
TOWNSHIP OF LOWER MAKEFIELDPLANNING COMMISSIONMINUTES – JUNE 23, 2014
The regular meeting of the Planning Commission of the Township of LowerMakefield was held in the Municipal Building on June 23, 2014.   Ms. Friedmancalled the meeting to order at 7:35 p.m.  Ms. Friedman noted that there is a vacancyon the Planning Commission and anyone interested in serving should contactMr. Fedorchak.Those present:Planning Commission: Karen Friedman, ChairDean Dickson, SecretaryTony Bush, MemberOthers: Nancy Frick, Director Zoning, Inspection, & PlanningNathan Fox, Township SolicitorMark Eisold, Township EngineerKristin Tyler, SupervisorAbsent: John Pazdera, Planning Commission Vice ChairDan McLaughlin, Supervisor Liaison
#629 – MOON NURSERIES TRACT DISCUSSIONMr. Edward Murphy, attorney, and Mr. Doug Waite, engineer, were present.Mr. Murphy stated the property is located on Quarry Road, and they werepreviously before the Planning Commission and subsequently the Board ofSupervisors last summer with a Sketch Plan.  He stated as a result of the feedback,they submitted a fully-engineered Subdivision Plan in September.  He stated theyreceived review letters back, and they elected to resubmit the Plan beforescheduling another meeting with the Planning Commission.  He stated the Plan thatis before the Planning Commission has been revised once as reflected by theMay 19 review letter that the Township engineer’s office issued.Mr. Murphy stated their intention tonight is not to seek a recommendation from thePlanning Commission, but rather to review with the Planning Commission fourspecific issues they have highlighted from the May 19 review letter.  He statedeverything else in the review letter is not an issue. Mr. Murphy stated afterdiscussion, they intend to resubmit the Plan and reappear before the PlanningCommission probably in late summer.
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Mr. Murphy stated the Plan shown on the easel by Mr. Waite is unchanged from theSketch that was reviewed last year.  It still shows the entrance and exit from QuarryRoad with a single cul-de-sac accessing the rearmost portion of the site.  He statedone of the big design issues from the Sketch Plan stage was whether or not therewas going to be an interconnection with Hillside.  He stated the PlanningCommission, the neighbors, and the Board of Supervisors made it abundantly clearthat there would be no interest in seeing that interconnection; and they arefollowing that request and not providing that interconnection.  He stated theTownship engineer did raise the question of what type of connection would beprovided to Hillside; and Mr. Murphy stated the direction they feel they were givenwas that they want to provide the flexibility to at least provide emergency access toHillside, but there would be no permanent interconnection where there would beregular two-way traffic.  He stated they will provide for emergency access onlywhich he feels is the clear direction they received from the Planning Commission,the Board of Supervisors, and from the neighbors.Ms. Friedman asked how they will provide emergency access.  Mr. Waite stated theyhave discussed this with Mr. Eisold who suggested that they provide a stub streetcoming off of the proposed main road into the right-of-way past the driveway forLot #3.  Mr. Waite stated there would be a grass paver drive that would be astabilized driveway over which emergency vehicles could traverse.  Ms. Friedmanasked if they would block it off, and Mr. Murphy stated they would do whateverMr. Eisold’s suggests such as bollards, etc.  He stated it would not be an invitation forpeople to try to use it on a regular basis, and the only access would be foremergency or first responders.  Mr. Eisold stated there would be grass with treesor something to delineate where it is, but other than that it would be a grass areawith a chain at the boundary line for emergency vehicles only to access.Mr. Murphy stated the second issue to discuss is that today there is a pipe thatprovides stormwater to reach the existing pond on the property, and Mr. Waiteshowed this location on the Plan.  Mr. Murphy stated the Township engineer raisedthe question of whether that pipe would remain.  Mr. Murphy stated the pipe is oldand needs to be replaced, and they intend to replace it with a similarly-sized pipepossibly at a different elevation than where the pipe is today; but the idea is tocontinue to maintain the ability to direct stormwater to the pond to keep the pondfed as it is today.  Mr. Murphy stated Mr. Eisold’s letter had raised the question as towhether there was a Zoning issue associated with that; and Mr. Murphy stated theyfeel that there is no Zoning issue, and they will maintain the existing condition and
