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HOME RULE CHARTER PUBLIC INPUT SESSION 

ST. MICHAEL’S CHURCH 

DECEMBER 13, 2018 

Third session, 1:00 PM start 

 

LEGEND: PJM is Paul Miller, CS is Casey Shilling, PH is Paul Hamill, HJ is Hal Johnson, MJ is 

Martha Johnson, SW is Steve Williams, and ST is Steve Thompson.  “Speaker” refers to audience 

members with questions or comments. The 1:00 PM session had two community speakers attend, 

and the 7:00 PM session had three attend, including Mayor Evan Hereford. 

 

PJM: OK, we’re going to start the afternoon session here at St. Michael’s Church.  We certainly 

appreciate the use of the room and we’ll be here again tonight at seven.  We have one person here (a 

second showed up later).  Basically how I’ve explained this is, this is a recording device that I have. 

It works really really well, but it’s not necessarily going to pick you up from back there.  So when 

you want to talk we’ll bring it back to you. (speaker moves to front table) Or you can and go from 

there.  It is going to become part of the public record; it will stay part of the public record for five 

years.  What we’ve told people is, if you want to tell us who you are when you make comments, 

that’s fine, but that’s going to go on record.  If you don’t, that’s fine too.  What you say will be on 

the record, and it will be part of a typescript and part of an audio record that we have going from 

there. 

 

This is a public input session for the Home Rule Charter Study Commission.  We’re looking to get 

as much input from people in the community as we can get. Certainly if you have questions we’ll be 

happy to answer them.  If you want to know the structure of what’s going on…the intention is this, 

and you mentioned (prior to the start of the session) that you’ve been to a few of the other 

meetings, you may have heard this already, but by the law we have a total of 18 months from the 

time we started until the time we finish to develop a charter if we’re going to do that. We started in 

the middle of June, so that takes us to the middle of December of 2019.  Half-way through that 

process, though, there’s a go/no go point where we’re going to decide in March, early in March ‘yes, 

we think we can develop a charter that we can put in front of the voters’ or ‘no, you know what, we 

can’t do any better than what we have right now, we’re done.’  At that point, if we decided not to 

proceed, we’d be done in March.  I expect we’ll probably try to put something together to put in 

front of the voters.  So that’s the time frame. 

 

When we’re done today we will take a break for the holidays.  We will go back in January at the 

Senior Center and begin the discussion of what all we’re going to do.  So, by all means, if you have 

questions… 

 

Speaker: My name is Jack Kalthaler and I came here today to get more informed about exactly what 

is taking place with the Charter.  And I have some concerns with it as far as taxing.  I think our 

borough is shrinking, and we have less and less people paying taxes, less and less property paying 
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taxes, and I’m hoping this isn’t just some way to get around being able to raise taxes legally, OK?  

My impression, and I’m not sure I’m correct on this, is that the borough’s hands are tied as far as 

taxes and as far as they can go right now.  And if we can benefit from this Home Rule Charter then 

that’s fine, that’s great, that’s fantastic.  But I hope it isn’t just some way of getting around so they 

can raise taxes.  I feel that the more proper way to go about it is to get with Hempfield Township, 

West Salem Township and to try to work with them to decrease costs by having some of these 

services that we have shared among the different townships.  I guess that’s basically what I’m 

looking at right now. 

 

PJM:  OK, well in one sense you’re right.  Right now the borough is limited by the state’s borough 

code to a maximum of one percent tax on earned income, EIT is what it’s called, earned income tax.  

A Home Rule Charter, if it passed, could allow that percentage to rise.  And what we would do is we 

would set a cap.  We would say ‘it can rise up to two percent’ or whatever it was.  And then what 

would happen then is that it would be up to the borough council to raise the taxes.  The Charter 

itself would not raise the taxes; the Charter would permit the borough council to do that.  One of 

the things that we’ve talked about is that if we did that we might also mandate that for, let’s say, 

every one-quarter of one percent that the earned income tax rises, we would require the millage rate 

on housing tax, the real estate tax, to go down by a certain amount, four mills, say, five mills for 

every one quarter rise in the income tax.   

 

My frequently quoted number is that we were told, in 2017, 510 people in Greenville paid zero 

earned income tax, and another 460 or 470 earned between $1 and $4,000 that they were paying 

earned income tax on.  In Pennsylvania retirement income isn’t taxed.  Social Security isn’t taxed, 

pensions aren’t taxed.  So my assumption is that those 510 people are all retired and they are living 

on some combination of Social Security and a pension system. And probably many of the 400-and 

some are in the same boat.  They may very well be homeowners.  They may very well be paying the 

real estate tax, so that would mean that if we did what I just outlined, they would get a break because 

they aren’t paying any earned income tax anyway and their real estate tax would go down.  So they 

would be getting a little bit of a break.  We are hearing quite a bit of opposition as you just 

mentioned to anything that would allow the earned income tax to rise, so that’s certainly a problem. 

 

What you said about consolidating services, regionalization, that would be terrific. If we had a 

regional fire department and a regional police department and the people in Hempfield were paying 

toward that and the people in West Salem, although West Salem is already paying for police, they 

aren’t paying for fire, if we had them paying into that system, a regionalized system, it would help 

Greenville considerably.   And that’s a hang-up, because we’ve heard plenty from Hempfield they 

have no intention of bailing out Greenville.  They don’t want to bail out Greenville, that’s too bad 

for Greenville, whatever.  Home Rule cannot force that.  We can’t make them do that.  That has to 

be something that the tax payers, the voters in Hempfield Township, the voters in West Salem 

Township would agree to.  They would have to require their representative boards to agree to that 

and that could happen then.   
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One of the things we’re learning is there’s a lot that Home Rule can’t do, that that’s one of them. We 

can’t force that regionalization.  We can’t change the borough boundary lines.  They are what they 

are; it’s 1.89 square miles and it’s going to stay that way.  We can’t do anything about the tax exempt 

properties; 41% of the property in Greenville is tax exempt.  A large chunk of that is Thiel College, 

but the schools, the hospital, the churches, they’re all a part of that.  So all the real estate tax is being 

paid by 59% of the properties.  And again we can’t do anything to change that.  

 

Speaker:  Let me ask you this one question: whenever the school moved out to Hempfield 

Township, did the borough lose that income from the teachers when it moved out there? 

 

PJM: It might have lost a little bit.  Speaker: That earned income?  PJM: Right.  Now there are two 

categories of earned income.  There’s resident and non-resident. If you’re a non-resident of 

Greenville, if you live in Hempfield Township but you teach at Greenville High School, if you teach 

at Thiel College or you’re a doctor or a nurse and you work at the Hospital, your income is taxed by 

Greenville and it’s a stable percent.  It can’t rise; no matter what we do with Home Rule it can’t rise 

beyond that.  My understanding is that even if you lived in Greenville and used to teach at East Side 

School but now have been moved out to the Hempfield school, I think your earned income now 

goes to Hempfield because you now work in Hempfield. (general negative reaction from 

Commission members)  I’m not sure. 

 

CS: It’s where you live.  If you live in Greenville and work in Hempfield it goes to Greenville.  MJ: 

Hempfield has to return it to Greenville.  CS: The only tax money we would be losing is if we had a 

teacher living in Ohio, say, and again if a teacher is living in Ohio and they move the school to 

Hempfield, which they did, Ohio we don’t have the deal.  We still collect earned income tax, but we 

don’t have to send it back to Ohio, so we make all of their earned income tax.  That’s the only taxes 

that we actually would have lost.  Any teacher living in Pennsylvania, though, we didn’t lose anything 

unless they got up and moved. 

 

SW: The question of the tax is a good one.  What if you live in Hempfield Township, you taught at 

East and now you teach at Hempfield Township, then we lose that, right?  HJ: That teacher always 

had been, their taxes were already going to Hempfield Township. 

 

PJM: So obviously we’re crystal clear on this question. (laughter) I’m very glad that we could clarify 

things for you. (more laughter) Let me say we hope there are more questions like that today that we 

can clarify.  

