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Borough of Carlisle 
53 W. South Street 
Carlisle, PA 17013 
P: 717-249-4422 
 

BOROUGH OF CARLISLE 
COUNCIL MEETING MINUTES 

JULY 14, 2022 
 
 
Mayor Shultz called the Council Meeting to order at 7:00 p.m.  Councilor Perry led the Moment of Silence 
and Pledge of Allegiance. 
 
Present at the meeting:  Councilors Crampsie, Hicks, Mellen, Perry, Stuby, Deputy Mayor Landis and Mayor 
Shultz.  Also present were:  Borough Manager Armstrong, Assistant Borough Manger Snyder, Police Chief 
Landis, Water Resources Director Malarich, Sustainable Economic and Community Planning Director 
Woolston, Finance Director Juday, Parks & Recreation Director Crouse, Human Resource/Risk 
Management Manager Berrier Fire Chief O’Donnell, Public Information Coordinator Taylor and Borough 
Secretary Stone. 
 
Borough Council voted 5-0 to approve Councilors Crampsie and Hicks to participate in the Council meeting 
via Zoom.  (Landis/Stuby) 
 
PRESENTATION 
 
Second Quarter Fiscal Status Update: 
 
Finance Director Richard Juday presented a second quarter budget status report.  The presentation is 
attached to these minutes.  
 
OPPORTUNITY FOR CITIZENS AND VISITORS TO BE HEARD 
 
No citizens were heard 
 
CONSENT AGENDA 
 
Deputy Mayor Landis made a motion and was seconded by Councilor Mellen to approve the Consent 
Agenda.  Council unanimously voted 7-0 to approve the Consent Agenda, which consisted of the following 
items: 
 

A. Minutes: 
 
Council Meeting 06/09/2022 
 

B. Approval of Bills and Investment Transactions:  
Expenditures as of June 30, 2022  
General Fund $ 871,455

 
 

Water Fund $ 236,631 
Stormwater Fund $   65,516 
Sewer Fund $ 270,576 
Solid Waste Fund $ 129,765 
Capital Projects $ 236,638 
Parking Fund $   32,708 
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C. HARB: 

The HARB received approval for the following items: 
 
1. A request for a Certificate of Appropriateness Anthony Black of 25-27 N. East Street to replace a 

front entrance door and windows. 
 

2. A request for a Certificate of Appropriateness by Cumberland County Courthouse at 4 E. Liberty 
Avenue to repoint brick walls and sealant. 

 
D. Economic Development: 

 
1. Borough Council directed the Borough Solicitor to advertise an ordinance approving an 

Agreement between the Redevelopment Authority of Cumberland County and the Borough of 
Carlisle to include but not be limited to the continuance of leasing of office space, parking and 
basic services in Borough Hall.  Agreement shall be retroactive January 1, 2022 to December 31, 
2022. 

 
E. ERCP: 

 
1. Borough Council accepted the resignation of Morgan Goodling from HARB effective July 5, 2022. 

 
2. Borough Council approved the restatement of the Governmental Money Purchase Plan Adoption 

Agreement with MissionSquare (formerly ICMA) which establishes a defined contribution 
retirement plan for non-uniformed Borough department heads. 

 
F. Public Safety: 

 
1. Borough Council approved several special events/street closures requested by Dickinson College 

as outlined below: 
A. 
Event:  First Year Student Orientation Move in Day 
Date:  August 24, 2022 
Time:  7:00 a.m. – 3:00 p.m. 
Location: Cherry Street at W. High Street and W. Louther Street and Mooreland Avenue  

at W. High Street 
B. 
Event: Homecoming 
Date:  September 24, 2022 
Time:  11:00 a.m. – 2:00 p.m. 
Location: Belvedere Street between W. High Street and Biddle Avenue South 
 
Approval shall be contingent upon the receipt of a valid Certificate of Insurance form naming 
the Borough of Carlisle as an additional insured and the applicant reimbursing the Borough 
100% of the variable and 10% of the fixed costs associated with this event. 

 
REGULAR AGENDA 
 
TABLED, CONTINUED, AND RECURRING ITEMS 
 
None 
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REPORTS FROM ELECTED OFFICIALS 
 

A. Mayor’s Report: 
 
1. Borough Council voted 7-0 to accept a Healthy Babies Initiative grant award for $10,000.00 (ten 

thousand dollars) to fund part of a community garden project subject to the Borough Solicitor’s 
review and approval of all associated documents.  (Shultz/Landis) 
 
Mayor Shultz thanked Borough Manager Armstrong and Jared Woolston for their work 
submitting the grant. 
 

2. Borough Council voted 7-0 to approve the Borough of Carlisle’s 2022/2023 goals as developed 
and proposed by Borough Council. (Shultz/Landis) 
 
Councilor Perry remarked that the process was good and she is pleased with the goals that 
Council set forth.  

 
REPORTS FROM COMMITTEES 
 

A. Budget & Finance 
 
1. Borough Council voted 7-0 to approve the temporary funding of $150,000 (One Hundred Fifty 

Thousand dollars) from the General Fund to the Solid Waste Fund to help cover funding 
requirements related to cash flow delays.  (Stuby/Crampsie) 

 
2. Borough Council voted 7-0 to adopt a resolution approving the sale and disposition of vehicles 

and other equipment (listed in Exhibit A of the Resolution) that may be sold through Municibid. 
(Stuby/Crampsie) 

 
B. Economic Development 

 
1. Borough Council voted 7-0 to approve a Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) 

shopsteading loan for Sarah Edelman in the amount of $50,000 (fifty thousand dollars) for the 
acquisition of the business known as 360 Dance Fitters.  Said loan is proposed to be at a two-
percent (2%) interest rate amortized over twenty-five (25) years with a balloon payment at 
seven (7) years subject to the Borough Solicitor’s satisfactory review and approval of all 
applicable documents. (Crampsie/Perry) 

 
C. ERCP: 

 
1. Borough Council voted 7-0 to appoint Mr. Mark Green to a partial term on the Carlisle Borough 

Planning Commission. The term will become effective immediately and shall expire February 
28, 2023.  (Landis/Mellen) 

 
D. Parks and Recreation: 

 
1. Borough Council voted 7-0 to authorize the procurement of a ductless HVAC heat pump system 

and associated electrical services at a cost of $24,645 (twenty-four thousand, six hundred and 
forty-five dollars) for the Gatehouse in Thornwald Park.  (Mellen/Shultz) 
 
