East Goshen Township
Pipeline Task Force
Meeting Agenda
Tuesday, November 27, 2018
5:00 PM

Comment — Since the members of the Task Force deferred electing a Chair and Vice Chair at
their meeting on November 12, 2018, Supervisor Liaison David Shuey will facilitate the meeting
in the interim.

1. Call to Order

N

. Pledge of Allegiance
3. Moment of Silence

4. Ask if anyone is recording the meeting

(621

. Approval of Minutes
a. November 12, 2018

6. Chairman’s Report - NA

\l

. Staff Reports - NA

8. Old Business -
a. Prioritize May 16, 2018 Actions Summary

9. New Business

a. Consider recommendation for an additional valve

b. Consider recommendation regarding the IMP.

c. Consider recommendation on confidential information.
10. Public Comment

11. Adjourn Meeting
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EAST GOSHEN TOWNSHIP
PIPELINE TASK FORCE MEETING
1580 PAOLI PIKE
MONDAY, NOVEMBER 12, 2018
DRAFT MINUTES

Present: Members judi DiFonzo, Russ Frank, Karen Miller, Bill Wegemann; David
Shuey (Liaison, Township Supervisor) Marty Shane (Chairman, Board of
Supervisors), Township Manager Rick Smith; Mike Lynch (Township Supervisor)

Call to Order & Pledge of Allegiance
David called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m. and led the pledge of allegiance.

Moment of Silence

David called for a moment of silence to honor our troops and first responders.

Recording

David asked if anyone was recording the meeting. Leo Sinclair recorded the meeting.

Approval of Minutes
There were no minutes to approve since this is the first Pipeline Task Force

meeting.

Chairman'’s Report

Marty welcomed all task force members and thanked them for volunteering. Marty
explained that the task force is the first one of its kind in the Township. He
continued that David is the Haison to the Board of Supervisors and his role is to keep
the task force moving forward, answer questions and propose items to the board.
Marty credited David and Mike for getting the task force started.

New Business
1. Intreductions

All present attendees introduced themselves.

2. Elect Chairperson and Vice Chairperson
David described that the main duty of the Chairperson is running the meetings.
Mike explained that the Chairperson also has a coordinator role and will need to
present to Board of Supervisors at the annual ABC meeting, Marty explained that
the Chairperson will also have to interface with the press if the need arises.

David asked for nominations from the present members for Chair and Vice Chair.
Russ stated that nominating a chairperson at this time is premature since they
are unfamiliar with each other’s area of expertise. Bill suggested that the task
force work together for a meeting or two before appointing a Chair. The
appointment of Chair and Vice Chair has been postponed.
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3. Select Regular Meeting Date
After much discussion, it was determined that a 3t or 4t Thursday of the month
was best for everyone. As a second choice, the 2 or 4t Tuesday would suffice. A
regular monthly meeting date was not established for 2019. The next 2 meetings
are: Tuesday, November 27, 2018 at 5:00 pm and Thursday, December 20, 2018
at 5:00 pm.

Karen questioned that there were only 5 members on the task force. She thought
the requirement was 7. Rick indicated that the Resolution explains that the task
force can start with less than 7. Mike stated as the task force moves forward,
more people may become interested.

4. Review Resolution 2018-78

4.

David asked if anyone had questions regarding Resolution 2018-78, Section 2
- Duties and Responsibilities. Bill questioned what does the task force need to
accomplish with Item 4, “Cultivate relationships and network with other
municipal governments and citizen interest/advocacy groups. “ David
explained that he has been contacted by other townships asking what East
Goshen is doing. It is important to share ideas and know what is happening in
other townships.

The group discussed whether specific areas of responsibility should be
designated to individuals: e.g. Bill - Legislative, Caroline - PUC Regulations. It
was discussed to have responsibilities fall as the group grows. Marty
explained how and why the task force will need to develop a relationship
with the PUC and the legislators if a change is needed.

5. Review and prioritize May 16, 2018 Outstanding Actions Summary

a.

b.

There are 11 action items remaining on this list. Tasks can be added to this
list as needed.

Rick reported that the 2 valve locations are: 1) behind Duffers 2] Route 30
behind the Laborer Training Center. These are about 9 miles apart.