 

Speaker: The only other question that I have is we have the property of the East School now that is 

there any possibility of it going back to…without beating a dead horse about the Steel Car property 

or the Trinity property…is there any hope that that could be returned and we could start getting 

some sort of a viable tax out of that property?  What’s the time frame for that?  Is there any at all?  
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SW: Well, as far as the East property is concerned, I know that there’s something in the works, but I 

don’t know what the time frame is.  Speaker: OK.  PJM: But if that something in the works is if it 

gets sold to another tax exempt organization, another school, a church affiliated thing, then there’s 

no real estate tax coming from that at all.  There would be earned income tax if people were hired 

here.  The Trinity site, I don’t know. My understanding is it’s not yet cleared yet for anybody to do 

anything.  If you wanted to put a factory there, a shopping mall there, a factory there, whatever, you 

couldn’t do it yet because it hasn’t been cleared health-wise as yet.  It’s getting there, I think. 

 

PH: No.  The Trinity site was an industrial site, and they cleaned it up back to industrial standards 

once it passes.  So let’s just say hypothetically it passes tomorrow, it’s passed for Industrial-Two 

standards.  So if you wanted to buy it and put housing on it, you couldn’t do that. You’d still have to 

clean it from Industrial-Two to Residential. That’s all they’re doing is cleaning it up back to 

Industrial-Two.  PJM: But it hasn’t passed yet?  PH: No. PJM: That’s the point I was trying to 

make.  PH: The reality is, as sad as it is, a couple of people in this room may see something happen 

to it, but the rest of us probably won’t ever see anything happen to that property. (inaudible 

comment about age.  Much laughter) SW: I used to be in that lower category. (laughter) PJM: But 

you among all others should be aware that it beats the alternative.  SW: It does.  

 

MJ: My understanding was that it has to pass for three years.  It has done it, but it has to do it for a 

long time. 

 

SW: I have a question, mostly for Paul (Hamill), going back to this potential Redevelopment 

Authority which could be done with Home Rule, I don’t know if we’ve gotten into that yet or not, I 

apologize for being late, but if that were the case and that were established, and say Trinity out of 

the goodness of their heart gave that property to the borough for a dollar just to get it out of their 

hands, does that thought have potential? 

 

PH: Yeah, that’s a tricky one. HJ: Well, it’s cleaned up to industrial standards.  PH: Right.  They 

can’t do anything they want with it. They could turn it over to the borough.  If I…I think…and 

again being put on the spot with that question, with the information I have today, I would reject that 

offer.  I would not let the borough take that property.  We do not have the funds to clean that 

property up to a standard other than Industrial-Two.  And the reality of us getting an Industrial-Two 

plant to move in there is slim.  I’m not going to say it’s impossible, but it’s slim.  So for the borough 

to take on that responsibility and that liability of that property to sit there empty, I would advise no. 

A redevelopment authority the same way, I don’t think they would tackle that because they’re not 

going to have the funds.  And that’s the whole problem with the redevelopment authority, whether 

Home Rule does it or I’m successful in getting the law passed on that, we’ve got to find a funding 

source for it. So I guess that’ll be a bridge we cross once the law changes or if Home Rule changes 

it.   
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Yeah, I would think with the information I have now I wouldn’t go anywhere near that property. If 

you recall that big parking lot that they put in, that ground is so contaminated they didn’t want to 

have rain water saturating it.  SW: It’s just going to be a parking lot?  PH: Probably, yes.  And that’s 

the sad reality of it. 

 

Speaker: What about the property across the street that’s fenced in?  It’s only used as parking, it’s 

on the north side of Stewart Avenue. 

 

PH: That property still also belongs to Trinity.  So one of the things… Speaker: But that was never 

contaminated, I think.  PH: It was always a parking lot.  The reality of it is this: and I understand 

that people get upset and they want the borough to do something, at the end of the day that’s 

private property.  If you don’t want me coming to your house and telling you what to do on your 

property, we can’t tell them. 

 

Speaker: I’m thinking…I’m not thinking of the borough taking it over. But if there’s a possibility 

that could be developed, at least for the housing, it’s not contaminated and it would be for 

residential standards, I believe.  And it’s some property, you could have two or three houses bringing 

in something. 

 

PH: That’s one of the goals, and if I’m still involved with council and I see a redevelopment 

authority get under way, is a lot of these blighted homes. Speaker: There’s one next to me.  PH: I 

want to start the program where we can get them bought, get them torn down, get them to be 

vacant lots so that a developer can come in and start building new homes.  And then the new home 

market is what’s going to help our income dramatically. 

 

Speaker: I’ve been mowing the front of that property so the neighborhood can look decent.  The 

back of it has rocks and stuff.  I’ve actually ruined my mower trying to do it. The previous owner 

had a backhoe.  Enough be said.  And you can’t mow it.  And so what I’m saying is there’s a 

property there in the borough that’s bringing absolutely nothing in. 

 

PJM: So just to clarify, though, Trinity’s obligation is just to bring the property up to Industrial-Two 

standards and that’s it?  PH: At this point, yes. That’s the only thing they’re required to do.  PJM: 

So if that’s all they do, and nobody wants to pay to bring it up to residential standards, it sits there 

forever?  PH: Yes, unless…yes. HJ: Unless the new owner wants to clean it up. 

 

PH: And that’s one of the areas where the brownfield may be able to help us because they identify 

different properties like this.  At some point there’ll be some federal funding that might be able to 

bring that property back up.  But I don’t know the exact answer to this, but I can’t see them 

spending federal dollars to bring a privately-owned piece of property up to standards where they can 

sell it and make more money.  So I would assume that would be property that would have to be 

acquired by the redevelopment authority and then brought up to standards and then sold off. 
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Speaker: Is there any way to get that process started? PH: First you got to have a redevelopment 

authority and have funding, otherwise we take the property and then we’re liable for it.   

 

PJM: And that’s what Paul mentioned, and right now the state says that in order to have a 

redevelopment authority, a municipality has to have a population of at least 10,000.  Greenville does 

not. He is attempting to change the law so that that minimum is 4,000.  However, under a Home 

Rule Charter we could allow the creation of a redevelopment authority aside from the state’s 

regulations whether the 4,000 passed or not.  The problem that Paul just mentioned is they have to 

have money to start.  Farrell has a redevelopment authority, but they got seed money from Sharon 

Steel.  So they had it to begin with and they did a lot of the things that he’s talking about, buying up 

individual houses, buying up groups of houses, tearing them down and allowing a developer to come 

in and do something with that.  It does take seed money, and aside from getting a redevelopment 

authority passed in Home Rule it would be how is it going to be funded?  That would be the next 

question. 

 

(to a new arrival) You got here a little bit late. This is a recording device, and our obligation is to 

record all that goes on today.  It will become part of the public record, it will stay part of the public 

record for at least five years.  If you have a question or a comment and you want to share that with 

us, that’s fine.  In doing so, if you want to tell us who you are, that’s great.  Understand that that 

becomes part of the public record and anybody that gets that audio file or logs on and gets the 

typescript is going to know what you said or what you asked.  If you don’t want to tell us who you 

are, that’s fine with me, too.  What you say will be part of the public record, and that’s why we’re 

doing this.  And it’s a pretty decent device.  I’m not sure it’s going to pick up from where you are, so 

Mr. Hamill is very adept at doing this and did it the last time we had these, so…and likewise Steve is 

good at it, too, so… 

 

(speaker moves closer to front)  PH: You want to introduce who you are?  You want me to 

introduce who you are?  Speaker: I’m Ann Butcher, and I’m the newest member on council.  And 

I’m here to listen, just kind of be an unobtrusive observer.  PJM: In this group I’m not sure there is 

such a thing… Speaker: I was expecting a larger…  PJM: Yeah, we were too, and as we mentioned 

two weeks ago at the Senior Center the afternoon session had two people besides us.  We had many 

more in the evening and we may very well have more this evening.  We really have no way of 

knowing how many are going to come.  We advertised the best we could, and we get what we get.  

OK?  Anything else?  

 

Speaker: Nothing comes to mind at the present time that I can think of, but I will follow the 

process and hopefully I can attend some more meetings. 
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HJ: Let us ask a specific question.  Right now it’s seven members of council elected at large.  Do 

you see any value in electing council members by ward or by district?  Do you think there’s a section 

of the town that’s under-represented?  

 

Speaker: I feel this way about it, that it seems like there’s a lack of interest in people getting on the 

borough council.  I would not want to necessarily deny somebody access to borough council simply 

because they live in a different ward if they have the qualifications and were interested in the 

borough.  In one concept I could see where wards are a good thing, but also if there was more 

interest in people on borough council it might be a good thing.  But right now I think it’s better to 

get the best people available. 