Councilor Hicks remarked that the American Council for Energy Efficient Economy classifies 
these types of systems as one of the most cost effective ways of reducing energy demands.  
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E. Public Safety: 

 
1. Borough Council, by a roll call vote of 7-0 to adopt an ordinance amending the Code of the 

Borough of Carlisle, adopted by Ordinance #2032, and thereafter amended, with respect to 
Chapter 244, Vehicles and Traffic, to add three on-street handicapped parking spaces, one 
located at 147 West North Street; one at 114 North Hanover Street and one located at 223 
Walnut Street.  Also, remove four on-street handicapped parking spaces one located at 139 
Lincoln Street, one at 335 West Penn, one at 108 East North Street and one located at 147 West 
North Street. (Shultz/Hicks) 

 
F. Public Works: 

 
Discussion was held regarding the consideration for a new three year contract with Waste 
Connections. Mayor Shultz announced that no matter which option is chosen residents will 
purchase their own trash bags or containers, the Borough will no longer sell trash bags.  He 
explained that the recycling program will continue as in previous years.  He noted the terms of 
the contract will be three years. Mayor Shultz explained that nationwide all municipalities are 
continuing to experience sharp cost increases in waste hauling.  This is largely due to increased 
labor, equipment costs and fuel costs.  He provided a summary of each program option being 
considered.  

• Option 1 is a continuation of the current pay-as-you through program but residents 
would use tags exclusively instead of borough bags.  The cost per bag would be $6.92 
for a 40 pound bag of trash.  In concurrent years the bags would increase to $7.92 the 
second year and $8.92 the third year.   

• Option 2 is a flat quarterly rate in the first year of $90.00 that would allow each dwelling 
unit up to three 40 pound bags or containers per week.  Residents would need to 
purchase their own containers or bags.  

• Option 3 is a hybrid approach that would permit up to 40 pounds of refuse in a bag or 
container at the curb per week.  The rate for year one would be $75.00 per dwelling 
unit, $80.25 in year two and $85.86 in year three of the contract.  For additional refuse 
a tag would need to be purchased at the same price as the pay-as-you-throw program. 

 
Bill Yufer, 811 Gobin Drive, Carlisle, Pennsylvania, stated that he was in favor of pay-as-you-
throw and that it is a utility just like electric, water & sewer.  He remarked that he only pays his 
electric bill based on his usage.  He noted that he typically has one bag of trash per month and 
places recycling out every week.  Mr. Yufer noted in option three there is no incentive to recycle. 
 
Max Donnelly, a Carlisle resident, was present on Zoom.  The comments presented are attached 
to these minutes.  
 
Richard Darr, 360 Graham Street, Carlisle, Pennsylvania, stated that the program that exists 
today has been effective.  Choosing option 1 would be fair to everyone.   
 
Christina Portilla, 413 West North Street, Carlisle, Pennsylvania, remarked that her family places 
2 to 3 bags out per week.  She noted the cost for one borough bag per quarter is $89.96.  With 
the new tag price for 40 pounds, option two is $90.00.  Ms. Portilla remarked this would be the 
same price for one or three bags per week.  She expressed concern of the tags being stolen from 
the bags and thought the bins would be cleaner.  Option 3 would cost her $166.00 a quarter for 
one can and one bag.  
 
Deb Snyder, 201 West Pomfret Street, Carlisle, Pennsylvania, stated that she supports the pay-
as-you-throw program.  
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April Weldon, 562 North Bedford Street, Carlisle, Pennsylvania, spoke on behalf of those on SSI 
and SSDI.  She commented that there are residents that cannot afford to have trash added to 
their water bill.  Ms. Weldon ask Council to take persons with lower incomes into consideration.  
 
Ryan Meldrum, 11 North Pitt Street, Carlisle, Pennsylvania, noted his family has about two bags 
of trash per week which is $150.00 per quarter.  He projected that if the flat fee option is chosen, 
he would have a cost saving of approximately 32 percent in year three of the contract. Those 
currently using the pay-as-you-throw, one bag per week would be paying more than the 
quarterly service fee.  He is in support of the option 2.  He spoke of the report he received that 
listed complaints received buy the Borough regarding trash services.  He noted Waste 
Connections made greater than fifty percent of the complaints against residents for lack of 
stickers on bags and no bags attached to a bulk item.  He noted they should have taken into 
consideration that there was a bag shortage and issues with the stickers that created difficulties 
with trash pickup.  
 
Maureen Chang, 252 Franklin Street, Carlisle, Pennsylvania spoke in favor of options 2 and 3 
due to cost savings.  She added there has been rise of illegal dumping in her trash dumpster at 
her place of work since the price increase of bags.  They have placed a lock on the dumpster but 
residents still place trash by the dumpster. 
 
Jeff Benjamin recommended the pay-as-you-throw program.  He commented that this option 
would be an incentive to reduce trash and be environmentally friendly.  Mr. Benjamin spoke of 
how composting has decreased his volume of trash.  He suggested considering a composting 
system. 
 
Mayor Shultz spoke of the affordability concern for residents and the availability of a Borough 
program that covers up to three months of utility payments to those in need.  Borough Manager 
Armstrong explained under the current CDBG program, utility assistance is available to 
residents in need, as well as a Borough program for water and sewer payment assistance.  She 
noted that clarification is needed if the community block grant assistance program would 
include the stormwater and trash portion of a utility bill.  Mayor Shultz commented that 
according to the latest census data there is approximately a sixteen percent poverty rate in the 
Borough.  
 
Shawn Fink, 788 West South, Carlisle, Pennsylvania submitted the following comment in the 
Zoom chat room. As a new resident, the trash bags piled up on the curbs is unsightly.  I honestly 
thought people we just littering.  One of the big arguments about keeping the borough bags is 
that it costs less.  The truth is that we are being taxed and will be taxed more to keep up with 
the trash.  Finally, keeping trash around until you are able to fill a borough bag is unpleasant 
and unsanitary.  Thank you for the considering my points. 
 
Councilor Stuby inquired if the listed prices in the new trash options would be sufficient in 
covering the Borough’s expenses for the collections.  Finance Director Juday explained that the 
new program prices would not be sufficient to cover all the costs of the solid waste fund.  In the 
current program, there is an additional cost to the Borough of sixty-four cents per bag to cover 
all the provided services.  Under a new program it would cost the Borough forty cents to cover 
expenses. Councilor Stuby remarked that if the Borough were to cover all the expenses in the 
program, the cost to residents would be higher in the upcoming price.   
 