David reported on the PUC regulations (Chapter 5) under which anyone can
submit proposed regulations for the PUC’s consideration. He suggested that
“Quality of Life” issues, such as vibration ordinance, noise, hours of
operation, emergency services, air quality monitoring (should new staff be
needed for inspections), how a resident reports a leak, etc., should be
considered.

Communicating with residents was discussed. Areas to include:
e How to prepare for emergency
e What to expect from emergency services
¢ What to expect from the fire department
e Postevent
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Bill Turner from emergency services and Paul Metro, PUC are good
reference contacts.

d. David prioritized the 4 main areas the task force should focus on. All were in
agreement:
1) Resident Preparedness and Communication
2) Pipeline Monitoring (Exploration and Inspection)
3) Legislation
4) PUC Regulatory Issues (Chapter 5)

e. David suggested that the members examine the Pipeline Tab on the East
Goshen Township website. The task force could then make suggestions to
the Township on what items should be posted.

f  There was discussion about how the pipeline affects property values in the
area. [t was agreed that this should be an area of investigation; one that the
group should be able to answer questions on. However, it is notatop

priority.

6. Status of current Pipeline Legislation
Bill reported about his meeting with Senator Killion and Shannon Royer. The big
challenge now is that the Senate is not in session. Once the Senate regroups,
everything will need to be reintroduced. He was advised to review what Senator
Rafferty had planned and report the 4 or 5 key legislations. Bill also stated that
he has had strong support from Representative Carolyn Comitta and Senator
Andy Dinniman.

7. Status of Pipeline Activities in East Goshen
Rick reported:

e Open cut was done in front of Wellington.

e Sunoco has removed some pipe from the he Bow Tree HDD site.

e Environmental assessment should be published for Adelphia January 3 or
4 and will be open for public comments.

¢ Not aware of any other pipeline drilling activities in Chester County.

e Both ends of the 12 inch line are tied in and Sunoco will start shipping
soon.

Public Comment

None

The next meeting is Tuesday, November 27, 2018 at 5:00 pm.

Adjournment
There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned at 8:40 pm.

Respectfully submitted,
Susan D’Amore
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November 19, 2018

May 16, 2019 Pipeline Action Summary

Listed below are the actions that were suggested at the meeting on May 16, 2018. My
comments are as noted. Please rank the various actions. | would suggest using high, medium

and low rather than numbers.

1.

Improve public communication regarding pipeline issues and activity

Status — We currently utilize the website (includes constant contact with 2,265
subscribers) and newsletter (+-8,000) to communicate with the residents.

Current Costs — Website - $ - (minimal cost since updates are done by township
staff)

Newsletter - $$ - (Postage $1,900) {Preparation and delivery ($550} )
Comments — Anecdotal information is that residents read the newsletter and view the
website. Most of our initial communications about Sunoco was done via the website.
However, residents have complained that they did not know about the Sunoco Project.

We sent a 1,000-foot letter for the Adelphia Easement and this did result in residents
attending the meeting.

Implementation — Utilize direct mail to communicate with the residents.

Estimated Costs — Stuffing a letter in an envelope, labeling the envelope, and using first-
class mail is expensive. This could be reduced if we utilized a mailer (like we use for
sewer/refuse) and used the mail permit.

Chance of Success -

Priority -

Facilitate or join a “community advocacy network”

Status — We are currently members of PSATS, CCATO, and the Chester County Managers
Consortium and we utilize Constant Contact to provide updates to residents.

Current Costs — Dues - S - (minimal cost)



Comments — We could post links to “community advocacy network” on our website or
join a network. However, a concern is that as a government agency, we may have to post
links or join other networks which are in support of the Sunoco project.

Implementation = S {minimal)
Estimated Costs — $ {minimal)
Chance of Success -

Priority -

Explore the valve location issue for safety considerations

Status — Sunoco has eliminated valve at Boot Rd and 202.

Current Costs — none

Comments — Need to determine if a valve is required for safety.

Implementation ~ Petition PUC to adopt a regulation requiring valve or file a complaint
with PUC

Estimated Costs — $55S$ (moderate)
Chance of Success -
Priority -

Confirm that the local police are trained in appropriate response when called by residents
or pipeline contractors

Status — The officers have been made aware about what to do when they receive calls
about people trespassing in a pipeline work area. In the event of a pipeline emergency
the police will secure the area until the fire department arrives on lacation.