 

HJ: Ann, you want to take a shot at that?  

 

Speaker: It was…we’re in a dwindling population situation, I think.  You could divide it west and 

east with 18 being the dividing line so that the people on the west still get representation.  I mean I 

think the majority of us probably live on the east side of Greenville now.  Am I right?  PH: I’m 

thinking.  No, um, Linda’s down there on York.  You and I are on East. Behn’s (?) down further on 

Columbia, Jonathan’s over on Eagle Street, and I don’t know where Evian lives. (inaudible 

exchange) Speaker: I don’t know that we need to overcomplicate things at this point.  I don’t 

necessarily think that it’s a horrible idea, but I just think it’s overcomplicating it with the very few 

people willing to volunteer. It might be a little hard. 

 

HJ: Right now you have a borough manager and a weak mayor.  And should the administrative end 

be a hired borough manager or should it be an elected mayor?  Well, should the administration be 

a…the elected mayor who is accountable to the voters or a manager, who of course is hired by 

council? 

 

PH: I think what he’s trying to say is that in Ohio, in Youngstown, there’s an elected mayor that 

basically runs the town, where in Greenville we have a hired borough manager that runs our town 

with a mayor that has limited powers. 

 

Speaker: I think we need somebody that’s a qualified person.  I’m a little bit concerned about the 

fact that if you get an elected mayor who doesn’t have any grasp of business, you’re going to put 

yourself in a very tough spot in terms of finances. Even if they’re trained…if you hire somebody 

supposedly they’re trained already with a good grasp of finances and a good grasp of business, hiring 

somebody off the street maybe they will, maybe they won’t.  Like I said, if there’s a lot of 

competition for the borough council seats, that’s a different story.  But it’s not. 

 

SW: Think back on some of our other positions that are elected: district magistrate, county coroner, 

county commissioners, those are all elected positions. 
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Speaker: Well, maybe if it was a paid office that was going to be something in line with roughly 

what the borough manager’s making now, it might be a different story. 

 

SW: I think that’s what Hal’s getting at.  The borough manager would be elected.  Call him 

something different than the mayor, the chief administration officer, call him whatever you want, 

but elected instead of appointed. 

 

(inaudible exchange, laughter)  HJ: If you don’t want to… 

 

Speaker: No, I think, being fairly new to the council meetings, and from what I’ve been able to see, 

we have a borough manager that’s wearing a lot of different hats, a lot of different hats. And I agree 

that if we were to start electing that we might not get somebody that can run that with competence.  

Or you might, you may go both ways.  I don’t know.  I know we can look at that.  We probably have 

a comfort level with having a mayor, someone the people can point to (laughter).  If it would be 

better, that’s something to look at, we would. 

 

HJ: There are some models where they have both a mayor and a chief administrator who is working 

for the mayor. 

 

Speaker: Yeah, and that’s probably fairly difficult.  Again, I…if you’re looking at a mayor out of a 

city like Pittsburgh he has a host of administrative duties and a staff with him that are handling the 

majority of that, so it would be something to look at. But at this time I think I would need more 

information.  HJ: We’re just trying to get your thoughts.  Speaker: Yeah, I mean our borough 

manager is our everyday manager.  Our mayor, and I like Evan a lot, but could he function a little bit 

more in maybe a figurehead role, is that something that we think we need to do?  I don’t know. 

 

PJM: The term “weak mayor” was not a criticism of Evan, that’s a description of… (laughter) 

Alright, just so we’re…  Speaker: I get that. This is not an attack on the position or …  PJM: No, 

and there is such a thing as a strong mayor and as Hal was saying a council-manager situation. 

 

PH: If I may, I think, if I was going to be completely honest with everybody, I think the Home Rule 

Study Commission, this is probably one of the worst times we could have started this process.  And 

the reason, in my opinion, for that is there are so many ands, ifs, whats that we’re faced with as a 

Home Rule Study Commission and on the flip side we’re faced with on council.  And one of the 

biggest issues, which I finally was able to arrange for the first of next year is an unofficial sit-down 

over coffee with West Salem and Hempfield to talk about regionalizing the fire department.  If we 

could get that put in place that solves so many problems for the borough.  Jasson is wearing way too 

many hats, and the issues of the mayor have powers over the police department, not have powers 

over the police department, if we regionalize our mayor would not have those powers any more.  So 

it’s going to be hard for us as a Commission, as a Home Rule Study Commission, what do we put in 

the charter? Because we have too many unknowns out there right now, and like you said we can’t 
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force them to regionalize.  So we make decisions based on not being regionalized, and if we’re 

regionalized that makes some of the decisions that we’ve made maybe obsolete at that point.  So the 

next couple of months, and that’s why I’m pushing so hard to do things, like Jasson said the other 

day about a sit-down, we don’t have a sit-down on this regionalization.  If I get them to sit down at a 

table to discuss it, and get DCED here to set it up, that’ll make our lives a little bit easier because 

we’ll know that piece of the puzzle.  As of right now, you ask anybody they’ll say ‘oh, that’ll 

probably never happen’; they don’t want to talk about it. If we can get Hempfield to sit down and 

talk about the fire department… 

 

Speaker: That’d be a step in the right direction.  Even that one piece would be something. 

 

PH: And it is, and it’s critical.  I don’t have the exact numbers, I’m just kind of ball-parking this, so 

please don’t quote me anybody.  SW: You’re on public record. (laughter, Paul covers device with his 

hand, more laughter) PH: When I looked at it, we pay, I think it’s five hundred and forty or five 

hundred and fifty thousand dollars a year is our budget for our fire department. If we were 

successful in regionalizing with West Salem, Hempfield Township, Sugar Grove, Greene Township, 

and even Pymatuning over here, we potentially could put 200 to 260 thousand dollars back in the 

general fund overnight. That’s a huge amount of money; that deficit that we’re looking at just went 

away and we now have a surplus.  So that kind of takes the whole EIT off the table, because we 

balanced the budget. 

 

HJ: You also have to consider from the townships’ point of view.  PH: Well, that’s the thing, 

they’re all paying, they all pay money.  It’s really funny.  The state of Pennsylvania requires every city, 

town, municipality to provide fire but not police.  That’s why we can have a fire levy to pay for the 

fire department but we’re not allowed to do it for the police department.  The problem is…so all 

these townships are paying already.  So if we were able to regionalize this and all that money was 

pulled into one pile, we could have a very good and very reliable paid-slash-volunteer fire 

department.  And that would reduce the borough’s cost dramatically.  Now on the same token if we 

did the same thing with the police department, just under a million dollars a year we could probably 

save around 400, 450 thousand dollars a year.  We could put, what, almost $700,000 back in the 

borough funds.  So if you think about that, if we were able to do that we wouldn’t even need to have 

this commission right now.  If that was already done, the borough wouldn’t be in financial straits no 

more. 

 

SW: To that point, Paul, having a Home Rule Charter, my understanding, allows some flexibility.  So 

even if we set something in the Charter and then something major would happen, regionalization of 

the fire department, could the borough council not go back in and change the Charter?  Wouldn’t 

the Home Rule Charter give that flexibility? 

 

MJ: We’re also not…we aren’t on a group that sets tax rates.  We give the freedom for those tax 

rates to be able to wiggle a little more.  So, we take care of our immediate problems, regionalization, 
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that can’t really happen overnight, you know.  That’s going to be a process.  Say that you’re 

successful in talks, it’s still going to be a year or so.  If they decide to raise the EIT and lower 

property taxes for a few months, then they can change that when there’s more money.  We’re not 

about setting things in stone; we’re about allowing the borough council room and more tools to 

work with depending on whatever the situation is. 

 

PJM: Yeah, I would agree with that.  I don’t really see anything in regionalization that would 

necessarily effect a Home Rule Charter.  It would be a matter of allowing the borough council to do 

whatever it is.  We’re not going, in the Home Rule Charter, to say the borough council can’t pay the 

fire department any more than blank or whatever.  So if regionalization makes that easier, that’s fine.  

I’m not sure that the two of those are incompatible, regionalization and Home Rule Charter.  Maybe 

they are; maybe I’m not seeing it as clearly as I need to. But that’s how I’m looking at it. 

 

HJ: That will go on the ballot.  SW: There’s enough things we can do in Home Rule regardless of 

whether regionalization works or doesn’t work.  As Martha says, there’s a lot of wiggle room that we 

can give council that council can really use going forward. 