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replace it with a new pipe.  Mr. Eisold stated originally he did not know where thepipe came from or what it was for, and basically they are replacing it in kind.Mr. Eisold stated he believes that the pond is manmade, and Mr. Murphy agreed.Mr. Eisold stated apparently there is also an agreement between the propertyowners that the water has to continue to go in that direction in order to maintainthe pond, and Mr. Murphy agreed.Ms. Friedman asked if there is any concern that the pond could become pollutedfrom salt or debris from the road system.  She also asked if the pond has anyaeration to prevent other incidences.  Mr. Murphy stated it does not have aerationnow, but they did discuss this.  Mr. Murphy stated Mr. Eisold indicated that hewanted some time to consider whether or not there needs to be some ability toaerate it or not; and whatever recommendation Mr. Eisold makes, they will follow it.Ms. Friedman expressed concerns with mosquitos.  Mr. Waite stated the pond doeshave a fountain in the middle now that provides some level of aeration, and they willprovide electric service to that area as there is already electric service on the Moonproperty.  He stated there is an existing easement, and they will provide anextension of that easement in order to be able to maintain that power source.Mr. Bush stated it was noted that there was an agreement with property ownersabout continuation of the pond, and Mr. Murphy stated that property owner ispresent this evening.  Ms. Frick asked about the electric, and Mr. Murphy statedthere is electric now running from Moon to the other property owner on whoseproperty the pond is located.  Mr. Murphy stated Moon-Orleans is going to continueto provide the dedicated electric source to run whatever aeration system isnecessary.  Mr. Eisold asked who will pay this electric in the end, and Mr. Murphystated it will be part of the HOA.  Mr. Bush asked if the agreement would be betweenthe HOA and the adjacent property owner, and Mr. Eisold stated he feels it wouldhave to be; and Mr. Murphy agreed.Mr. Murphy stated the third discussion item Mr. Eisold raised is that the Planpresumes that the delineation of the floodplain line is based on the currentrecommended new delineation by FEMA that has not yet been adopted.Mr. Murphy stated FEMA has identified and upgraded its delineation throughoutmany of the stream corridors including this one, and it has been pending for quitesome time.  He stated everyone had expected that FEMA would  have adopted thatnew line some time ago, but they keep pushing the deadline back.  Mr. Murphystated the latest deadline he heard was sometime next year.  Mr. Murphy statedthe Plan does presume that it would be the new line recommended by FEMAthat would be incorporated into this Plan.  Mr. Murphy stated because of thecontinuing delays, they have elected to file an Application with FEMA for a letterof map amendment so that they can confirm the accuracy of the line.  Mr. Murphystated there is no challenge to the line as shown on the Plan.  He stated there are
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two Appeals outstanding in Bucks County about the new delineation line, but noneof them involve this property or anywhere nearby.  He stated the process isalready underway and has already been submitted; and by the time the PlanningCommission next sees the Plan, they expect to have the letter of map amendmentapproved so that issues will go away.  Mr. Murphy stated individual propertyowners have the ability to advance the process by submitting their own request,and that is what they have done; and they expect that FEMA will approve this lineat the property owner’s request sooner than when they approve everything inBucks County.Mr. Murphy was asked to submit a copy of the request to FEMA to the Township fortheir records.    Mr. Eisold stated he understands that the current deadline foradopting the floodplain by the Township is March 16, 2015, although this couldbe pushed back again.  Ms. Friedman stated she would like to have the PlanningCommission kept advised with all appropriate letters and documentation by thetime they are actually discussing it as they will not vote on anything without havingread something in this regard.Mr. Murphy stated the last item raised by Mr. Eisold in his letter that was thesubject of recent discussion has been Quarry Road, and the fact that there is anexisting “hairpin” turn.  Mr. Murphy stated the ability to straighten out the roaddoes not exist because of the cemetery at the point.  Mr. Murphy statedMr. Eisold’s office has asked that the Applicant do a speed study for traffic onQuarry Road, and this will be completed and the results submitted with the nextresubmitted set of Plans.  Mr. Eisold stated this is not an ideal situation.Ms. Friedman stated there are also sight line issues there as well.  Mr. Eisold statedthey have shown the line of sight for the speed limit posted; however, he questions ifpeople are really traveling that speed or are they going faster.  Ms. Friedman statedshe is familiar with that area, and she never saw anyone follow that speed limit.Mr. Eisold stated this is the point of the speed study which will determine what theactual speed of the cars is, and they can then see if they actually have enough sightdistance for the speed.  Mr. Eisold stated they also requested that they make someimprovements, and the engineers were looking at maybe shifting the entrancefurther away from that location to give more space and make it safer.Mr. Murphy stated all other items in the May 19 review letter from the engineer are“will comply” items and will be incorporated into the next set of Plans that aresubmitted.  Mr. Murphy stated they hope the Plans will be submitted to theTownship within the next thirty days.  They will receive another review letter fromMr.  Eisold, and they will come back before the Planning Commission after that.