Current Costs — none

Comments — No further action required.

implementation — completed



Estimated Costs — none

Chance of Success -

Priority -

5. Support state and federal legislation regarding safety, siting, density, public awareness,
etc.

Status — The Township has written letters to state elected officials.

Current Costs — none

Comments — Perhaps we should consider encouraging residents to write letters
supporting these initiatives.

Implementation —
Estimated Costs —
Chance of Success -

Priority —

6. Advocate that the state revoke 102 and 105 permits

Status — No activity

Current Costs — none

Comments — PA DEP needs to have some basis to revoke these permits.

Implementation ~
Estimated costs —
Chance of Success -
Priority -

7. Conduct air quality monitoring at valve locations



Status — Sunoco has not proposed a valve in East Goshen. Buckeye (12" oil) and
Transcontinental (30” gas & 20” gas) both have valves in East Goshen.

Current Costs — none

Comments — Sunoco is not planning to put a valve in East Goshen. If we succeeded in
having them install a valve and it was in East Goshen, we should have Sunoco do the
monitoring. If we get the valve but not the monitoring, we would need an easement and
power for the meter. The Buckeye and Transcontinental valves are located on private
property so we would need to obtain an easement and bring in power to install
monitoring equipment.

Implementation —

Estimated Costs — $55 (costly)
Chance of Success -

Priority -

Examine the impact of pipeline construction on property values

Status — There is a perception that the Sunoco project has/will reduce property values.

Current Costs — none

Comments — We did a study in-house, but the sample size is small so it hard to come to
definite conclusions.

Implementation — Hire a consultant.
Estimated Costs — 55 (moderate)
Chance of Success -

Priority —

File an EGT complaint with the PUC similar to West Whiteland but focus on EGT

Status — The Solicitor is currently looking into if Sunoco in in compliance with Public
Awareness requirements. Other possible issues would be: additional valves, safety
(specifically with respect to Wellington), challenge Sunoco’s position that the “Risk
Assessment” is confidential, and the ability for municipal officials to see the integrity
management plan.



Current Costs — $S (moderate at present) $55$ (expensive if Board follows through with
a complaint)

Comments — Sunoco posted their Public Awareness Pipeline documents on PUC website
as a result of Senator Dinniman’s complaint.

Implementation — Need to review issues and determine which should be pursued.
Estimated costs — $S {moderate) $555 (expensive if Board follows thru with a complaint)
Chance of Success -

Priority -

10. Hire new or train existing staff to conduct pipeline inspections

Status — Township Engineer currently inspects works areas for compliance with E&S Plan.
We have not issued them any other permits.

Current Costs — none — We can recharge Sunoco for inspection costs.

Comments — Need some authority to conduct inspections.

Implementation ~
Estimated costs —
Chance of Success -

Priority -

Completed Action ltems

11. Form an EGT Pipeline ABC

Status — We currently have eight standing ABCs ranging from the Municipal Authority to
the Historical Commission.

Current Costs — $$ - Conservancy Board $6,205, Historical Commission $3,425

Comments — The roles and responsibilities of each of our ABCs is either set forth in the
state law or a resolution adopted by the Board of Supervisors.



12.

Implementation — Need to determine the role and responsibility for a Pipeline
Commission.

Estimated Costs — $$ (moderate)
Chance of Success -

Priority — Completed Pipeline Task Force Created on 7/17/18

Heln fund the citizen’s risk assessment

Status — Del-Chesco United for Pipeline Safety made a presentation at the April 17, 2018,
board meeting and asked for a contribution of $5,000. They are currently in negotiations
with the consuitant.

Current Costs — 55,000

Comments — The Board requested to see copies of the proposals and a sample risk
assessment.

Implementation — Board will consider request once requested info is provided.
Estimated Costs — S (moderate)
Chance of Success -

Priority — Completed — Board contributed $5,000 on 7/3/18
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Memo

East Goshen Township
Date: November 18, 2018

To: Pipeline Task Force

From: Rick Smith, Township Manager
Re: Additional Valves

According to the application filed by Adelphia, East Goshen is in a Class 3 High Consequence
Area for their pipeline project. See attached page from their application to FERC and East
Goshen Pipeline Map.

| am not sure how Sunoco classified East Goshen, but I do not see how it could be anything less
than a Class 3 HCA.

Natural Gas pipelines are regulated by Title 49 Section 192 of the Federal Code. Section 192.179
has a spacing limit of 8 miles for valve in a Class 3 HCAs. See attached.