 

Speaker: The only thing I have to say about this regionalization is I’ve been to a lot of (inaudible) a 

while back, and one of the big problems with Pennsylvania and their development industrially and 

business-wise is the fact that we have so many little fiefdoms, like Hempfield Township, West Salem 

Township, and it causes businesses not to want to come in.  I believe a step in the right direction is 

regionalization, but if it only would be the fire department that’s a huge step as far as getting 

something done in the right direction. 

 

PH: You are absolutely a hundred percent correct. A good example would be Delaware Township.  

If we could regionalize with Delaware, they have all that property up on Kidds Mill Road that’s tax 

free, and you see nobody’s going there.  The main reason nobody’s going there is there’s no 

protection out there.  So you’re not going to spend a million dollars, ten million dollars to build a 

plant out there, put a business out there that has no fire or police protection.  So by regionalizing 

and pulling these communities together, you’re absolutely right.  The economic growth that could 

happen just from doing that is tremendous.  And that’s the whole point in trying to get these 

townships to see.  That’s why I called it an informal meeting over coffee at Perkins is to just have a 

sit-down at the table and show them the math and say ‘look, this is what we as a whole community, 

16125 team’ can do here.  So it’s a very good point. 

 

MJ: Can I just say, I think we had great discussion about the borough.  I think we’ve gotten a little 

bit away from what a Home Rule Charter is for the community.  I think we need to refocus, and I’m 

wondering if I can pass this back to Paul, who has given some different examples at other meetings 

as to what a Home Rule can do for a community.  You say that very well.  There are really issues 

that Home Rule isn’t going to effect here. 
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PJM: You’re talking about initiative, referendum, and recall?  MJ: That and even potentially 

changing the size of the government, all those things are possible.  PJM: Right.  One of the things 

that Home Rule can do is allow what’s called initiative, referendum, and recall.  Initiative and 

referendum refer to ordinances through the borough council.  Initiative means that if you think 

there should be an ordinance, a law in Greenville, and you go to the borough council and you say 

‘please, borough council, will you consider adopting this ordinance?’  And they say, ‘thank you very 

much for your input. We’ll think about it.  We thought about it, no we’re not going to do that, 

goodbye.’  Under initiative, then, with a set number of voters on a petition, you can get that on the 

ballot at the next general election.  And that then would allow the voters in the community to say 

‘yes, we’re going to make this an ordinance’ or ‘no, we’re not going to make this an ordinance.’ If it 

passes, borough council, here it is.  It’s the law now.  You didn’t want to do it, but it’s done. Thank 

you very much. 

 

Referendum then is the same thing only the opposite side of the coin.  There is an ordinance that 

you don’t like, and it could very well be a tax increase, OK?  You go to the borough council and you 

say ‘please borough council will you recind this ordinance?’  And they say, ‘thank you for your input.  

We’ll think about it.  We thought about it, no we’re not going to do that. Go away.’  Same thing, you 

get petitions on the ballot, um names on a petition, get that on the ballot, if the voters vote to recind 

that ordinance it’s done; it’s gone. It’s not there any more. 

 

Recall refers to elected officials. If somebody runs, let’s say, on a platform doing three things, and 

when they get into office they not only don’t do any of those three things, they do the opposite to 

those three things.  Under recall, again you can get a petition and get it on the ballot to get that 

person removed from office.  Now most of the ones that we’ve seen that have that have some sort 

of a minimum time, usually six months or a year where you can’t do it right away.  You have to wait, 

let them get their feet wait, see if it adapts and all that, but you’re not stuck with that person for four 

years.  You can get rid of the person right away.  Home Rule Charter will allow those three things to 

happen.  And that is completely away from taxation or anything else.  And likewise, when we’re 

talking about the size of the government, we have seven right now, would we be better with a five-

person council? Would we be better with a nine or an eleven-person council?  Home Rule Charter 

can set that as well, and if the voters approve the Home Rule Charter then it passes and that’s what 

it is, OK? 

 

Our intent is that if we decide we’re going to press forward with the Charter we will have a draft 

version of that Charter done probably early to mid-summer.  I’ll back up from the end point to let 

you know what our time frame is. I would like to get this on the ballot in November of 2019.  We 

have to have what’s going on the ballot finalized no less than 60 days prior to the election. So that 

means that sometime in very early September of 2019 we have to be done with what people are 

going to vote on.  Now we would spend the next two months in a sales job as much as we could to 

get people to understand what’s in it and that.  So what I would do is, before that then, we would 

have a draft version.  And we would do pretty much the same thing as we’re doing right now.  We’d 
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have neighborhood meetings, we would get copies of that draft version printed, we have part of a 

grant that will allow us to get multiple copies printed.  We would distribute those, we would say ‘take 

them home, share them with your neighbors, share them with your friends. We’ll be back in two 

weeks and you can tell us what you think.’  We come back in two weeks, you tell us what you think, 

and if we need to revise it we revise it and then we repeat the process, that all being done by early 

September.  So maybe April, early May we’re going to start that whole thing so we have plenty of 

time to move forward.  That what you had in mind?  

 

MJ: Another thing, you’ve talked about the possibility of somebody who’s been on borough council, 

they get essentially voted off, borough council can’t appoint that person back on for four years, kind 

of respecting the voters’ wishes.  Things like that can be written in.  It’s all about pro-community in 

my mind, pro-giving people, the voters a choice in working within the bounds that the state gives us 

to have a little more freedom and let Greenville have a little more personality, let the government 

have its own personality. 

 

PJM: OK, anybody else? Thank you both very much for coming.  We will be here again at seven 

o’clock tonight.  We will resume our bi-monthly meetings on the tenth of January at seven o’clock at 

the Senior Center, so anybody and everybody is welcome to attend those.  If you’re talking to 

anybody this afternoon, just try to encourage them to show up tonight. Thank you very much. 

 

7:00 PM session 

 

PJM: OK, this is the seven o’clock public input session of the Home Rule Charter Study 

Commission. I welcome the two of you who are here.  I hope that at some point there’ll be some 

people coming in, perhaps a little bit late.  If not, that’s fine.  The purpose of these meetings is to get 

public input.  We have spent from June through October in hearing about many facets of Greenville 

government, hearing about many facets of Act 47 and the whole bit.  We are taking public input, 

and in January we will start discussing first of all if we do indeed want to proceed with a Home Rule 

Charter to put in front of the voters or if we don’t.  And if we do, what that would include and what 

it would look like. OK? 

 

Now, what I am holding is an audio recording device, and the law stipulates that all our input has to 

be recorded and kept as part of the public record for a minimum of five years.  The four meetings 

over two days that we’ve held already, Jasson Urey has an audio transcript; he also has a typed 

transcript, and when this is finished and I get this all typed up, that will be added to it.  It will be part 

of the public record.  Having said that, we will welcome input.  If you want to give your name, that’s 

fine. It will be recorded, however, that you said such and such.  If you don’t want to give your name, 

that’s fine too. We will still take the input.  But  understand how that’s going to work.  Now, this 

device works pretty well, but it’s not going to pick you up from back there.  So when you have 

something to ask or to offer, hold your hand up.  And one of these two, Mr. Williams and Mr. 

Hamill are both experienced, highly experienced, almost to the point of being trained, highly 
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experienced in taking this back and putting it in front of you so when I go to type this up there’s not 

a whole lot of things that say ‘speaker inaudible’.  We don’t want that anymore than we need to.  

There’s a lot of that from the very first session.  OK? 

 

What we’re looking for by input are basically the answers to three questions.  One, what, if anything, 

do you like about the way Greenville’s governed right now?  What, if anything, don’t you like? And 

what would you like to see changed, how would you like to see it changed?  Now often, when you 

say that, we say ‘what do you like about the way Greenville’s governed?’ we get a lot of ‘no’; nobody 

likes anything.  So a couple of sort of prime the pump questions.  One would be, for example, do 

you like that there are seven members of the borough council? Would you prefer a council with five 

or nine or eleven?  Do you like that the council is elected all at large?  It doesn’t happen but it’s 

possible, physically right now, they could all live on the same street. Or would you prefer that they 

be elected by wards? So those are a couple of things about which to think when we think in terms of 

what do you like about how Greenville’s governed.  We will also answer any questions that you may 

have in terms of what the process is going to be and everything else.  