Mayor Shultz commented that the Borough received thirty four emails regarding trash.  These 
emails were divided in opinion for keeping or changing the system.  
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Mayor Shultz provided the following statement. “We have three main issues as I see it. 
Addressing this question in no particular order, customer, resident convenience, the financial 
burden for the Borough residents, and the environmental impact. I’m not a supporter of 
option two. There is effectively no incentive to reduce reuse or recycle. I do advocate for 
option three and I’ll tell you why. On the customer resident convenience, option three has a 
clear advantage over option one. We've seen many comments over the years from those 
hoping to be able to use wheeled bins at the curb. Simply put, option three allows us to put 
bins at the curb option, one does not.  
 
On the financial burden for any dwelling that produces eleven or more bags per quarter, 
under option three they would see a cost savings when compared to option one.  For those 
who average around a bag per week option three is best. There are 13 weeks in a quarter, 13 
bags under option one, for year one would cost $89.96.  Under the bid price the same 13 bags 
cost $75 dollars under option three. We know our average usage is about .9 bags per quarter 
which would cost $82.35 cents per quarter. So the average usage would save under option 
three.  As Councilor Hicks has previously and definitely pointed out, the Borough’s average 
number does not tell us what the majority of the dwelling units produce because it is not a 
median number. The reality is we simply do not know what that median number is so we 
cannot formulate an argument either way based upon that unknown figure.  Now there are 
absolutely residents who generate less than one bag per week.  We heard that here tonight.  
My family of four is an example of that, we typically place one bag at the curb bi-weekly.  So 
my family's cost under option one would be $44.98 cents per quarter.  I do realize I’m 
advocating for a choice that is not in my financial best interest, but I believe it is likely in the 
best interest of the borough as a whole. 
 
I also know that about six percent of our codes complaints are due to a buildup of garbage.  
We also know that people illegally dump their trash in others dumpsters and that our statistics 
show a refuse rate one-third of the national average.  All of this suggests that we have a 
potentially significant free rider and non-participant problem.  Having a hybrid approach with 
a quarterly fee mitigates at least some of that issue.  There is an argument to be made that 
people should pay for what they generate, I continue to agree with that principle.  Generally 
on this issue, I think people would pay and should pay for high usage.  I argued for the pay-as-
you-throw program during the contract debate last time for this reason in part.  But I did not 
have a good hybrid option before me either.  The primary cost of the system is getting labor 
and equipment out on the streets.  That must occur whether we place a bag out each week or 
not, because residents need the assurance that the service will be there each week regardless 
of the frequency of their usage.  People, as again as we heard a bit tonight, also put recycling 
out even when they do not have a bag out.  They are still generating costs in the program that 
in their non-bag weeks, they're not covering.  Option three mitigates some of this partial free 
ridership.  
 
Additionally, putting the quarterly fee on our utility bills would allow us an easy method of 
getting financial assistance to those who might need it for their trash and utilities.  We 
already, as we noted earlier, have a utility assistance program in place under our Community 
Development Block Grant that could be utilized for those in need. We could use additional 
general funds as needed.  That the utility assistance program permits coverage of up to three 
months utility bills and also we would be able to implement payment plans for those who 
financially merit it and have fallen on even short-term hard times.   
 
The environmental impact, there are studies that have compared pay-as-you-throw options to 
flat fee quarterly programs like option two. These studies provide some evidence for a roughly 
thirty percent decrease in refuse rates under a pay-as-you-throw option. However, these 
studies do not analyze non-participant rates.  Again, we know at least anecdotally that there is 
some amount of trash that is not being accounted for in our pay as you throw statistics 
because it is going into dumpsters, being hoarded, or being taken outside the borough. Option 
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three provides an incentive to keep your waste to no more than 40 pounds per week.  Might 
we see an increase in waste?  You would have to expect residents like me are suddenly going 
to decide that we want to generate and then drive extra waste to the curb simply because we 
can.  I know it would not be true of me and I imagine it is not true of the vast majority in my 
situation. That said, this is likely only a three year term we can track our total usage per 
household and determine if option three was a mistake from an environmental perspective in 
that relatively brief three-year period.  It will have had a minuscule effect on carbon emissions 
and environmental concerns.   
 
I'd also like to ask council as we go forward that we do ensure that the solid waste fund 
remains solvent. This was a difficult question for me and I know it is for all of my fellow council 
members.  I bounced back and forth on it over the last several months since we announced 
the bids where I might fall on this question.  But I believe option three is going to be the best 
for the residents on the whole.” 
 
Councilor Crampsie thanked staff for all their hard work on this issue, all the residents that 
reached out and the residents that spoke this evening.  He remarked that there is no right or 
perfect answer.  Councilor Crampsie remarked that he is drawn to option one with the personal 
responsibility aspect, you pay for what you generate.  He offered the analogy that we do not go 
to our neighbors and ask them to help us pay for our other bills.  He views this as what you are 
producing is what you pay for and option three with a flat fee drives away that incentive.  He 
stated he will be supporting option one. 
 
Councilor Hicks noted he agreed with Councilor Crampsie’s remarks.  He focused on the 
environmental question and noted anything other than option one does not incentivize 
residents to create as little waste as possible and would not help reduce methane emissions.  
He expressed concern that the other options would increase our waste numbers.  This is 
contrary to our Climate Action Plan to develop a system that the EPA has identified as the most 
wasteful, reductive program.  Councilor Hicks asked all the Council members to reflect that the 
objective of the Climate Action plan objective WR1 is to reduce the amount of non-recyclable 
materials.  He expressed other than option one, we are actually regressing from that objective.  
Councilor Hicks echoed the Mayor’s comment that waste reduction is not going to be the key 
part of our carbon reduction program, but it is one of the few items that we do control.  We 
don’t control the amount of carbon emissions from generators, we don’t control the standards 
for mobile vehicles, but we do control our waste.  This is one action we can really do to keep 
our reduction targets in check.  He mentioned that if option one were chosen he would work 
with the Borough Manger to figure out a way to reduce illicit dumping.  Councilor Hicks is not 
in favor of adding fees to the utility bills and that would not change people’s amount of trash 
behaviors. He agreed we do not know what the median trash usage, but senses from his 
neighbors that the median user uses less than a bag a week and would benefit more with the 
pay-as-you-throw program. 
 