Hazardous Liquid pipelines are regulated by Title 49 Section 195 of the Federal Code. Section
195.260 says that valve shall be located at locations that will minimize damage. See attached.

When Sunoco initially proposed to construct Mariner 2 and 2X they planned to put valves at the
Janiec Property in West Goshen Township at the intersection of Route 202 and Boot Road and
the next set of valves would be placed at the Duffers Tavern which is located on Route 926 at
the Chester County/Delaware County line. Sunoco then decided to not locate the valves in West
Goshen. It is our understanding that Route 202 and Boot Road valves have been relocated to
West Whiteland Township just north of Route 30 Bypass. Based on my calculations it seems like
these valves are just less than 8 miles apart.

it could seem that we could make a case for a valve between these two locations in order to
minimize damage, since we should be able to demonstrate that NGLs are more dangerous then
natural gas.
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Memo

East Goshen Township
Date: November 19, 2018

To: Pipeline Task Force

From: Rick Smith, Township Manager
Re: Integrity Management Program

Hazardous Liguid pipelines are regulated by Title 49 Section 195 of the Federal Code. Section
195.452 requires the pipeline operator develop an Integrity Management Program (IMP).

The requirements for the IMP are set forth in Title 49 Section 192 of the Federal Code.

Section 192.911(n)(2) requires the IMP to contain procedures for providing a copy of the IMP or
risk assessment to a State or local pipeline safety agency where the Office of Pipeline Safety has
an interstate agent agreement.

Pennsylvania has such an agreement with the US Department of Transportation.

In addition the Public Utility Confidential Security Information Disclosure Protection Act
specifically references political subdivision, so the legislature clearly anticipated that Townships

would be able to access this information.

It could seem that we could make a case to obtain a copy of both the IMP and Risk Assessment.
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Memo

East Goshen Township
Date: November 19, 2018

To: Pipeline Task Force

From: Rick Smith, Township Manager
Re: Confidential Security Information

Chapter 102 of the PUC regulations sets forth the procedure for challenging a public utility’s
decision to designate that a specific document or report is “confidential security information”.

The Public Utility Confidential Security Information Disclosure Protection Act {Act) specifically
references political subdivision, so the legislature clearly anticipated that Townships would be
able to access this information.

it could seem that we could make a case for the Township to obtain a copy of both the IMP and
Risk Assessment.

In addition, we could also argue that the general public has a right to know about the risks
associated with pipelines and that the risk assessment was not specifically prepared for the
purpose of preventing and for protection against sabotage or criminal or terrorist acts, See
definition of “confidential security information” in the Act.
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Act 156—The Public Utility Confidential Security Information Disclosure Protection Act (35
P.S.§§ 2141.1--2141.6).

Commission—The Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission.

Challenger—A member of the public that challenges a public utility record as constituting
confidential security information.

Confidential security information—The term as defined in section 2 of Act 156 (35 P. S.
§ 2141.2).

Facilities—The term as defined in section 2 of Act 156.

Mass destruction—The term as defined in section 2 of Act 156.

Member of the public—The term includes a legal resident of the United States, a public utility
certified by the Commission, the Office of Consumer Advocate, the Office of Small Business
Advocate or authorized Commission employees.

Public utili—The term as defined in section 2 of Act 156.

Requester—A member of the public that requests to examine a public utility’s confidential
security information but who is not challenging the designation.

Right-to-Know Law—65P. S. § § 67.101—67.3104.

Secretary—The Secretary of the Commission.

Terrorist act—The term as defined in section 2 of Act 156.
Cross References

This section cited in 52 Pa. Code § 121.4 (relating to filing and Commission review
procedures).

§ 102.3. Filing procedures.

(a) Maintenance of records onsite. Unless required by order or other directive from the
Commission or its staff that records containing confidential security information shall be filed
with the Commission, public utilities shall do the following:

(1) Maintain any record containing confidential security information onsite.

(2) Certify that the record is present and up-to-date consistent with Chapter 101 (relating to
public utility preparedness through self certification).



(3) Make the record containing confidential security information available for review upon
request by authorized Commission employees.