 

And I guess I can start this off by giving you the timeline. We have a total of 18 months from the 

time we began, and that was June of this year. My intent is that we will have a proposal in front of 

the voters in the general election of November of next year, 2019.  The law says that we have to 

have that proposal to the election committee no less than 60 days prior to the election.  So that 

means in terms of our development of a proposed Charter for the voters to vote on, we have to 

have that done by very early in September of next year. Now, to back up from that then, what’s an 

intermediate time frame, and that’s in March.  We have nine months where we have a go or no go 

point that we hit where we would either say ‘you know what, we’re not going to come up with 

anything any better than what we have right now, we’re not going to propose a Charter to the 

voters, we’re done.’  In that case, we’re done in March.  Or we can say ‘we do think we can offer 

some things that are an improvement over what we have right now; we’re going to press forward.’  

Again, my intent would be that sometime then, probably in early summer, we would have a draft 

version of the charter finished and printed and we would take that to another series of 

neighborhood meetings.  And we would distribute it.  And we would say explain a little bit about 

what’s in it, say ‘take this home, share it with your neighbors, share it with your friends, we’ll be back 

in a couple weeks and you can tell us what you think.’ So we would do that, repeat that process, 

probably through the three different places, east side, downtown, and up here, come back and take 

input.  And if there was a lot of input one way or the other, we would then do a revised version of 

that Charter, and the same process would happen.  That would have to all end by early September. 

So we would start, maybe early in June, something like that with that process.  So that’s what we’re 

looking at.  OK?  We can certainly answer any questions that you have, if you have input into what 

you like, what you don’t like, we can certainly take that and go from there.  OK?  Who wants to do 

the honor?   The recently-shorn Mr. Hamill. 
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Speaker:  Hi.  My name’s Joy Miller, I know a few of you. First of all I do want to say thank you. I 

served on school board for about a dozen years, and so I hope I have a little bit of an appreciation 

of the magnitude of the responsibility that you folks have undertaken, and the incredible importance 

of what you’re doing.  And so, again, you have my thanks for taking that on.  

 

Interesting that you posed those questions because that’s not what I was thinking about coming up 

here, size of the council, this or that.  No, I wanted to pose questions that I could better understand 

what the possibilities could be for our borough. For example, if there was a Charter written into 

Home Rule, does that cover all the aspects of the government of the borough, or are there aspects 

that we may with the current state law governing boroughs govern us?  

 

PJM:  OK, here it comes.  HJ: Woof.  PJM: Right now the borough is governed under the state’s 

borough code, and the borough code basically says only the things that the borough council can do.  

So my analogy, which is why we got the ‘woof’ here, (laughter) it’s the equivalent of having your dog 

tied up in the back yard on a leash.  The dog can only go where the leash is going to allow the dog to 

go.  A Home Rule Charter allows the borough council to do anything except what the state law says 

it can’t do.  So now the dog’s in the back yard, he’s not on a leash, but he’s fenced in.  The dog can 

run all over the back yard and go anywhere he wants in the back yard until he runs into the fence, 

and then he can’t go any further.  The fence is the state law.  So among other things, there are a 

number of things we can’t do.  We can’t change the borough boundary lines.  If we wanted to, we 

cannot unilaterally annex Hempfield Township.  Greenville borough is going to consist of 1.89 

square miles when we’re done as it is before.  We can’t change the tax exemption of any of the tax 

exempt properties.  Forty-one percent of the property in Greenville is tax exempt, the churches, the 

schools, the hospital, and Thiel College.  So those things we can’t do. There are things that we can 

do.  We can allow the borough council to do that they’re not currently allowed to do under the 

borough code by the state.  The one that gets a lot of attention from a lot of people is raising the cap 

on the Earned Income Tax, OK?  

 

That is certainly not the only thing that we would be allowed to do. And one of my favorites is 

initiative, referendum, and recall.  Initiative and referendum refer to ordinances of the borough, the 

laws of the borough.  Right now if you think the borough council needs to pass an ordinance on 

whatever, you as a citizen have the right to go to a regularly-scheduled meeting and say ‘please 

borough council will you pass this ordinance?’  They say, ‘thank you for your input.  We’ll consider  

it.  We considered it.  No we’re not going to do that.  Go away.’ And then you’re out of luck.  Under 

initiative you would have the option, and the Charter would spell out the number, but you would 

have the option of getting a number of voters in the community to sign a petition to get that 

particular ordinance placed on the ballot at a general election, and if the voters voted it in, it’s an 

ordinance whether the borough council likes it or not it’s the law now in Greenville. 

 

Referendum is the flip side of that. Referendum is the taking back of an ordinance that’s already 

there.  So there’s an ordinance that you don’t like.  And you go to the borough council and you say, 
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‘please, borough council, would you recind this ordinance?’ and they say ‘thank you for your input.  

We’ll consider it.  We considered it.  No, we’re not going to do that, go away.’  With referendum, 

then, you could get the names on the petition and get that on the ballot to be recinded.  And if the 

voters in the community voted it down, it would be recinded. 

 

Recall applies to elected officials. So if somebody runs on a particular platform, and they say they’re 

going to do this, this, and this and they get into office and they don’t do any of that, in fact maybe 

they do the opposite of what they said they were going to do, right now you’re pretty much stuck 

until four years are up and their term is up and you can vote them out.  Under recall you can, with a 

number of signatures on a petition on the ballot have that person removed from office prior to his 

or her term.  Most of the ones that we’ve seen have a grace period of anywhere from six months to 

a year where you want to give the person a chance to get his or her feet wet and see what’s going on 

and all that.  But that would allow that to happen. 

 

Another provision that we could put in, which I’ve seen in one of the charters that we’ve seen, is 

that if a sitting council person is up for reelection and is not reelected, that person cannot be 

appointed to a vacancy on the council for a minimum of four years.  I think again the point being if 

the voters say we didn’t want you, we’re not going to have your buddy system kick in and have you 

reappointed.  Another thing, and Paul is working on getting the law changed, but right now the state 

law says that if a community doesn’t have at least 10,000 people in it, it can’t establish a 

redevelopment authority.  A redevelopment authority would have the ability to take houses that 

were vacated or condemned, tear them down, and maybe by one house at a time, maybe by a street 

at a time, a block and have that property available for reuse, for rebuilding or whatever.  Farrell has a 

redevelopment authority.  Paul’s initiative that he’s trying to get passed is that that minimum number 

be lowered from 10,000 to 4,000, in which case Greenville certainly would qualify.  Under Home 

Rule we could do that anyway.  We could establish a redevelopment authority regardless of whether 

the law gets changed or not.  One of the biggest issues with that is that group of people has to have 

money with which to acquire that property.  Farrell was funded by, I think, a fairly large grant from 

Sharon Steel, so they had starter money to begin with.  And we don’t know that that can happen 

here.  We would like it to, but we’re not sure, so that would be an issue.  But those are things that 

the Home Rule Charter would allow that the current borough code does not allow. 

 

Anything that we don’t address in the Home Rule Charter reverts back to the borough code. So as 

an example, the borough code says that the cap on the Earned Income Tax is 1.0 percent.  If we 

don’t include a provision that gets passed by the voters that that cap be raised to whatever it is, then 

it stays at 1.0 percent.  If the Charter is approved by the voters, it cannot be amended for a 

minimum of five years. Again, I think the point being we didn’t get this way overnight, we’re not 

going to get out of it overnight. Likewise, if it’s voted down by the voters it can’t be reinstituted 

again for a minimum of five years.  So that’s going to be one of the points certainly that we try to 

make with everybody as we go through this process is if what we come up with is rejected, we have 

what we have for at least five years.  Does that answer some of the questions that you had or not? 
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Speaker:  Yes it does, only it moves in that direction and makes even more questions. You 

referenced, Paul, you’re working on…would this be the state level as far as the (unclear) are 

developed?  The threshold for that, that law would be changing, that law would change for state?  

PH: Correct. Speaker: Good for you. Go for it. Was it said that you can somewhat choose what 

you want the Charter to address?  Does going to Home Rule in any way impede, or should I say, 

make the borough ineligible for grants, economic development grants and things of that nature? 

Does it in any way impact the availability of other resources that were not under the state borough 

laws, so to speak? 

 

PH: The short answer on that is no. We would still qualify for all DCED funds. In fact DCED is 

paying for this. So it won’t impact us on any of that. 