Councilor Mellen noted that she agonized over this choice.  She remarked that with the last 
price increase there was an increase in illegal dumping.  With the bag prices going up even more, 
she fears that problem would get worse, not better if we stay with the pay-as-you-throw 
program.  Councilor Mellen state that she was advocating for option three, flat fee per dwelling, 
with the option for additional tagged bags for high volume users.  She feels this still does 
incentivize us to be careful with our trash and it will cut down on the illegal dumping in the 
Borough.  There is a convenience to be able to use the toter as well and not having to remember 
late at night that a bag or tag is needed when your garbage is due.  She likes the fact that 
initiating a flat fee will allow the Borough to assist those residents who have problems paying.  
Councilor Mellen thinks this is the most equitable option.  
 
Councilor Stuby remarked that he shared comments at the last meeting and that he is favor of 
option three, the flat fee for dwelling units and in agreement with Mayor Shultz and Councilor 
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Mellen’s comments. He noted there is not perfect option but option three is the one he 
supports.  
 
Deputy Mayor Landis commented that she is a low volume trash producer but thinks that option 
three would be best for residents that produce a larger volume.  She noted she is in favor of 
municipal composting and looks forward to having further conversations about that.  Deputy 
Mayor Landis stated that using bins could encourage residents to rid their yard of items that do 
not fit in a bag.  She remarked that this is a quality of life issue in mixed income neighborhoods 
where residents hoard trash because they are not able to dispose of it.  Having a better process 
would also help our Codes Department. 
 
Councilor Perry thanked all those residents that spoke at the meeting and that everyone is going 
through the same trash program.  She was in favor of pay-as-you-throw option, but also option 
3.A.3.  Councilor Perry explained she produces a low volume of trash and after listening to all 
the comments, she is now in favor of pay-as-you-throw. 
 
Councilor Perry made a motion to elect the pay-as-you-throw option and seconded by Councilor 
Hicks. By a roll call vote of 3-4 the motion was denied.   
 

1. Councilor Stuby made a motion that Borough Council award a three-year contract to Waste 
Connections, Inc., the lowest responsible bidder, for residential solid waste, recycling and one 
bulk item per week curbside collection, under Bid Option 3.A.3 and seconded by Councilor 
Mellen.  By a roll call voted of 4-3 the motion was approved.  

 
Borough Council voted 4-3 to award a three-year contract to Waste Connections, Inc., the 
lowest responsible bidder, for Part 4, solid waste and recycling of Borough–owned facilities. 
(Perry/Stuby) 

 
2. Borough Council voted 7-0 to amend the February 14, 2019 Engineering Services Contract with 

Gannett Fleming, Inc. to include construction phase engineering services for the 2022 Water 
Main Replacement Project, for a not to exceed amount of $68,000 (Sixty-Eight Thousand 
dollars), subject to the Borough Solicitor’s satisfactory review and approval of the amendment.  
(Perry/Stuby) 

 
3. Borough Council voted 7-0 to award the unit price construction contract for the 2022 Water 

System Replacement Project to the lowest responsive bidder, Joao & Bradley Construction Co., 
Inc. of Bethlehem, Pennsylvania, in the amount of $4,987,617.00 (Four Million Nine Hundred 
Eighty-Seven Thousand Six Hundred Seventeen Dollars and zero cents), pending receipt of the 
required bonds and insurances for the project.  Borough Council may also authorize any 
contract change order needing prompt action in an amount not to exceed $10,000 (Ten 
thousand dollars) each, to be approved at the discretion of the Borough Manager and brought 
before Council for retroactive approval. (Perry/Stuby) 

 
4. Borough Council voted 7-0 to approve the June 6, 2022 engineering services proposal from 

Gannett Fleming, Inc. to complete a water storage tank siting study for replacement of the Ridge 
Street Tank for a not to exceed amount of $29,800 (Twenty-Nine Thousand Eight Hundred 
dollars), subject to the Borough Solicitor’s satisfactory review and approval of the amendment. 
(Perry/Stuby) 

 
5. Borough Council voted 7-0 to approve Compensating Change Order No.1 to adjust the 

estimated quantities included in the contract bid to equal the actual quantity of work completed 
on the 2022 Pedestrian Curb Ramp Rehabilitation unit price contract, increasing the total price 
by $11,176.40 (Eleven thousand one hundred seventy-six dollars and forty cents). (Perry/Stuby) 
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6. Borough Council voted 7-0 to approve an agreement amendment to the Engineering Services 
Contract with Michael Baker International, Inc., adjusting the scope to include securing an 
NPDES Permit needed for the North Hanover Street component of the Carlisle Connectivity 
Project, increasing the contract by an amount not to exceed $20,000 (Twenty thousand dollars). 
(Perry/Stuby) 

 
7. Borough Council voted 6-0-1, with Councilor Mellen abstaining from the vote, to authorize the 

full release of the financial security posted by R.S. Mowery & Sons, Inc. for the YMCA Land 
Development, in the amount of $282,721.60 (Two Hundred Eighty-Two Thousand Seven 
Hundred Twenty-One Dollars and Sixty Cents), to reflect completion of the project.  
(Perry/Stuby) 

 
G. Sustainable Economic & Community Planning: 

 
1. Borough Council voted 7-0 to accept a Certified Local Government (CLG) grant award for 

$12,500.00 (twelve thousand five hundred dollars) to fund an identification level survey of 
architectural and historic resources within the Historic Preservation Overlay subject to the 
Borough Solicitor’s review and approval of all associated documents.  

 
NEW BUSINESS 
 
None was heard. 
 
REPORTS FROM COUNCIL MEMBERS & STAFF 
 
Deputy Mayor Landis entered an email that was submitted.  
 
“To all residents of Carlisle, the spotted lanternfly is here.  Reducing the number of spotted lanternfly is 
important for Pennsylvania’s agriculture wood industry, forests and businesses that rely on outdoor 
experiences, including restaurants with outdoor seating. Getting the public to “stomp on slf” is only a 
tiny step in what we can do. There's evidence that the tree of heaven is needed for spotted lanternflies 
to either reproduce or grow to the next stage of depth. Birds, wasps and other insects are beginning to 
eat this bad spotted lanternfly.  But may not be the ones that feed primarily on the tree of heaven.  
Removing the tree of heaven is worth the effort, but it must be done in a certain way at a certain time of 
year...now.  What am I requesting, the borough to use the procedures recommended by the Penn State 
Extension office to kill and remove all trees of heaven on borough property and to assist residents of the 
borough in removing their tree of heaven through help identifying, spraying, and removing dead trees.  
As well as disseminating quality information for residents who are interested in removing their own tree 
of heaven.   Thank you for consideration this matter, Ashley Mohart.” 
 
