion:

a) Increasing operating reserve to 25% of general fund revenues
b) Emerald ash borer
c) East Boot Road bridge

e Consider draft letter to legislators regarding “bridge bill”

d) Paoli Pike bike path
e) Public Works items, including Vac Truck and Tub Grinder
f) Park and recreation fees
g) Possible state legislative initiatives with sewer and refuse penalty and interest
h) Replacement of windows in Township Building

8. What-If scenarios

9. Future of newsletter

10. Emergency notification platform

11. 2015 budget schedule

12. Consider purchase of Mini Camera

13. Consider purchase of Pre-seeder

14. Any Other Matter

15. Public comment

16. Adjournment



2015 Financial Outlook

Government and private forecasters continue to project modest but steady economic growth for the
next several years and an ultra-low interest rate environment through at least 2016.

Forecasts of Key U.S. Economic Indicators

‘ 2018 and
Income Growth-National 2014 2015 2016 2017 beyond
PNC | 2.2%-2.4% | 2.5%-2.6%
CBO (U.S. Employment Cost Index) 2.3% 3.0% 3.5% 3.8% 3.7%
Housing Price Increase-National
PNC | 3.8%-8.6% | 3.5%-3.7%
S&P/Case-Schiller 5.6% 4.4%
Real GDP-National
CBO 3.1% 3.4% 3.4% 2.7% 2.2%
Federal Reserve | 2.8%-3.0% | 3.0%-3.2% | 2.5%-3.0% | 2.2%-2.3% | 2.2%-2.3%
PNC | 2.2%-3.2% | 2.5%-2.6%
Survey of Prof. Forecasters 2.8% 3.1% 3.1%
Inflation-National
CBO {Consumer Price Index) 1.7% 2.0% 2.1% 2.2% 2.4%
Federal Reserve | 1.5-1.6% | 1.5%-2.0% | 1.7%-2.0% 2.0% 2.0%
PNC (CPH) | 1.7%-2.1% | 2.1%-2.2%
Survey of Prof. Forecasters (CPI) 1.8% 2.0%
Unemployment-National
CBO 6.8% 6.5% 6.1% 5.9% 5.6%
Federal Reserve | 6.1%-6.3% | 5.6%-5.9% | 5.2%-5.6% | 5.2%-5.6% | 5.2%-5.6%
PNC| 6.2%-6.6% | 5.7%-6.1%
Survey of Prof. Forecasters 6.5% 6.1% 5.7% 5.5%
Interest Rates (3-Month Treasuries)
CBO 0.2% 0.4% 1.8% 3.3% |  3.7%

PNC

.04%-.22%

.28%-.55%




Long-Term Projections

Based on the projections presented herein, the Township is on a sustainable financial trajectory for the
next decade, although by 2024 our year-end fund balance is projected to be 20.8% of annual expenses
or nominally above the minimum fund balance of 20% that the Board agreed to in December. These
projections envision a balanced budget in 2015 and deficits ranging from 0.6% to 3.1% of annual
expenses in 2016-2020.

Revenue Assumption

e A1l2%increasein 2015 EIT, to reflect current trends, followed by growth of 2.5% per year in
2016-2020, which is approximately 1% more conservative than CBO’s medium-term income
growth projections.

o Property Tax decreases of 0.2% per year.

e Real Estate Transfer Tax growth is flat, which is much more conservative than housing price
forecasts. | kept it flat to hedge against an anticipated increase in interest rates.

e Local Services Tax is also flat.

e Cable Franchise Tax growth equal to inflation.

e Core revenues either flat or growth no faster than inflation.

Expense Assumptions

e |assumed CPl of 1.7% for most expense line-items in 2015 and 2% thereafter, which is
consistent with inflation forecasts.

e Salary growth reflects future CPI, with adjustments for the tenure of individual employees.

e |assumed 15% growth in health insurance in 2015 and 10% thereafter

e Police expenses were based on Kathy Brill's projections and that East Goshen’s share of PPUs
continues at 56.08% through 2020. These projections reflect the recent proposed personnel
actions (e.g. hiring two new PT officers; backfilling sergeant and new TSU position)

e |assumed new one-time operating expenses of $30,000 per year for Public Works, $10,000 for
Administration and $5,000 for both Parks and Codes, beginning in 2016.

e For the purpose of the annual transfer to the sinking fund, 1 assumed $25,000 in “new” (non-
replacement) assets per year beginning in 2016 (new assets are both amortized and their value
is transferred from operating to sinking in the year of purchase).