 

Speaker:  OK, then, that’s good. Given what you’ve described as the potential flexibility of a 

Charter, why aren’t we hearing about this from many other areas? I guess Farrell has Home Rule, 

and I’m sure that…how many, how prevalent in the state is the number of communities that said to 

the state ‘when you set up however many years ago doesn’t work any more’ and we need to take a 

look at current circumstances.  In other words how prevalent is what you’re looking at in the 

Commonwealth? (laughter over speaker’s saying Home Room instead of Home Rule) 

 

PJM: Greenville is a little late to the party on this particular issue.  It became legal in the late 1960s 

or early 1970s.  Many of the communities in Pennsylvania that have Home Rule jumped on the 

bandwagon then.  Locally Farrell, Hermitage, and Sharon all have Home Rule Charters.  Oil City has 

a Home Rule Charter, Titusville I think has a Home Rule Charter, I think there are…I would be 

making up a number if I gave you a number, so I’m not going to do that.  ST: In the 90s. PJM: OK, 

it’s in there somewhere, exactly. Many of whom, however, have been there since 1973, 1974, 

whenever.  So it’s been a while that that’s the case, yeah. The Mercer County communities that have 

it are Sharon, Farrell, and Hermitage. 

 

PH: And there’s still 930 to 960 boroughs in the state of Pennsylvania. 

 

HJ: If I can add something to that, a lot of the towns that don’t have Home Rule didn’t need it, 

because they didn’t get into the sort of economic straits, dire straits that we have. 

 

SW: One of the important things to understand, and I think a lot of people miss the point, as Paul 

alluded to, I guess is taxes, raising taxes.  The Home Rule Charter is very small.  If we would draft 

one for the voters to vote on, it’s an outline. (HJ shows copy of US Constitution) Right. It’s between 

the line items.  So if we were to draft a Charter, it is simply that: an outline of how the borough will 

manage itself.  The borough counselors fill in all the specifics.  We’re not setting taxes. We’re not 

proposing taxes. We’re not proposing salaries; we’re not proposing any kind of numbers whatsoever.  

We’re just looking at areas where there may not even be a problem, but we think there’s a better way 

since we’re already doing this anyhow.  Like maybe a restructuring of how many borough council 
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members there are.  Things like that that aren’t necessarily wrong or broken now, but maybe we see 

a better way to do it.  So when it’s all said and done, anything we don’t address falls back to the 

borough code.  So we could draft a charter that changes one thing if we wanted to.  I mean, that’s 

probably not going to happen, but in theory it could and it just addresses one change and everything 

else keeps going the way it is. 

 

PJM: You’re the only one here.  Speaker: I’m the only one here?  OK.  SW: You’re the highlight. 

 

Speaker: I’m the highlight.  Oh, no, the pressure!  So currently, for example, the borough includes 

safety, fire, police, etc.  So you have the flexibility to say, well, they become, and I’m not suggesting, 

just conversation, I’m in no way suggesting, they become an independent governing of themselves, 

they’re no longer under what the council says.  That’s not something that you could propose a 

change in what that all is, who governs that, that all stays under…OK. And as you mentioned, Steve, 

as soon as the newspapers started talking about this and giving the information, of course everybody 

wants to lower our taxes, of course, but we all know that…and again with school board I know the 

importance of public money, you got to have the public money to survive.  Would this give the 

option of…other ways of taxing?  You know, looking at, right now of course it’s income and 

property.  Of course you have the exempt properties.  There have been various fees that have been 

assessed of late.  Would there be the ability to do something such as the utilities, the water and 

things of that nature that maybe might adjust how they have their income and things?  In other 

words, it’s a very broad question.  Do you have the possibility just looking at all of these things and 

restructuring the general finances of income for the borough?  It’s a very broad question; I 

appreciate that. 

 

PH: Oh, boy.  The short answer on that is no.  There are already…the state allows…as a council we 

have the ability to raise property taxes up to I think it’s 31 or 32 mills.  We’re currently at 26.5.  

Home Rule could set a cap, say well you’re not allowed to go over 25.   We could do that.  We could 

raise the cap to 40. But it’s still up to council to adjust those rates. We are currently allowed to have 

special taxes, like we have a three mill tax for the fire department.  I believe Greenville in 2004 had 

total of nine special taxes.  You had street lights, parks and recreation, those options are still 

available under state law.  I don’t see why Home Rule would take those options off the table.  But as 

far as adding new taxes, no, Home Rule can’t do that.  Like Steve said, we would be setting the 

skeleton and it would still be up to council to work inside that skeleton. So if Home Rule, and I 

highly doubt this, but if Home Rule says we’re going to raise…we’ll allow Greenville to raise to EIT 

to 5%, that’s the cap. It would be up to council to decide whether or not to raise it, stuff like that.  

The fees, stuff like that…a good example is we have a rental inspection fee.  It’s currently $25.  We 

cannot say we think that fee should be $500, so that couldn’t be the law.  The state law says the fee 

has to be in accordance with what you’re doing, so we can’t…we’re not allowed to break state law. 

So I don’t know if that helps clarify or not.  Speaker: Yeah, it is.  PH: Anything to add? 
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Speaker: One of the things you said just now I’ve been pondering is the makeup of the council. 

Five, seven, nine…you know, seven’s a nice compromise, I’d say, in the middle there.  Obviously no 

less than five because you do need to have a diversity of people, backgrounds and opinions and 

ideas and whatnot, so absolutely no more (meant no less) than five.  I was on a board of nine; it 

works.  So that doesn’t seem…take out your coin and flip it on that one.  The decision about going 

to a ward system.  Interesting.  Obviously that doesn’t exist for the school board in the Greenville 

district, but it does exist for Reynolds, as an example. Trying to think in terms of would that truly 

help the diversity of the council or would we run into difficulties getting someone from a particular 

area to want to take on that responsibility? What do I think?  (background noise) It’s a very difficult 

thought, it’s very difficult.  You know, grew up here, moved away for many years, came back.  The 

grass is not necessarily greener on the other side of the fence.  You know, there are patches of 

brown grass everywhere. That’s just the way it is. (laughter and noise) You know, I’m trying to think 

of the 1.9 or so square miles, and I don’t want to say anything negative.  There’s well-intentioned 

and not well-intentioned folks everywhere.  You know, unlike more urban areas where you know 

don’t go to that set of blocks or something like that, I walk my dog any place at night and I do.  It 

doesn’t bother me. I feel comfortable regardless of where I might be in Greenville, so it’s not like 

that. 

 

PH: An interesting point that a couple of other people have made in some of the other meetings on 

this topic was because we have such a low interest of people who want to be on council, if we broke 

up the borough into wards would that cause a problem filling those seats?  Speaker: Exactly.  PH: 

Mr. Miller had a good comment here, the way it is at large, though, you could very well have most of 

your council members living on the same street. (laughter and competing noise) Speaker: I have 

struggled with it for a half an hour now; you’ve been struggling with it for months.  Is that an 

indication that it’s a non-issue?  

 

HJ: It’s not a non-issue.  We do have to make a decision one way or the other.  Usually you see by 

ward in cities where there is a wide diversity in population.  West End in Pittsburgh is a lot different 

than Shadyside or Squirrel Hills, so they should go by ward. And I guess my question is are we really 

that diverse here in Greenville?  Maybe you could answer that one for me.  

 

PH: I would say this.  I’ve been thinking about it too, and in conclusion, as you say we’re 1.8 square 

miles.  It’s 1.8 square miles.  I mean, you could walk from one end of the borough to the other in, 

what, 15, 20 minutes. HJ: I just did.  PH: There you go.  

 

Speaker: I think much the same thing.  Because we are such a small community, if we have wards 

we might actually be eliminating the person or persons that could serve us the best.  Because we’re 

so small we’d have to say one from each ward, or two each ward, and we would do the rest at large, 

maybe.  You know, I think it would just limit the possibilities of potential council people. 
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MJ: What happens if everybody’s from the same area and it’s time to start paving streets?  And time 

to start putting money into certain things?  Then you have to trust your council to prioritize.  And 

it’s a fair point.  I’m not sure it would be a deal-breaker, but it’s a fair point. 