(b) Filing requirements. When a public utility is required to submit a record that contains
confidential security information to the Commission, the public utility shall do the following:

(1) Clearly state in its transmittal letter to the Commission that the record contains confidential
security information and explain why the information should be treated as confidential. The
transmittal letter will be treated as a public record and may not contain any confidential security
information.

(2) Separate the information being filed into at least two categories:
(i) Records that are public in nature and subject to the Right-to-Know Law.

(ii) Records that are to be treated as containing confidential security information and not
subject to the Right-to-Know Law.

(3) Stamp or label each page of the record containing confidential security information with
the words **Confidential Security Information’” and place all pages labeled as containing
confidential security information in a separate envelope marked **Confidential Security
Information.”’

(4) Redact the portion of the record that contains confidential security information for
purposes of including the redacted version of the record in the public file.

(c) Public utility's responsibility. The public utility has the responsibility to identify records as
containing confidential security information. When the public utility fails to designate a record as
containing confidential security information, it does not obtain the protections offered in this
chapter and in Act 156. Any record that is not identified, stamped and separated as set forth in
subsection (b), may be made available to the public under the Right-to-Know Law.

(d) Commission’s responsibility with marked records. When a public utility files a record
containing confidential security information, the unopened envelope will be given to the
Commission employee authorized to review the filing. The authorized person will make a
preliminary determination whether the information has been properly designated in accordance
with the definition of confidential security information under Act 156. If the marked information
is deemed to have been improperly designated, the authorized person will give the submitter an
opportunity to resubmit the record without the improper designation. If the submitter disagrees
with this preliminary determination and advises the authorized person, the authorized person
may submit the dispute to the Law Bureau for determination as a challenge in accordance with
§ 102.4 (relating to challenge procedures to confidentiality designation).

(e) Status of previously-filed unmarked records. Records containing what would otherwise be
deemed confidential security information already on file at the Commission prior to May 29,
2007, the effective date of Act 156, are not covered by the protections offered in this chapter and



in Act 156. To obtain the protections, the public utility shall resubmit and replace the existing
records by following the filing procedures provided for in this section. When a public utility’s
filing is intended to replace pre-Act 156 filed records, the Commission will waive any otherwise
applicable filing fee. Within 30 days of refiling the records containing confidential secuxity
information, the Commission will destroy the original pre-act 156 filed records, with a
certification of destruction provided to the public utility, or will return the records to the public
utility by a secure method.

() Commission’s responsibility with unmarked records. When a request is made by a member
of the public for an existing record that is not marked ‘‘Confidential Security Information’” and
Commission staff has reason to believe that it contains confidential security information, staff
will refer the requested record to the Law Bureau for review. If the Law Bureau determines the
record may contain confidential security information, the Law Bureau will provide the affected
public utility with written notice of its determination and give it an opportunity to resubmit and
replace the record with a copy that is marked ‘‘Confidential Security Information®” pursuant to
subsection (e). Failure by the public utility to respond to the written notice within 15 days from
the date of the notice shall be deemed a negative response as to whether the record contains
confidential security information.

(g) Electronic submissions. The Commission does not authorize the use of e-mail or any other
electronic mail system to transmit records containing confidential security information.

Cross References

This section cited in 52 Pa. Code § 121.4 (relating to filing and Commission review
procedures).

§ 102.4. Challenge procedures to confidentiality designation.

(a) General rule for challenges or requests to review. When a member of the public challenges
the public utility’s designation of confidential security information or requests in writing to
examine confidential security information, the Commission will issue a Secretarial Letter within
5 days to the public utility notifying the public utility of the challenge to its designation or the
request to examine records containing confidential security information.

(1) The matter will be referred to the Law Bureau for recommended disposition by the
Commission.

(2) The Commission will have up to 60 days from the date the challenge or written request to
review is filed with the Secretary’s Bureau to render a final decision. During the 60-day review
period, the following process shall be used:

(i) For identification purposes, the challenger or requester, if not a statutory advocate or
Commission employee, shall provide his full name, address, telephone number and a valid photo
identification if an individual and its certification number, address and telephone number if it is a
Pennsylvania utility.



(i) For challenges, the challenger shall provide at the time it files the challenge a detailed
statement explaining why the confidential security information designation should be denied.

(iii) For requests to review, the requester, if not a statutory advocate or Commission
employee, shall provide at the time it files the request a detailed statement explaining the
particular need for and intended use of the information and a statement as to the requester’s
willingness to adhere to limitations on the use and disclosure of the information requested.