Public Works Items:

e Acomplete list of potential Public Works requests, including planned capital replacement, is
provided in the “Departmental Wants and Needs” tab.

e Mark has highlighted the following two potential new capital assets for purchase in 2015: 1) a
new 11 foot snow plow ($11,000) and 2) flashing warning lights for the “old” (i.e. higher) park
entrance for $78,000.



e Approximately five miles of paving is envisioned: Supplee Valley development; Reservoir Road;
Park Avenue; East Boot Road and Christine Lane. Christine Lane and Reservoir Road will need a
considerable amount of base repair. The total cost of paving materials for these roads would be
$563,000, or $81,250 more than is budgeted for the current year.

e 575,000 for storm sewer sliplining (a $25,000 increase over 2014)

e 543,500 for Baldwin Drive storm sewer replacement (the existing line is in poor condition)

e Mark has also highlighted that due to another County emergency radio conversion, the
Township may need $10,000 for Fire Marshal radio expenses.

Issues for discussion:

* late last year, the General Assembly passed Senate Bill 1046, which amended Section 1508.1 of
the Second Class Township Code, to increase the maximum amount that a municipality can set
aside in its operating reserve fund from 5% of revenues to 25%. This corresponds with an
additional $2 million that East Goshen can transfer to its operating reserve. For the purposes of
the projections presented herein, | assume that this transfer is made in 2014,

e Emerald Ash Borer—in light of the Emerald Ash Borer epidemic, the Township is in the early
stages of conducting a census of Ash trees in Township open space. If we contract with a tree
removal service, each tree would cost approximately $1,600 to take down. Assuming that 500
ash trees are identified in areas where downed trees could cause damage to life or property
taking them down will cost as much as $800,000. However, this estimate is probably a very
worst-case scenario. In practice, 500 ash trees in sensitive areas is probably a very high estimate
and Public Works can likely remove many ash trees on its own, without having to contract with a
tree service (the exceptions being for very large trees and trees near buildings and houses).
Another option would be to treat the ash trees, although at $165 per tree per year, this could
become expensive over a 10-year+ horizon.

o Related: see “What if scenario #2”

e East Boot Road Bridge—According to Pennoni, rehabilitating this bridge so that it can maintain
29-ton loads will cost $500,000, all in. According to Randy Waltermyer from the Chester County
Planning Commission, there may be funding available for this project through PennDOT’s
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP). If successful, the Township could have 80% of our
costs reimbursed. In order to pursue TIP funding, the bridge must be first listed on a General
Assembly “Bridge Bill”. For the Board’s consideration, | have enclosed a draft letter to Rep. Truitt
requesting this listing.

o Related: see “What if scenario #3”

o Paoli Pike Bike Path (feasibility study and construction)—The Chester County Planning
Commission estimated the cost of the Paoli Pike bike trail (through both East Goshen and West
Goshen) at $765,000. For a worst-case estimate’s sake, East Goshen’s share of this cost may be
around $500,000, assuming that we contract out for all construction costs, although we will



have a much better handle on costs after a feasibility study is completed. According to Randy,
there are a number of state and federal grant programs that could fund the majority of the
construction costs.

o Related: see “What if scenario #4”

e Vac-Truck and Tub Grinder—The Board may want to consider the future purchase of these two
assets. The Vac-Truck (~$250,000) would have benefits for maintaining both the storm and
sanitary sewer systems, while the Tub Grinder (~$300,000) would allow the Township to convert
fallen trees, branches and tree debris into mulch.

o Related: see “What if scenario #5”

e Park and Recreation Fees—Staff believes that various recreation fees can be increased by
between 5% and 15% in 2015, with additional fee increases linked to the cost of living beyond
that.

o Currently, our fees recover the cost of program delivery, but not Jason’s salary and
benefits.

o Specifically, Jason is considering proposing an increase in camp fees between $5 and
$10 per week and an increase in bus trips by $5 per trip. Jason anticipates that these fee
increases will generate nearly $3,500 in additional revenue.

No increases are proposed for exercise classes.
A list of the possible fee increases can be found under the “Departmental Wants &
Needs Tab”

o These proposed fee increases are based on an analysis of what the market will bear and
the fact that we haven’t increased recreation fees in many years. They are not based on
any cost-recovery model, such as the “fee pyramid” that is popular in many larger
recreation departments’.

o Staff can also analyze the extent to which ball field permit fees recover the cost of
maintaining and repairing the various athletic fields.