 

Speaker: It is a fair point, and it’s interesting.  Sometimes when I tell colleagues and acquaintances 

from really across the nation through my work that I once served on school board, but I have to 

back it up with ‘I didn’t know the political affiliations of my colleagues’ and I didn’t care and we all 

worked for the common good.  We always…I was blessed to have a group of people who really 

tried hard for the common good, to look at the whole picture and try to make the best decision that 

they could with the information at hand.  For a small community like this, I think that trust is also 

something that we have.  We drive all the streets, we are…granted there are areas that I don’t drive 

through very often.  But I hope if in a small community it is recognized there is one of our major 

arteries entering the borough that is in bad shape, well it is in all of our best interest to take care of 

it.  And if this small side street is in bad shape, well it’s really causing a problem for those residents, 

and we need to pay attention to our residents.  So, territorialism? I would have to trust that that is 

not the case in such a small community, whether it’s not as Hal pointed out it’s this neighborhood 

and that neighborhood that are in many ways almost exclusive and that sort of thing.  And I have 

somewhat of a Utopian idea sometimes, I think the world, the sky has taken my world, what can I 

say? You know, I believe in the inherent good in people. 

 

PH: You know, it’s funny.  When I was first thinking of running for council I was going to all the 

meetings.  And they were talking about paving some streets. And one of them was Second Avenue.  

And the high of Second Avenue was that’s the main street that takes you down to the high school. 

And it ended up getting not done because there was a councilwoman that lived on the street and 

they didn’t want the appearance that they were spending what little bit of money they had to do her 

street.  So it didn’t get done. I, being on council now, I feel the key is communications. Good 

communications, and I do feel a bit personally there’s a lack of that currently. But if you go out 

ahead of time and educate your public and educate the people on what’s going on, I don’t think that 

would end up being a problem.  You know, I hear a lot of complaints a lot of time on Columbia 

Avenue.  It amazes me after three years of being on council, five years being involved, how many 

people don’t realize that’s a state road, so it’s nothing to do with the borough of Greenville. And yet 

everybody complains about it to council. 

 

SW: (comment about complaining about it)  Speaker: Yeah, and it is interesting now that you say 

that, I think about a lot of the streets that are in more dire condition maybe are state.  PH: Yep.  

College Avenue, Mercer Street, Main Street, the College, East Avenue. (discussion of Chambers, 

eventually rejected. Settled on State Street) PH: From Columbia to the high school, well from 

Columbia to Rosedale belongs to the state.  Speaker: Oh, interesting. PH: I know, when I look 

down the street, ‘wow, there’s the state’ and a couple minutes later ‘wow, there’s the borough’. It’s a 

state road. (laughter and banter) 
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SW: I would be curious to hear, the mayor not being here very long, Hal always brings up a 

question.  We all have our own little niches, and the mayor is sitting behind you.  And Hal, you ask 

your question because you’re the one that has it down to a science. 

 

HJ: I do not have it down to a science (laughter).  I’ll try to do a better job of this than I did this 

afternoon.  Well, we’ve got several forms of government we can deal with. Currently we have a 

council-manager.  We have a borough manager and council.  The manager’s hired by council, there’s 

a mayor, considered to be a weak mayor, and frankly his responsibilities are pretty ambiguous.  OK.  

We are looking at a borough manager and a strong mayor, where he has a little…again the manager’s 

hired by council and he answers to council.  And the mayor’s elected by the people, but he has a 

little more power and there are five.  Or we can go with a model of an elected executive where the 

mayor, who is elected by the people, is in charge.  Now, he can hire, or should hire, a chief 

administrator who would have some knowledge of budgets and finance and other stuff.  It would be 

the responsibility of that mayor to present that budget to council. So you’re sort of reversing the 

roles we have now between mayor and council where the mayor’s in charge of the chief 

administrator.  If the chief administrator messes up, well, the mayor can fire him.  But guess what: 

the voters can fire the mayor.  So I was wondering since you’re a member of the audience here, what 

you think might be best, how might you answer that question. 

 

Speaker: Answer the four questions.  Am I understanding the model that you’re considering would 

be that the mayor would be more like a full-time job?  SW: Yes.  We’re not considering it, it’s just 

out there.  Speaker:  OK, but if I understand the model that you’re trying to describe.  So the mayor 

would be a full-time job, perhaps that would have as you describe an executive assistant, but that 

would be different from the current borough manager? 

 

HJ: Yes, the chief executive would be more for the mayor, OK, and the mayor’s elected by the 

people. And the manager, of course, is simply hired by council.  Speaker: Or would there need to be 

that manager at all, that would be the responsibility…if you’ve got a full-time mayor that is the 

responsibility of the mayor.  That’s a person that would have to have an extensive background in 

business or management.  In an elected position that’s (unclear). 

 

HJ: When you elect somebody there’s no guarantee they’re going to have some business experience 

or experience in public administration.  The downside of that is we often elect the most popular 

person. 

 

Speaker: Well, I think that my thought on that is if we have a mayor and a chief administrator, then 

I feel like we’re paying people.  Right now we’re at a council and a mayor that we don’t pay at all.  

They do this because they love the little village that they live in.  So if we change the structure then 

we’d have to be able to afford to pay for people to sit in those positions.  I mean, we pay our 

manager now, but by the looks of it we’d add two more paychecks to that which we already don’t 

have the money to spend on.  SW: What does our current mayor think?  (laughter) 
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Speaker [the mayor]: My opinion, I think that we ought to add one councilman and make the mayor 

a strong mayor and give him a vote on council.  And don’t have council have a city manager and 

supervised by the council.  I think the checks and balances would work out better that way. That 

would be my opinion. 

 

MJ: Would the mayor in that model be like the tie-breaking vote?  Speaker: That’s why we’d say add 

one person to council so that you had even council members and a strong mayor that has a vote.  

Speaker: As a strong mayor, what additional responsibilities would that person take on? 

 

Speaker [mayor]: It would have more of a force on council. As the mayor I have a voice, but I don’t 

have a vote right now. And when it comes to the duties, it’s an argument to the mayor.  A lot of 

times there are large conflicts between our elected people and our hired help person. And I think 

with a larger council and a mayor you could leave the role of the mayor it would be the same as it is 

now in the borough code by having an extra person on the council.  That gives you more diversity 

on the council.  And it makes the mayor more able to actually speak up and help with, like the police 

force and the public safety forward, where a lot of times they’re the first ones to get cut or pushed 

out of the way. 

 

Speaker: I find that concept intriguing. I don’t’ know that I’m going to make any recommendation 

to this group after asking all these questions.  However, I would on that like to say please explore 

that.  Yeah, please explore that in a bit more depth to have the mayor position to have a vote and 

again as you say a greater voice.  That way the mayor’s not seen then as a figurehead, that the 

mayor’s there to cut ribbons and things of that nature.  Now, if you’re electing a mayor, then that 

person needs to have some greater responsibility, a greater voice.  Please consider it. 

 

Speaker: What I was going to add to that, so I said before that I thought our council being larger 

would be helpful because of the absentees and there are fewer people voting on issues and 

important issues.  So by making the group larger you can account for the occasional absentees.  But 

I think as we sit right now we’re sitting here with a weak mayor without that vote, I think there’s a 

lot of people in our small town that think that he has more of a voice and more ability to put things 

forward than he actually does.  So I think that would clarify that as well, and open that up to the 

realities of what most people think his position actually is. So for everybody else, they think for the 

mayor ‘thank God, he’s the guy; he’s the one that’s going to help us do things’ and then in reality he 

doesn’t even have a vote on the issues.  He can talk about anything he wants to, but when it comes 

to the vote he can be completely shut out. 

 

PH: You know, interesting enough Grove City has 10 council members.  They’re never all there, but 

(laughter) yeah, they have 10. Speaker: (dim, in background) How do they do that?  Speaker 

[mayor]: They have a strong mayor.  PH: No, it’s basically the same as Evan is. It’s because they 

never have 10. Speaker: (dim, in background) What did you say the community was?  PH: Grove 
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City. They have a borough of 8,000 people.  And interesting enough, if anybody wants to know, 

their meeting’s next Monday.  SW: I won’t be there. (laughter) 

 

Speaker:  So, you said, of course, if something is taken to the voters you’re stuck five years one way 

or the other. (laughter and byplay)  You talk about referendum and this and that and whatnot, and 

when you were describing that one of the things that came to my mind was we all get our news out 

of Ohio.  And every election season we hear about the levees and that sort of thing.  And my 

opinion on that is that’s a very bad way to govern.  And I recognize that people want to hold onto as 

much of their money as possible, but persons are elected to council, volunteer in many ways to 

serve, realizing that they must educate themselves about matters in order to make the informed 

decisions. And would that be something you could make a part of the Charter or not that things 

could be taken to the voters for levees or not.  Maybe clarify for me that you could put things in the 

Charter that would have to go to the voters and things that don’t go to the voters.  In other words 

we could mix up what we currently do.  Like right now we go to council and the council figures it 

out, votes on it.  We could split that, are you saying we could split that?  Some things would be the 

responsibility of the council to address and vote on and other things would be taken to the voters?  