Deputy Mayor Landis noted she was not asking for an answer right now but for discussions in the future.  
 
Mayor Shultz spoke of his positive experience with his child at the recent skateboarding classes.  There is 
an excellent turnout and the volunteer instructors are fantastic.  Parks & Recreation director noted it has 
been very well attended.  
 
Councilor Perry is glad to see Memorial Park is being used for this activity that brings different residents 
to that park.  
  



10 
 

 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
There being no further business or public comment, the meeting adjourned at 8:56 p.m. 
 
 
 
       ________________________ _______ 

 Sean M. Shultz, Mayor 
 
 
      
Joyce E. Stone, Borough Secretary  
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Comment from Max Donnelly 

Flat fee vs Pay as you throw - the Great Carlisle Trash Debate rages on (at least on Social Media). 
Arguments for and against every possible solution that the Borough has either secured bids for, or even 
tried to secure bids for are lobbed back and forth incessantly. I should know - I’m often part of those 
“discussions.” That said, I’d like to establish a few things at the start, and then break down what I think 
are key points.  
 
First I do want to say to those that have been involved in this process, thank you, your work is 
appreciated the time and the effort that you put into this element of the health and safety of all of us 
who live and work in the borough. I want to establish that I don't pretend to know what the best 
solution is for everyone. What I do know is that any solution is by it's very nature going to be perfect for 
some and less than perfect for others. My hope and what I believe is the intent of Borough Council is 
that we determine the most equitable solution given the composition of the borough.  Considering the 
complex combination of household size, income level and impact to household financial situations, 
there are a lot of numbers, facts, figures and such that I could throw out to you, but that material even 
puts me to sleep. I’ve done the research to the best of my ability and set remarks focused around that 
research and can be added as part of the record if possible.   
 
But in the moments I have here, I want to share a bit of the lens I believe we should be the subject 
through. One of the characteristics that I absolutely love about Carlisle is the fact that we're a 
community that pulls together and supports each other. I think that we have an opportunity even with 
something as enthralling as waste removal to embody that community spirit and determine a decision 
that, while not being perfect for everyone, provides in the need of lessening the impact on some of the 
most vulnerable in our community.  The crux of the debate seems to be paid-as-you-throw versus fixed 
fee and which is the better option. I would suggest that will differ greatly depending on the combination 
of factors including, but not limited to household size, incoming and the amount of waste produced.  
 
Just to get a clearer picture there are a couple numbers that I do want to share, I looked into the 
average waste output per person and the best data that I could find was from the EPA for 2018. I’ve 
adjusted a little bit. Their daily amount of weight per person was 4.9 pounds, so I’ve used 5.25 pounds.  
Separating that out, counting for the percentage that they estimate recycled, composted and otherwise 
disposed of, likely with an estimated amount of waste per person, that's just under 19 pounds per week. 
So it's entirely reasonable to assume that a typical two-person household which is from what I can find 
the average household size in the borough, disposes under 40 pounds of trash of course in a week. 
 
Without data to compare household size and income, determining between the flat fee options is a little 
tricky.  Logical larger households are going to spend more under the pay-as-you-throw, that's 
unavoidable. Given that nationally, the majority of households are one to four people and absence any 
evidence to the contrary locally. Unfortunately, the household is significantly larger than the average 
may be impacted by a decision that's best for the majority of the population.  
 
I would suggest for the majority of households, pay-as-you-throw seems most equitable to me from the 
standpoint of responsibility for individual household use of the system.  It also allows households with 
income to fluctuate to acquire the stickers and their own bags, containers as they have funds available. 
There are some I know who buy in advance when they have extra funds so that when they do not, they'll 
still have some on hand.  This can be beneficial especially to households where income may fluctuate 
due to hourly or seasonal employment etc. It also allows collaborative efforts between households 
where smaller households may not need to use an entire bag every week but they combine with 
perhaps a neighbor or a family that lives nearby to dispose a bit of trash more efficiently. The flat fee 
would essentially double charge households that do this.  
 
I think that aside from pay-as-you-throw it's tricky to tell between them.  But what I think that points 
out is the need for perhaps a study or a survey of a residence that looks at household size, income waste 
output etc.  That could inform not only future contract inspirations, but as I remember seeing in one of 
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the posts, the possibility of bringing the process in-house. I think that data can be crucial in informing 
that process as a sustainable counseling certified platform community. I think we have a responsibility 
to work to minimize waste output and encourage efforts such as recycling composting, et cetera. As an 
All-American city and as a community I fell in love with almost 15 years ago when I moved here.  I 
believe that we have a mandate to minimize the impact on those vulnerable residents. Thank you for 
hearing me tonight. 



Borough of  Carlisle 
Financial Update

2nd Quarter 2022



General Fund

Expenditures:
• Overall Expenditures remain in line with 

budget expectations at 48%
Notable Items:
• Large one-time Tax Increment 

Financing Payment in January
• Increased costs related to Building 

Permit related inspections (offset by 
corresponding revenues)

• Savings achieved with delayed hiring
Revenues
• Overall Revenues are performing in line with 

budget and historical expectations at 65%.
Notable Items:
• Building Permit related revenues have 

reached pre-pandemic levels
• Parks & Recreation program related 

revenue has returned to pre-pandemic 
levels

• Real estate taxes reflect 93% collection

General Fund 2nd Quarter Activity
Type  2017

2nd QTR
2018

2nd QTR
2019

2nd QTR
2020

2nd QTR
2021

2nd QTR
2022

2nd QTR

Expense
Salaries, Wages, & Benefits 3,453,859$    3,419,444$  3,495,076$  3,397,887$  3,357,650$  3,598,078$  
Supplies, Services & Utilities 1,531,537      1,451,301     1,457,825     1,394,462     1,491,821     1,778,714     
Transfers Out 3,013,298      211,090        674,147        691,371        670,525        795,794        
Debt Service 63,296            21,666           87,624           84,157           74,832           484,352        
Total Expense 8,061,990$    5,103,501$  5,714,673$  5,567,878$  5,594,827$  6,656,939$  
Expense as % of Budget 53% 40% 45% 42% 42% 48%