With competition from YMCA, ACAC, and countless other area summer camps and sports leagues, East
Goshen may not have the luxury to recover the full costs of Jason’s salary and benefits through fees
alone. For perspective, all recreation fees would need to double to fully recover Jason’s personnel costs,
which would likely price many of our programs out of the marketplace.

e Sewer and refuse penalty and interest—Recent required changes to the Township’s utilities
ordinance and resolution highlight the need for clear guidance in the Second Class Township
Code or other state statutes around the penalties and fees that municipalities can charge

' Under a fee pyramid, fees are based on the degree of community v. individual benefit that a program provides.
The more a program benefits the larger community—e.g. summer camps, after-school programs, etc—the more it
is subsidized by tax dollars. Conversely, a program that entirely benefits individual participants—e.g. an adult
knitting class—would receive no taxpayer subsidy. These fee pyramids are popular in areas in which a city or
town’s recreation department holds a monopoly or near monopoly over recreation activities.



delinquent sewer and refuse accountholders. | would recommend that we appeal to either
PSATS in 2015 or our state representatives now to amend state law to allow the municipalities
to levy penalties and fees 45 days after the billing date and one-time fees of at least 10%.

* Windows for Township Building—It has been suggested that we replace the existing aluminum-
framed windows in the Township Building with more energy efficient windows. Based on rough
preliminary estimates, replacing all the windows would cost $112,000, plus the accumulated
depreciation of those windows over the next 20 years, as they are not currently being
amortized.

Note on “What If” Scenarios
The following “What If” scenarios are presented:

1) The “status quo”
* We are on a sustainable financial path over the next decade.

2) We spend $400,000 in 2015 and 2016 on tree removal for the Emerald Ash Borer (assumes
500 trees at $1,600 each). This assumes that all 500 trees are removed by a contractor (rather
than by Public Works staff). No offsetting grant revenue is assumed. This is clearly a “worst-
case” scenario.

*  We would fall below the 20% fund balance threshold in about 2022.

3) We spend $150,000 on East Boot Road bridge repair engineering and planning in 2016
$350,000 on construction in 2017, with the accumulated depreciation of the 30-year asset
transferred to the sinking fund annually thereafter. No offsetting grant revenue, which, again,
is a worst-case scenario.

e We would fall below the 20% fund balance threshold in about 2023.

4) We incur $75,000 in costs for a Bike Path feasibility study and construction documents in

2016 and $212,500 in 2017 and 2018, respectively, for construction and that we receive no

grant funding (again, a worst case scenario). We also assume that we treat this asset like a

street—i.e. we don’t amortize it and pay for repaving and maintenance out of the general fund.
e We would fall below the 20% fund balance threshold in about 2023.

5) We pay $250,000 for the Vac-Truck and $300,000 for the Tub Grinder in 2015 and then
amortize both over 15 years.
e  We would fall below the 20% fund balance threshold in about 2022.

6) We address the Emerald Ash Borer problem, the bridge repair and the bike path and
purchase a Vac Truck and Tub Grinder and receive no grant funding for any of them.



e We would fall below the 20% threshold in 2017 and would need to tap into the ;
operating reserve fund by about 2022.

Note that while options #2-#5. project us falling below the minimum fund balance threshold of 20%
sometime between 2022 and 2023, we would still have approximately $2.5 million in the operating
reserve, assuming the Board moves to increase the operating reserve fund balance to 25% of revenues.




2014
2015
2016
2017
2018
2019
2020
2021
2022
2023
2024

WHAT IF SCENARIO #1 - "Status Quo"

Revenues
9,779,779
9,752,909
9,871,390

10,038,974
10,218,249
10,386,303
10,548,227
10,682,317
10,845,634
11,017,125
11,189,189

Expenses
9,692,840
9,909,113
9,929,766

10,171,053
10,426,024
10,724,758
10,726,121
10,909,438
11,086,394
11,292,340
11,491,341

Fund Balance

4,441,142
4,284,938
4,226,562
4,094,484
3,886,709
3,548,255
3,370,361
3,143,239
2,902,479
2,627,264
2,325,113

Fund Balance as

% of Expenses
45.8%
43.2%
42.6%
40.3%
37.3%
33.1%
31.4%
28.8%
26.2%
23.3%
20.2%




2014
2015
2016
2017
2018
2019
2020
2021

What If Scenario #2 - Emerald Ash Borer*

Revenues
9,779,779
9,752,909
9,871,390

10,038,974

10,218,249

10,386,303

10,548,227

10,682,317

Expenses

9,692,840
10,309,113
10,329,766
10,171,053
10,426,024
10,724,758
10,726,121

10,909,438

e

Fund Balance

4,441,142
3,884,938
3,426,562
3,294,484
3,086,709
2,748,255
2,570,361
2,343,239

* $400,000 for tree removal expenses in 2015 and 2016

Fund Balance as %
of Expenses
45.8%
37.7%
33.2%
32.4%
29.6%
25.6%
24.0%

| Below 20%

Below 20%
Below 20%




2014
2015
2016
2017
2018
2019
2020
2021
2022

What If Scenario #3 - East Boot Road Bridge Rehab*

Revenues
9,779,779
9,752,909
9,871,390

10,038,974
10,218,249
10,386,303
10,548,227
10,682,317
10,845,634

Expenses
9,692,840
9,909,113

10,079,766

10,521,053

10,442,690

10,741,841

10,743,632

10,927,387

11,104,791

Fund Balance

4,441,142
4,284,938
4,076,562
3,594,484
3,370,042
3,014,505
2,819,100
2,574,030
2,314,874