 

PJM:  Well, we could, yeah.  It…again, anything we don’t address in the Home Rule Charter reverts 

back to the borough code. So if we wanted to do that, we could.  And maybe an example would be 

currently, I think, the state sets a limit to the amount that the school district can raise the budget or 

the taxes, I think it’s 2.1% or something like that. Speaker: (dim in background) Tied to cost of 

living.  PJM: Exactly, changes year to year.  Exactly.  And then anything beyond that has to go to an 

electorate levee. We could cite the same thing for the borough code, my understanding is, if we 

wanted to.  OK.  So that would be a combination, probably, between no and everything goes to a 

levee. 

 

PH: I thought Hermitage or Sharon did that on their EIT, that if it went above a certain level it had 

to go to a referendum.  I thought that was what the guy said when we had the meeting up at the 

school.  I believe it was Hermitage that came here and talked to Greenville. 

 

PJM: We, unfortunately, because that was a political event we don’t have minutes of that.  There’s 

no way to go back and check that. 

 

HJ: I think what they said about Sharon they have it in their Charter if you raise a tax you have to 

lower a tax, and if you don’t you must have a super-majority on the council. 

 

MJ: If you raise the EIT then you’d lower, or balance it up with something they pick.  HJ: But the 

problem with that…I think they have five councilmen on Sharon city council…well, how hard is 

that to get the super-majority?  One more guy, maybe. 
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Speaker: Does the state have any say as to whether or not whatever you write goes to the voters?  

In other words, you decide to write a Charter, does it have to be first approved by the state before it 

goes to the voters?  

 

MJ: (dim in background) We’ll be consulting with someone to be sure that everything PH: You 

might want to say that again.  MJ: We’ll be consulting with an attorney and perhaps with someone 

who specializes in Home Rule to make sure that our ducks are in a row. 

 

PJM: Farrell consulted with somebody that works at Cleveland State University.  I got contact 

information for that person.  I contacted that person.  He is currently engaged with a group over in 

the Cleveland area, but he believes that that engagement will end very early in January, and he has 

agreed to be involved with us.  So along the lines of what Martha said we will have him as a 

consultant on the legal aspects of anything we include and just generally to guide the development of 

a Charter that we have.  Almost every Charter that we’ve seen has a, I think it’s called a hold-

harmless clause, or it’s called a separability clause.  It basically states that if any part of the Charter 

after it’s passed by the voters is found to be illegal for whatever reason, that part is taken out as 

though it were never in the Charter in the first place, but it doesn’t effect any other aspects of the 

Charter.  That’s a universal clause that’s in all of them, and we would certainly put that in ours as 

well, so that if something that we put in was later found by the courts to be illegal it would be taken 

out but the rest of the Charter would be intact. 

 

HJ: We should also say that Mary Jane Hirt, the Act 47 advisor, has been going to our meetings and 

I suspect will continue to go to our meetings and tell us what we can do and what we can’t do. 

 

Speaker: I’m glad you said that; that was going to be my next question.  Oh. Act 47. And that will 

not change the plan to emerge from Act 47, Miss Hirt’s advisorship would not change, perhaps…I 

don’t…what happens to Act 47 if you make one? 

 

SW: Are you referring to the Study Commission? Speaker: No.  Under Home Rule Charter, would 

anything change? 

 

PH: No. The only way Dr. Hirt can be changed is if the current council by referendum sends a letter 

to the state and requests a new coordinator.  But outside of that, no, nothing with that changes. 

 

PJM: The one thing that the Home Rule Charter could do that would effect Act 47 is if it brought 

more money into the borough, whether that was tax money or whether that was through some sort 

of redevelopment or some enterprise zone or some initiative that generated more money for the 

borough, that would enhance exiting Act 47.  But that would be the only way that the Home Rule 

Charter would have an impact on the Act 47 status.  The Act 47 status is up to the borough council 

and the borough to emerge from. 
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Speaker: I just had another question about the structure, and maybe Paul can help me with it, is the 

structure of the council, of our current government, could that be changed through council itself?  If 

you are in agreement we need a strong mayor, that a strong mayor would be better, could that be 

voted on by our current council to change that? Or is that something that would have to be 

addressed through Home Rule? 

 

PH: The current council could change the seats. They have that ability to do that. They also have 

the ability to change the mayor.  Speaker:  OK, so I’m just putting that out there, a possibility of 

not sharing it.  If that were one of the main reasons you would decide you were going to the Home 

Rule Charter, is that absolutely necessary or could we encourage our council to make those changes 

themselves? 

 

HJ: I think the short answer is no, because the current structure is dictated by the borough code.  

PH: Which question are you answering?  HJ: I think I’m answering Tracey’s.  If you’re asking if 

council can say ‘OK, let’s have nine people’?  Speaker: Yeah.  HJ: And I think the short answer to 

that is no. The borough code says seven.  PH: No, the borough code does not say seven.  HJ: It 

doesn’t say seven?   PH: Technically the borough code says a borough can have no more than 26 

council members.  And the way they come up with that it’s no more than two council people per 

ward, and you’re only allowed 13 wards.  HJ: OK, I stand corrected.  PH: But if…the only reason I 

know that, these conferences I go to they fill out these quizzes, how well educated are you on the 

books, and that one comes up every year and after three years of hearing it sits in my head now. 

 

PJM: And I think, Tracey, maybe a difference would be right now the borough council could do 

that if they wanted to, but the Home Rule Charter would say that they were going to do that 

whether they wanted to or not. That would be…it may be a minor difference, but one that…OK? 

Right. 

 

Speaker: When was the current borough code written, when was it passed?  I’m sure it has been 

amended, but when originally?  Any ideas?  You’re the trigger guy. (laughter)  Are we talking about a 

system of government that…and, please, our Constitution continues to serve us well after 200-and 

some odd years.  Anyway.  The reason I ask is the thing, when it was first brought up, when it was 

first publicized, when the conversation was first starting about this, I immediately went 

to…hmm…our chance as a community to evaluate where we are, what we need, what our goals are, 

and how best from a perspective of government to get there.  And that’s what intrigued me from the 

beginning.  A refresh, a reboot. 

 

PH: The interesting thing on the borough code, Steve’s right, it was sometime in the early 1900s 

that it was formed, but it’s updated every so often, and the last one was 2014, I believe. 

 

MJ: Anyone can tell you, in the description of the mayor, that hasn’t been changed since the 1800s.  

PH: Oh, yeah.  MJ: And it’s so antiquated and there are a lot of things, I think, that could be 
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cleaned up regarding the job description. When we say Evan’s job is to oversee the police force,  

that can be a lot of different things to a lot of different people.  Some folks might think that’s hire 

and fire, other folks might think it’s setting salary or setting schedules or… 

 

PJM: Anything else from anybody else? (laughter and byplay) Speaker: The first meeting that 

you’ve scheduled that I’ve been able to get to.  MJ: I just want to thank you, and I appreciate the 

positivity.  And my comment about the streets, my road’s maintained by Hempfield, so it doesn’t 

matter (laughter) but I went into this with a lot of hope, and I still have a lot of hope for our 

community.  I think we have to remember that we still have a very damaged community that 

brought us into Act 47, and that was mismanagement, but when I hear people like you I’m very 

encouraged, so thank you very much.  We need people like you to go out and encourage people that 

the borough is not the enemy.  We’re all a part of this; let’s work together. 

 

PJM: OK, well our regular meetings are the second and fourth Thursdays of the month.  We’ll 

reconvene Speaker: At the borough council? PJM: No, at the Senior Center, OK, formerly Rec 

Center for those of us who’ve been around awhile, and we’ll reconvene on January 10 at 6:30.  We 

have a new start time and that will be reflected in our public acknowledgements in the paper for 

that.  I wish, certainly everybody on this Commission a Merry Christmas, a safe and happy holiday, 

understanding that safe is happy just about all the time.  So thank you very much.  Good night, and 

we’ll see you all in 2019. 