(iv) The public utility shall have 15 days from the date the challenge or request to review is
filed with the Secretary’s Bureau to respond to the challenger’s or requester’s detailed statement
in support of its position.

(v) The Law Bureau will have 15 days from the date the public utility’s response is filed
with the Secretary’s Bureau to issue its recommended disposition to the Commission.

(b) Relevant factors to be considered for requests to review. The Commission will apply a
balancing test that weighs the sensitivity of the designated confidential security information and
the potential harm resulting from its disclosure against the requester’s need for the information.
Applying this balancing test, a written request to review a record containing confidential security
information will be granted only upon a determination by the Commission that the potential
harm to the public utility or to the public of disclosing information relating to the public utility’s
security is less than the requester’s need for the information. If the Commission determines that
there are reasonable grounds to believe disclosure may result in a safety risk, including the risk
of harm to any person, or mass destruction, the Commission will deny the request. In
determining whether to grant a written request to review a record containing confidential security
information, the Commission or the Law Bureau will consider, along with other relevant factors,
the following:

(1) The requester’s willingness to sign a nondisclosure agreement prepared by the Law
Bureau. The agreement shall be executed prior to any release of confidential security
information.

(2) The requester’s willingness to consent to a criminal background check.

(3) The conditions, if any, to place on release of the information and the requester’s
willingness to consent in writing to comply with these conditions.

(c) Written notification of disposition. The Commission will provide, within the 60-day period,
written notification of its decision on confidentiality to the public utility and the member of the
public that requested to examine the records containing confidential security information ot
challenged the designation made by the public utility. Failure by the Commission to act within
the 60-day period will be deemed a denial of the challenge or the request to review. In the
written notification, the Commission will affirmatively state whether the disclosure would
compromise the public utility’s security against sabotage or criminal or terrorist act. When the
Commission determines that a request for review will be granted, this grant may not invalidate or



otherwise affect the record’s designation as containing confidential security information for any
other purpose, request, or challenge.

(d) dppeal of Commission decision. The Commission’s decision on confidentiality under this
chapter will be issued by order adopted at a public meeting. The public utility and member of the
public shall have up to 30 days following entry of this order to file an appeal in Commonwealth
Court,

(e) Treatment of records during pendency of review, During the challenge, request to review, or
an appeal of the Commission’s final determination, the Commission will continue to honor the
confidential security information designation by the public utility.

() Access for statutory advocates. Authorized individuals, as provided for in Act 156,
employed by the statutory advocates shall be provided with access to confidential security
information on file with the Commission when they provide the Commission with a justification
for the need of the information and execute access agreements with the Commission that
summarize responsibilities and personal liabilities when confidential security information is
knowingly or recklessly released, published or otherwise disclosed. The Commission will
provide written notice to the affected public utility prior to disclosure of the confidential security
information to the requesting statutory advocate.

(g) Access for Commission staff. Unopened envelopes marked ‘‘Confidential Security
Information®’ filed with the Commission will be given only to Commission employees
authorized to review the information as provided for in Act 156. Authorized Commission
employees will execute access agreements that summarize responsibilities and personal liabilities
when confidential security information is knowingly or recklessly released, published or
otherwise disclosed. Commission employees may decline designation as authorized individuals.
Commission employees that agree to the designation will have their names added to the
Authorized Access List maintained by the Commission’s Secretary’s Bureau. The Commission
will withdraw designations when the employee no longer requires access to confidential security
information because of a change in duties or position or when the employee fails to attend
required training.

(h) Discovery requests in adversarial proceedings. The challenge and request to review
procedures described in this chapter do not apply to exchanges of documents among parties in
adversarial proceedings pending before the Commission. In adversarial proceedings, a party
wishing to limit availability of records containing confidential security information must move
for an appropriate protective order before the presiding officer in accordance with accepted rules
and procedures for issuing protective orders.

Cross References

This section cited in 52 Pa. Code § 102.3 (relating to filing procedures); and 52 Pa. Code
§ 121.4 (relating to filing and Commission review procedures).
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(3} o©Only authorized individuals, as designated by the
agency, may have access to records or copies thereof containing
confidential security information.

(4) Authorized individuals, as designated by the agency,
shall undergo training and sign an access agreement which
summarizes responsibilities and personal liabilities if
confidential security information is knowingly or recklessly
released, published or otherwise disclosed.