Fund Balance as

% of Expenses
45.8%
43.2%
40.4%
34.2%
32.3%
28.1%
26.2%
23.6%
20.8%

Below 20%
Below 20%

* $500,000 transfer to Sinking Fund in 2017 for bridge repair, plus amortization of asset over
30 years thereafter. Assumes no grant funding received.



2014
2015
2016
2017
2018
2019
2020
2021
2022

What If Scenario #4 - Paoli Pike Bike Path*

Revenues
9,779,779
9,752,909
9,871,390

10,038,974
10,218,249
10,386,303
10,548,227
10,682,317

10,845,634

=

Expenses
9,692,840
9,909,113

10,004,766

10,383,553

10,638,524

10,724,758

10,726,121

10,909,438

11,086,394

Fund Balance

4,441,142
4,284,938
4,151,562
3,806,984
3,386,709
3,048,255
2,870,361
2,643,239
2,402,479

Fund Balance

as % of

Expenses
45.8%
43.2%
41.5%
36.7%
31.8%
28.4%
26.8%
24.2%
21.7%

Below 20%
Below 20%

* $20,000 for feasibility study in 2016, $240,000 in 2017 & 2018 for construction. No

amortization of asset. No grant funding received.




2014
2015
2016
2017
2018
2019
2020

What If Scenario #5 - Vac-Truck and Tub Grinder in 2015*

Revenues
9,779,779
9,752,909
9,871,390

10,038,974
10,218,249
10,386,303
10,548,227

Expenses
9,692,840
10,459,113
9,966,432
10,208,636
10,464,547
10,764,244
10,766,594
,950

Fund Balance

4,441,142
3,734,938
3,639,896
3,470,234
3,223,936
2,845,996
2,627,629

9,022

Fund Balance

as % of

Expenses
45.8%
35.7%
36.5%
34.0%
30.8%
26.4%
24.4%

1.5%

Below 20%
Below 20%

* $250,000 for Vac Truck and $300,000 for Tub Grinder, amortized over 15 years beginning in

2016




What If Scenario #6 - Combines Emerald Ash Borer, Bike Path, East Boot Road Bridge, Vac-Truck and
Tub Grinder with no offsetting grant revenue.

Fund Balance

as % of
Revenues Expenses Fund Balance Expenses
2014 9,779,779 9,692,840 4,441,142 45.8%
2015 9,752,909 10,809,113 3,384,938 31.3%

elow 20%
elow 20%
elow 20%
elow 20%
elow 20%
elow 20%
elow 20%




Memo

To: Board of Supervisors
From: Brian McCool
Re: Newsletter

Date: April 30,2014

This memo is to summarize responses received from residents who responded to the below
survey that was included in the Spring 2014 Newsletter.

“This is the 2" newsletter that has been sent out since the Board of Supervisors
reinstituted a mailed paper newsletter to all Township residents. The sale of advertising
pays for most, but not quite all of the costs of the newsletter.

Do you prefer:

1) A mailed paper newsletter with no ads, like we did until 2011, at a cost of
approximately $25,000 per year?

2) A mailed paper newsletter with ads, like this one, at a cost of approximately $10,000
per year?

3) An electronic-only newsletter with no ads, like we did from 2011 to 2013, at a cost of
approximately $1,800 per year?”

The results are as follows:
Option 1: 0 Responses
Option 2: 12 Responses
Option 3: 15 Responses

*3 Responses were categorized as “Other”. Two people recommended the newsletter
be sent electronically with ads. One person recommended the newsletter be sent
electronically and also to have a number of hard copies to be picked up.

Issue for the Board’s consideration: Should the Township continue to produce a mailed
newsletter with ads in 2015°?



Memo

To: Board of Supervisors
From: lJon Altshul
Re: Emergency notification platform

Date: May 12,2014

Following up on the social media discussion at the April 22™ meeting, | have received telephone quotes
from three vendors for an emergency notification platform, as detailed below. Each platform offers
essentially the same service, allowing the Township to send robocalls/voice messages to landlines in the
Township alerting residents and businesses to important developments. The platforms would not pick
up all numbers—e.g. phone companies will not provide unlisted numbers—but each platform would
likely allow us to contact a majority of households in the Township.

