
Re: The General Assembly of Pennsylvania House Bill 782, Session of 2015 

I am the secretary/treasurer of South Creek Township, a 2"d class township (pop. 1, 128) 
in Bradford County. Following are my comments on proposed House Bill 782: 

When the UCC law was passed our local Eastern and Western Bradford County COG 
organizations followed the rules and regulations of the new law. We did our due 
diligence and had several meetings at the Bradford County Court House in Towanda to 
interview Inspection firms who were interested in doing business in Bradford County. 
All the townships who wanted to participate had to pass an Ordinance agreeing to act 
together and that Ordinance is still in effect. There 50-65 local municipal officials at 
every session. After much debate and compromise, a firm was chosen. This firm 
agreed to all of our requirements. They have followed through and done a good job. 
They put offices in Bradford County, they have sufficient qualified inspectors and they 
have followed our contract with them. Their prices are not cheap but are in line with 
other counties in the area. Have there been issues? Of course, it was a new law and 
people were used to dealing with a local municipal official and inspections were not 
happening or were cursory. Again I stress that we followed the rules and regulations of 
the UCC law. 

This all worked out because it was a group effort and now the beleaguered small 
townships are not burdened with the cost and effort of trying to enforce the complicated 
regulations. The townships did not have to each hire a qualified inspector, nor did we 
have large increases in our liability insurance prices. The liability is carried by the 3ro 
party inspection firm. Some of the municipalities had their own inspectors and did not 
'opt in' and since the beginning a few municipalities have dropped out. 

It appears that this proposed law will pretty much negate all that difficult but beneficial 
work. Our COG Ordinance will have to be revoked by another ordinance, each of us 
will all have to advertise a new ordinance, we will have to advertise our own request for 
bids, we will have to pay a solicitor to write all this up so it is legal, we will have to have 
numerous meetings to discuss all this and we will end up doing many times more work 
than anyone can imagine. We will have to have more liability insurance. All of this time 
and lots of expense for work that has ALREADY been done by following the UCC rules 
and regulations as originally presented. 

The bidding is a real issue. This law will basically change the bidding process to allow 
two bidders to be chosen out of however many who bid. They will probably not bid the 
same prices and so instead of taking the lowest qualified bidder, the municipality will 
have to choose two with different prices. Then the township will have to develop a 
contract which both firms will have to agree to and sign. The contract will have to be 
exactly the same for both firms and will have to include mechanisms for the Flood Plain, 
any zoning issues, planning issues and who is going to report what to whom. It is going 
to be complicated and I am sure the township secretary/treasurers are going to be stuck 
with all this work. Right now, our 3ro party inspection firm takes care of the work and 



reporting. The township receives copies of all permits, fees, reports and Certificates of 
Occupancy. 

It appears that some firms are unhappy because they can't work in some of the more 
lucrative areas and have convinced someone to open the whole process back up. Over 
the years, our COG has received several proposals from other inspection firms. We 
have met with them and reviewed their proposals. Some of them don't even have 
qualified inspectors for all the types of construction. We have never decided to cancel 
our contract and choose another firm, but we could at any time. We also have our COL 
driver testing done through a COG contract. We have changed firms at least three 
times for that. All the Counties in the State just went through the EIT contracting 
process and only one firm was chosen for each county. We don't have another firm as 
a second choice if we don't like the first one. Our 3rd party inspection firm cannot raise 
prices without the COG's approval. The only appeals we have had dealt with asking for 
waivers for certain building requirements, mostly safety such as sprinklers in a 
commercial building or in a church. 

It has been pointed out to me that this focus of this Bill 782 is to give people a choice of 
inspection firms and make it fairer for the consumer. I was told that many of the 
inspectors cheat the system by overcharging or over doing the number of inspections. 
We have had very little of this type of thing in our area. I also understand that some 
legislators are getting push back from citizens who do not want to comply with the UCC 
regulations. Perhaps they think they can manipulate 3rd party firms by pitting them 
against each other to get them to approve of projects that do not meet UCC standards. 

In the proposed law, the property owner chooses firm A or firm Band has to follow 
through with the firm they choose. If the person disagrees with the pricing or with the 
number of inspections the firm does, the person cannot just stop in the middle and go to 
another firm. I do not see how this changes much of anything. If the property owner is 
unhappy, the only choice is to drop the firm they choose and then pay for another permit 
and inspections, 

Most people who have been unhappy with the 3rd party inspections object to the price or 
they don't like the inspector. I might not like the person who reads my gas meter, but I 
don't get to switch to another reader. The township and Penn DOT issue driveway 
permits. Will we now have to allow a citizen to contact a firm to develop a driveway 
permit if the citizen doesn't like a township Supervisor or a Penn DOT official? This is a 
very slippery slope. 

This proposed law is going to be a huge financial and paperwork burden for small 
townships. If the original law was so poorly written, then change it for the above 2500 
population municipalities, so the smaller townships are not penalized by having to do all 
the work over again. I think this will set a dangerous precedent where bidding will 
become a nightmare of red tape and errors that can negate all the good that the UCC 
Law has done for State. 



The UCC law needs to have an enforcement provision that can remove sub-standard 
firms and sub-standard inspectors. If persons are being overcharged for unnessesary 
repeat inspections or any other over the top charges, there should be a system clearly 
stated on the application forms of where the person can go to complain without going 
through a full blown public appeals process. 

Thank you for listening to my concerns. 

Linda Leonard, Secretaryffreasurer 
South Creek Township 
PO Box60 
Gillett PA 16925 
570-596-3058 
screek@npacc.net 