Revenue
Real Property Taxes 4,623,423$    4,606,950$  4,709,777$  4,659,238$  4,805,292$  4,859,207$  
Other Local Taxes 1,216,892      1,228,213     1,647,727     1,187,220     1,493,925     1,565,101     
Transfers In 906,958          1,013,693     1,000,496     965,347        970,315        1,002,386     
Licenses & Permits 498,704          310,819        308,984        243,128        256,441        513,796        
Other Revenue 354,432          405,209        274,584        224,701        274,882        214,827        
Charges for Services 130,695          145,264        158,627        45,711           100,544        165,456        
Interest & Rents 40,727            130,614        215,293        63,657           40,512           51,225           
Fines & Forfeits 71,148            60,832           49,640           48,241           39,784           34,271           
Intergovernmental 87,042            16,970           10,938           8,426             19,744           6,300             
Total Revenue 7,930,020$    7,918,563$  8,376,067$  7,445,669$  8,001,441$  8,412,570$  
Revenue as % of Budget 68% 63% 66% 58% 63% 65%

Net Gain / (Loss) (131,970)$      2,815,062$  2,661,395$  1,877,792$  2,406,613$  1,755,632$  



General Fund

• This table identifies each function, according to 
budget expectations, and its reliance on General Real 
Estate Tax and Non-Program related revenues.

• As identified in this table, Budget General Real Estate 
Tax revenues and other Non-Program Revenues are 
insufficient to cover budget expenses and a shortage 
is anticipated that will rely on fund balance reserves.

• Staff have already started the process of reviewing 
our rates and fees to determine where revenues can 
improve and whether tax revenue is the appropriate 
funding source.

• Fire Program Revenues cover 66% of the Fire 
Department costs with the remainder ($372,000) of 
the costs relying on General Real Estate Tax 
revenues.

Function

Program 
Allocated 
Revenues

Multi-Fund
Share / 

Transfers In

General Real Estate 
/ Non-Program 

Revenue
Borough Council  $                  25,000  $       162,127  $                       129,042 
Manager's Office                               -             373,980                           121,436 
Legal Services                               -             101,250                              33,750 
Personnel                               -             145,868                              53,669 
Information Technology                               -             243,345                              81,115 
Outside Agencies                               -                         -                                  7,050 
Property & Casualty Insurance                               -                         -                             125,046 
Finance Operations                               -             443,818                           136,486 
Tax Collection                      69,830                       -                                70,835 
Debt Service                               -                         -                             668,299 
Unallocated Employee Benefits                    652,430              22,752                           172,557 
Transfers Out                               -                         -                             795,794 
Fire Department                    745,630                       -                             372,586 
Police Department                      73,158                       -                          4,700,892 
Public Works                               -             382,189                        1,195,016 
Code Enforcement 226,088                                       -                             378,367 
Parks Admin -                                                -                             233,691 
Recreation 177,174                                       -                                33,988 
Pool 94,789                                          -                                72,882 
Parks Maintenance -                                                -                             482,913 
Shade Trees -                                                -                                12,000 
Community Center 42,632                                          -                                71,304 
Total 2,106,731$           1,875,329$   9,948,717$                   

Budget General Real Estate / Miscellaneous Revenue                        9,034,409 
Shortage / Reliance on Fund Balance Reserves (914,308)                       



General Fund

• This graph identifies the total mill 
rates for each municipality in 
Cumberland County as of 1/1/2022

• To close the Borough’s budget 
operating deficit in 2022, the mill 
rate would have needed to adjust 
from 3.495 to 3.875 ($40 increase 
for a home valued at $100,000). 

• To close the 2022 budget capital 
and operating deficit it would have 
needed to be 4.135 ($64 increase 
for home valued at $100,000)

• Based on 97% collection rate, the 
mill rates would need to adjust by 
0.07 for every $100,000 in 
additional revenue needed



General Fund

Ongoing Considerations:
2022 Operating Budget Reductions

• The 2022 budget included several cuts totaling approximately $251,000 (e.g. hiring delays)

Fuel Purchasing
• The Borough’s fuel contract ended in June 2022
• Expectations are that fuel prices will continue to rise and result in significant cost increases over the next 12 

months (currently 100% increase in Diesel, and 66% increase in Gasoline), initial estimates indicate an 
increase to the General Fund in the range of $240,000

Benefits & Salaries
• During 2020 and 2021 the Borough delayed its hiring process as a cost saving measure and continued that 

through April 2022 in many cases. As hiring resumes, savings previously generated are now turning into costs 
that will need to be funded as we move forward

• Medical Insurance costs continue to rise (even accounting for increased employee contribution)



General Fund

Operating Budget Adjustments To Be Considered In August:

• Department of Sustainable Community and Economic Planning:
• Modify Revenue and Expenditure budget related to 3rd party Building Permit Inspection services

• Department of Finance:
• Modify Debt Service Budget amounts to reflect January one-time payment related to Tax Increment 

Financing Project

• Department of Public Works:
• Modify Street Light Operating budget to reflect purchase of Luminaire Lights that was planned for 2021 but 

did not occur until 2022 needing an additional appropriation
• Modify Public Works Field Operations to reflect the bulk purchase of Salt in early 2022



Enterprise Funds
Utility Accounts



Active Past Due Utility Accounts

• Downward trend in past due utility accounts.

• Many of outstanding balances currently benefit from our payment agreement program.

• As the Borough continues through the payment agreement process and Tenants Right Act process, we 
anticipate a continued decline in the outstanding balances shown.

QTR 2 (Active) Aged Accounts
2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022

Aged Accounts 16,909$      25,841$      54,079$      111,444$      360,335$      184,053$      
At Lien Threshold ($436) 2 7 18 30 130 100

Breakout (Lien Threshold)
Commercial 1               1               2               4                 14               7                 
Fireprotect -                -                1               1                 2                 1                 
Industrial -                -                -                -                  2                 1                 
Public -                -                -                1                 2                 -                  
Rental 1               3               13              17               59               41               
Residential -                3               2               6                 49               50               



Water Fund

• Overall Expenditures remain in line 
with budget expectations at 37%

Notable Items:
• Hired a Senior Operator which 

is new position at the Water 
Plant

• Chemical costs continue to rise 
resulting in higher costs at this 
point in the year compared to 
previous years

• Overall Revenues are performing in 
line with budget and historical 
expectations at 40%.