Each platform also allows us to send messages to specific subgroups—e.g. all Bow Tree residents or all
households with children attending the rec camp—in addition to the Township as a whole.

All interfaces appear to be equally user-friendly. In addition, all three platforms would allow residents to
provide their cell phone numbers and email addresses if they wish to receive notifications through these
different channels, in addition to their landline.

1) Blackboard Connect, Washington, DC—$13,333 ($1.65 per household) per year if contract executed
before June 30; $16,162 ($2.00 per household) per year if contract executed after June 30. This plan
allows for unlimited calls.

2) Cassidian Communications, Franklin, TN—$16,230 in year one; $14,730 in years 2 and 3 for unlimited
calls. Note that Cassidian only obtains land line numbers through Verizon, which means that it would
likely have a smaller footprint than the other two platforms.

3) Emergency Notification System CodeRed, Ormond Beach, FL—$10,710 per year for unlimited
emergency calls and 23,750 calling minutes for non emergency calls (or approximately 3 minutes per
household per year). “Emergencies” are broadly defined as situations that could cause dangers to life or
property, but, according to the sales rep, would include cancelled trash collection, as it is a potential
public health emergency. If we go over our non-emergency limit, we can purchase additional minutes at
about $.45/minute. In addition to requesting data from the phone companies, CodeRed also maintains
its own database of landline and cell phone numbers, meaning that CodeRed may be able to have the
largest footprints of the three.

Issue for discussion: Should we budget for this service in 20157



Memo

To: Board of Supervisors

From: Jon Altshul

Re: 2015 Budget Schedule

Date:

May 12, 2014

Below find a proposed 2015 budget schedule.

2015 Proposed Budget Schedule

May 19 Planning Session—Seek BOS guidance on 2015 budget
July 3 Distribute budget memo & worksheets to ABC chairs & department heads
July 15 Present Q2/June financial report with year-end projections
August (all month) | JA attends ABC meetings to discuss 2015 budgets
August 19 Present July financial report with year-end projections
September 5 Deadline for all budget submissions from department heads and ABC chairs
September 16 Present August financial report with year-end projections
Week of Finance Committee meeting to discuss 2015 budget
September 15-19
October 7 Present preliminary proposed 2015 budget for all funds
October 21 Present Q3/September financial report with year-end projections
November 4 Present final proposed 2014 all funds budget

Make budget available for public inspection
Advertise budget in Daily Local News (at least 20 days prior to adoption)

November 18

Present October financial report with year-end projections

December 2

2014 budget adoption
Approval of 2015 salaries

December 16

Spillover date for budget adoption
Present November financial report with year-end projections

Please advise if this schedule is agreeable to you.




Memo

To: Board of Supervisors
From: Jon Altshul & Mark Miller
Re: Consider purchase of mini camera

Date: May 15, 2014

BOS approval is sought for the purchase of a replacement mini camera for inspecting storm sewers,
sanitary sewers and other piping. The existing mini camera was purchased in 2000 and has outlived its
useful life by four years. In addition, the current mini camera can’t penetrate a cast iron trap. Pictures of
the current camera and the replacement camera are attached. $12,000 was budgeted in the 2014

sinking fund for this purchase.

We received the following price quotes for the replacement camera:

Vendor Price
Ridgid Cable Guy $11,485
Winnelson $11,550

We recommend that the Township purchase the Ridgid system. This system comes with the following
equipment:

e Self-leveling and color camera

e Ridgid CS-10 monitor

e Navi-Track Locator System (to allow us to accurate locate sewer lateral lines)

e Charging system for remote operations












Memo

To: Board of Supervisors
From: Jon Altshul & Mark Miller
Re: Consider purchase of pre-seeder

Date: May 15, 2014

BOS approval is sought for the purchase of a replacement pre-seeder for park and open space
maintenance. The existing pre-seeder was purchased in 1997 and has outlived its useful life by seven
years. Pictures of the current pre-seeder and the replacement pre-seeder are attached. $7,230 was
budgeted in the 2014 sinking fund for this purchase. Note that because the existing pre-seeder is not
included in the fixed asset worksheet, we are treating this purchase as a new asset for budget purposes.

We received the following price quotes for the pre-seeder:

Vendor, Make Price
Best Line, Bobcat $6,336.16
Quick Attach $7,443.10

We recommend that the Township purchase the Bobcat pre-seeder from Best Line for $6,336.16.
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