{5) A document tracking system is established to allow for
records or copies thereof containing confidential security
information to be traceable at all times to a single person.
{e} Redaction of confidential security infermation.--If an

agency determines that a record or porticns thereof contain
confidential security information and informaticon that is public,
the agency shall redact the portions of the record containing
confidential security information before disclosure.

Compiler's Note: The act of June 21, 1957 (P.L.390, WNo.212),
referred to as the Right~to-Know Law, referred to in subsec.
{b), was repealed by the act of Feb., 14, 2008 (P.L.6, No.3),
known as the Right-to-~Know Law.
Section 4. Applicability to other law.

Public utility records or portions thereof which contain
confidential security information, in accordance with the provisions
of this act, shall not be subject to the provisions of the act of
June 21, 1957 (P.L.390, No.212), referred to as the Right-to—-Know
Law.

Compiler's Note: The June 21, 1957 (P.L.390, No.212), referred
to as the Right-te-Know Law, referred to in this section,
was repealed by the act of Feb. 14, 2008 (P.L.6, No.3),
known as the Right-to-Know Law.

Section 5. Prohibition.

(a) General rule.--An agency shall not release, publish or
otherwise disclose a public utility record or portion thereof which
contains confidential security information, in accordance with the
provisions of this act.

(b) Exception.~-Notwithstanding subsectieon (a), an agency may,
after notification and consultation with the public utility,
disclose a pubklic utility record or portion thereof which contains
confidential security information, in accordance with the provisioens
of this act, that is necessary for construction, renovation or
remodeling work on any public building or project. Release or
disclosure of such records or portions thereof for these purposes
does not constitute prohibited disclosure under subsection {a} and
does not result in such records or portions thereof becoming public
records subject to the provisions of the act of June 21, 1957
(P.L.390, No.212), referred to as the Right-to-Know Law.

Compiler’'s Note: The act of June 21, 1957 (P.L.390, No.212),
referred to as the Right-to-Know Law, referred to in subsec.
(b), was repealed by the act of Feb. 14, 2008 (P.L.6, No.3),
known as the Right-to-Know Law.
Section 6. Penalties.

A public official or public employee who acquires a public
utility record or portions thereof which contain confidential
security information or any reproduction of a public utility record
or portion thereof which contains confidential security information
and who knowingly or recklessly releases, publishes or otherwise
discloses a public utility record or portion thereof which contains
confidential security information or any reproducticn of a public
utility record or portion thereof which contains confidential



security information commits a misdemeanor of the second degree
subject to prosecution by the Attorney General and shall, upon
conviction, be sentenced te pay a fine of not more than 55,000 plus
costs of prosecution or to a term of imprisonment not to exceed
one year, or both, and shall be remcved from cffice or agency
employment.
Section 7. Effective date.

This act shall take effect in 180 days.












Property Values

5)

2014 2015 2016 2017 2018

Township $342,661 $342,107 $357,433 $376,239 5$340,725
# of Sales 299 267 305 364 70

Average of Selected Groups $440,278 $457,072 $451,690 $489,167 $173,375
4.125 3.75 3.375 5.375 0.375

vardley Drive & Yardley Court $503,240 $488,750 $463,931 $479,325 $407,000
# of Sales 5 2 7 16 1

Grand Oak $454,714 $381,875 $423,000 $430,500 $425,000
# of Sales 7 4 5 8 1

Mill Creek S0 $538,750 $622,000 $641,000 S0
# of Sales 0 2 1 1 0

Meadowbrook $650,000 $246,250 $540,000 $890,000 S0
# of Sales 1 2 1 1 0

Marydell & Pin Oaks $469,714 $450,971 5$445,875 $492,233 S0
# of Sales 7 7 4 6 0

Williams Way & Margo Lane $334,000 $392,500 S0 $420,000 SO
# of Sales 4 2 0 1 0

White Chimney $566,500 $623,333 5$595,000 S0 S0
# of Sales 2 3 2 0 0

Bow Tree $544,057 $534,150 $523,714 $560,280 $555,000
# of Sales 7 8 7 10 1
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% Diff
2014 & 2017

9.80%

11.10%

-4.75%

-5.33%

18.98% 2015 & 2017

36.92%

4.79%

25.75%

5.03% 2014 & 2016

2.98%
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