Notable Items:
• Water Capacity Tapping fees 

have seen a significant increase 
compared to 2021 (Approx. 
$170,000)

Water Fund 2nd Quarter Activity
Type  2017

2nd QTR
2018

2nd QTR
2019

2nd QTR
2020

2nd QTR
2021

2nd QTR
2022

2nd QTR

Expense
Salaries, Wages, & Benefits 636,607$       620,667$       561,137$       558,216$       574,125$       691,723$       
Supplies, Services & Utilities 339,152          395,274         386,900         384,470         401,293         456,255         
Transfers Out 466,149          492,946         427,806         290,669         287,115         296,053         
Debt Service 82,393            74,578           173,835         164,533         151,810         130,617         
Total Expense 1,524,302$    1,583,465$   1,549,677$   1,397,888$   1,414,343$   1,574,647$   
Expense as % of Budget 41% 39% 40% 37% 34% 37%

Revenue
Charges for Services 1,271,066$    1,322,371$   2,014,314$   1,784,013$   1,216,527$   1,403,847$   
Other Revenue 468,150          219,441         179,220         88,236           109,499         314,328         
Interest & Rents 89,632            108,734         132,664         139,249         86,878           94,529           
Transfers In 10,042            6,467              9,669              13,253           9,438              13,188           
Total Revenue 1,838,889$    1,657,013$   2,335,867$   2,024,750$   1,422,340$   1,825,891$   
Revenue as % of Budget 46% 37% 51% 43% 30% 40%

Net Gain / (Loss) 314,587$       73,548$         786,190$       626,862$       7,997$           251,245$       



Stormwater Fund
• Overall Expenditures remain in line 

with budget expectations at 47%, a 
slight increase over previous years

Notable Items:
• Debt Service costs increased 

due to the 2021 debt issuance 
that occurred, a first for this 
fund

• Overall Revenues are performing in 
line with budget and historical 
expectations at 27%

• Note: revenues increase more 
significantly in the second half 
of the year due to the 
accounting practice of recording 
revenues in the year in which 
the service was used

• Net Loss in mid-year 2022 is due to 
timing of revenues and expenses, no 
concerns at this time, a net gain is 
expected by year end

Stormwater Fund 2nd Quarter Operating Activity
Type  2017

2nd QTR
2018

2nd QTR
2019

2nd QTR
2020

2nd QTR
2021

2nd QTR
2022

2nd QTR

Expense
Transfers Out -$                -$                95,848$         280,280$       282,412$       308,388$       
Salaries, Wages, & Benefits -                       -                       113,184         189,781         153,386         250,684         
Debt Service -                       -                       -                       -                       478                 51,846           
Supplies, Services & Utilities -                       -                       40,536           42,682           93,588           51,149           
Total Expense -$                -$                249,568$       512,743$       529,864$       662,067$       
Expense as % of Budget 33% 40% 34% 47%

Revenue
Charges for Services -$                -$                -$                867,701$       560,555$       600,056$       
Interest & Rents -                       -                       184                 2,135              206                 2,158              
Other Revenue -                       -                       -                       70                    1,038              1,271              
Total Revenue -$                -$                184$               869,906$       561,799$       603,485$       
Revenue as % of Budget 0% 49% 28% 27%

Net Gain / (Loss) -$                -$                (249,384)$     357,163$       31,936$         (58,582)$       



Sewer Fund

• Overall Expenditures remain in line 
with budget expectations at 36%

Notable Items:
• Unexpected increase in Lift 

Stations due to Emergency 
Pump Replacement

• Overall Revenues are performing in 
line with budget and historical 
expectations at 36%.

Notable Increases:
• Sewer Tapping fees have seen a 

significant increase compared to 
2021 (Approx. $202,000)

Sewer Fund 2nd Quarter Operating Activity
Type  2017

2nd QTR
2018

2nd QTR
2019

2nd QTR
2020

2nd QTR
2021

2nd QTR
2022

2nd QTR

Expense
Salaries, Wages, & Benefits 983,975$       955,557$      876,867$      949,976$      877,809$      1,033,698$  
Supplies, Services & Utilities 514,898          524,092        527,779        503,166        508,058        603,854        
Transfers Out 403,384          443,664        392,475        282,321        280,553        309,240        
Debt Service 66,715            165,225        259,078        244,836        230,990        84,718           
Total Expense 1,968,972$    2,088,538$  2,056,199$  1,980,299$  1,897,410$  2,031,510$  
Expense as % of Budget 38% 37% 37% 36% 33% 36%

Revenue
Charges for Services 2,162,194$    2,302,694$  3,093,947$  2,447,481$  2,247,016$  2,124,708$  
Other Revenue 526,597          179,783        212,656        321,181        198,083        310,739        
Intergovernmental 30,197            -                      911,263        149,229        -                      34,260           
Interest & Rents 7,769              44,571           71,241           56,665           1,767             13,533           
Total Revenue 2,726,757$    2,527,048$  4,289,107$  2,974,557$  2,446,865$  2,483,240$  
Revenue as % of Budget 46% 33% 46% 40% 36% 36%

Net Gain / (Loss) 757,785$       438,510$      2,232,909$  994,258$      549,455$      451,730$      



Solid Waste Fund

• Expense activity is slightly higher than 
expectations and an adjustment will be 
needed to reflect actual activity

• Fund continues to reflect a net loss for 
each bag/tag sale

• Revenues, are in line with expectations 
and continue to be insufficient to meet 
operating costs

• As we continue to draw on financial 
reserves to cover costs, the cash flow of 
this fund becomes less flexible requiring 
the General Fund to loan (on a temporary 
basis) money to the Solid Waste Fund to 
have sufficient cash on hand for short-
term obligations

Solid Waste Fund 2nd Quarter Activity
Type  2017

2nd QTR
2018

2nd QTR
2019

2nd QTR
2020

2nd QTR
2021

2nd QTR
2022

2nd QTR

Expense
Debt Service 3$                    1,129$           1,477$           1,363$             1,245$             2,863$             
Salaries, Wages, & Benefits 6,477              11,399           25,420           23,024             15,915             14,451             
Supplies, Services & Utilities 333,090          366,304        376,049        886,689          699,233          772,218          
Transfers Out 12,029            13,372           11,725           11,211             11,297             12,336             
Total Expense 351,599$       392,204$      414,671$      922,288$        727,689$        801,869$        
Expense as % of Budget 52% 50% 53% 68% 53% 56%

Revenue
Charges for Services 435,589$       411,313$      466,096$      772,672$        695,976$        686,906$        
Licenses & Permits -                       -                      2,400             2,400               6,400               4,500               
Other Revenue 3,303              1,368             4,005             4,813               8,474               3,533               
Interest & Rents 242                  853                 2,024             1,921               61                     121                   
Intergovernmental -                       45,959           50,969           -                        -                        -                        
Total Revenue 439,134$       459,493$      525,493$      781,806$        710,911$        695,059$        
Revenue as % of Budget 61% 59% 64% 63% 55% 54%

Net Gain / (Loss) 87,535$          67,289$        110,823$      (140,481)$      (16,779)$         (106,810)$      



Solid Waste Fund

• Trash collection service has resulted in a loss for each bag collected – shown as a net loss the figures above represent 
losses through June of each year specific to the trash collection service and do not reflect any other services provided by 
this fund

• For trash collection services only, the Borough uses savings to cover the cost totaling $0.49 for each bag and $.521 for 
each tag sold.

• For all Solid Waste services (including Compost Facility, Brush/Leaf Pickup, Christmas Tree Pickup, Wages, Illicit Dumping 
Disposal, and Trash/Recycling Collection) the Borough would have to charge approximately $6.70/Per Bag or $6.43/Per Tag 
in 2022 in order to fully fund the services

• Fund Balance reserves are dropping faster than anticipated due to a growing number of bag sales, a concern for cash flow 
and a concern for overall health of the fund. Fund will be near depletion by end of 2022.

Solid Waste Service vs Revenue (Trash Collection)

Period
Bags Sold 

(Individual)

Cost For 
Collection
($ Per Bag)

Customer 
Price 

($ Per Bag)

Tags Sold 
(Individual)

Cost For 
Collection 
($ Per Tag)

Customer 
Price 

($ Per Tag

Net Gain / 
(Loss)

6/30/2022 95,000            -6.34 5.85 21,070           -6.061 5.54 (57,527)$     
6/30/2021 115,400          -6.16 5.85 N/A N/A N/A (35,774)       
6/30/2020 145,000          -5.99 5.85 N/A N/A N/A (20,300)       



Parking Fund

• Overall Expenditures remain in 
line with budget expectations at 
27%

Notable Items:
• Garage has utilized more of 

its budget than typical at 
this point in the year due to 
a budgeted repair of the 
Garage Elevator.

• Overall Revenues are increasing 
and seeing improvement closer to 
pre-pandemic levels (47%).

Notable Items:
• Parking Meter Revenue has 

seen an increase over the 
last two years, however 
performance has not yet 
reached the level we saw 
pre-pandemic

Parking Fund 2nd Quarter Operating Activity
Type  2017

2nd QTR
2018

2nd QTR
2019

2nd QTR
2020

2nd QTR
2021

2nd QTR
2022

2nd QTR

Expense
Supplies, Services & Utilities 143,779$       153,554$       138,208$       155,393$       69,237$         92,707$         
Salaries, Wages, & Benefits 67,970            67,039           74,211           46,159           54,324           59,912           
Transfers Out 12,029            13,372           24,225           23,711           23,797           24,836           
Debt Service 53,000            6,064              15,989           16,191           14,037           8,191              
Total Expense 276,778$       240,028$       252,633$       241,455$       161,394$       185,645$       
Expense as % of Budget 49% 40% 41% 38% 26% 27%

Revenue
Charges for Services 281,160$       353,520$       307,589$       169,511$       235,056$       272,895$       
Fines & Forfeits 57,097            35,670           83,721           46,240           43,158           32,391           
Fund Balance -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       
Interest & Rents 1,351              5,253              10,337           6,315              127                 946                 
Intergovernmental -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       
Other Revenue 4,160              5,807              707                 (4,157)            29,207           23,995           
Transfers In 1,132              -                       -                       -                       -                       -                       
Total Revenue 344,900$       400,250$       402,355$       217,909$       307,547$       330,226$       
Revenue as % of Budget 58% 61% 56% 31% 42% 47%

Net Gain / (Loss) 68,122$          160,222$       149,722$       (23,545)$       146,152$       144,582$       



Enterprise Funds

Operating Budget Adjustments To Be Considered In August:

• Department of Public Works (Water):
• Modify Water Meter Maintenance for a service contract to manage the Remote Water Meter Readings

• Department of Public Works (Sewer):
• Modify Lift Stations budget to account for Emergency replacement of Pumps that occurred in early 2022

• Department of Public Works (Solid Waste):
• Modify Solid Waste Collection & Disposal to account for increased bag sales resulting in higher costs



Summary

Borough 2nd Quarter Operating Activity
Type General

2nd QTR
Water

2nd QTR
Stormwater

2nd QTR
Sewer

2nd QTR
Solid Waste

2nd QTR
Parking
2nd QTR

Expense
Salaries, Wages, & Benefits 3,598,078$    691,723$     250,684$     1,033,698$ 14,451$       59,912$     
Supplies, Services & Utilities 1,778,714      456,255       51,149          603,854       772,218       92,707       
Transfers Out 795,794          296,053       308,388       309,240       12,336          24,836       
Debt Service 484,352          130,617       51,846          84,718          2,863            8,191          

Total Expense 6,656,939$    1,574,647$ 662,067$     2,031,510$ 801,869$     185,645$   
Expense as % of Budget 48% 37% 47% 36% 56% 27%

Revenue
Real Property Taxes 4,859,207$    -$              -$              -$              -$              -$            
Charges for Services 165,456          1,403,847    600,056       2,124,708    686,906       272,895     
Other Revenue 214,827          314,328       1,271            310,739       3,533            23,995       
Interest & Rents 51,225            94,529          2,158            13,533          121                946             
Transfers In 1,002,386      13,188          -                     -                     -                     -                   
Other Local Taxes 1,565,101      -                     -                     -                     -                     -                   
Licenses & Permits 513,796          -                     -                     -                     4,500            -                   
Fines & Forfeits 34,271            -                     -                     -                     -                     32,391       
Intergovernmental 6,300              -                     -                     34,260          -                     -                   

Total Revenue 8,412,570$    1,825,891$ 603,485$     2,483,240$ 695,059$     330,227$   
Revenue as % of Budget 65% 40% 27% 36% 54% 47%

Net Gain / (Loss) 1,755,632$    251,245$     (58,582)$      451,730$     (106,810)$   144,582$   
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