June 23, 2014            Planning Commission – page 5 of 26
Ms. Friedman stated previously an issue was raised about Lot #3 and the possibilityof eliminating it, and she believes the Bucks County Planning Commissioncommented on this as well.  Mr. Murphy stated the issue with Lot #3 relates to thesub street.  He stated the issue is that they can comply with the Ordinance byextending the road to connect to Hillside; however, no one wants them to do this.Mr. Murphy stated they do not want to be penalized for not doing the extension.He stated the comment was made that the Lot may not conform to the Zoning giventhe current configuration, but no one wants them to conform by connecting the twostreets.  Ms. Friedman stated the other development was there first; and by openingthe road between the two developments, they are penalizing that developmentseverely with regard to safety issues.  Mr. Murphy stated they are not complainingabout not having to open the road, but they do not want to be penalized for notcomplying.  He stated they do not want to lose a lot because they are not complying.Mr. Murphy stated they already discussed this with the Board of Supervisors at theSketch Plan stage.Mr. Eisold stated they would take the dedication of the area, but would not open upthe road so in effect they would have the frontage by dedicating that short road andcreate the lot; but they physically would not connect so that the road wouldprobably go up to where the driveway for Lot #3 came in and it would then stop andhave the emergency access.  He stated the Zoning would then be cleared up, and theroad would be cut off and opened only for emergency vehicles.Ms. Friedman stated she felt that there was a driveway issue for this Lot, andMr. Eisold stated the way it is currently shown is that the driveway comes all theway up the main road; and the thought was to extend the public road past thedriveway, so the driveway would not have to come in from the cul-de-sac.He stated the way it is shown currently is that it has a driveway which does notmake sense.  Mr. Murphy stated they stopped the road short and extended theindividual driveway for Lot #3 from the edge of the stub street, and Mr. Eisold wantsthem to extend the stub street to the property line, take the driveway directly off theextended street, and then block off the part that would otherwise connect to Hillsideand make it grass pavers so it looks less cumbersome than the way the current Planshows although the effect is no different.  Mr. Murphy stated they will make thischange when they resubmit the Plans.Mr. Stuart Revness, Bridle Estates Drive, stated he backs up to the property.He asked about water mitigation and the creek since there have been situations overthe past three to four years in heavy rainfall when their back yards turn into ponds.He stated with the additional development, they would like to know about watermitigation.  He showed a picture of the water situation.
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Mr. Ed Nini stated his property is adjacent to the proposed development as well.Mr. Waite stated they need to meet the Township Ordinances with regard to run offand will be required to manage the peak flows and volumes; and in doing this, itwill be done in several ways through best management practices.Mr. Nini asked if any of this will go into the existing creek, and Mr. Waite stated itwill, but they will lower the peak rates and lower the volume.  He stated there arealso basins, and he showed where these will be located on the Plan.  He stated theywill also used underground pipe.Mr. Eisold stated even without this development the way the reconfiguration of theflood plain is based on topography it is actually being reduced on this property; butas he discussed with Mr. Nini in the field, it is actually being increased on his andMr. Revness’ property.  He stated this is because of the way the floodplain mappinghas been changed.  Mr. Eisold stated in addition the site is highly impervious nowgiven the use on the site; and with the development in place, they will actuallyreduce some of that impervious surface.  Mr. Eisold stated this should reduce theflow off the lot, and they are putting in the basins.  Mr. Eisold stated the reality isthat the flood plain is being remapped in that area.Ms. Friedman asked if there are any practices those residents could do to helpprevent it from getting worse, and Mr. Eisold stated he did provide them with somealternatives that could be done in their rear yards to keep the water away from theirhouses.  Mr. Nini stated this would all be at their own expense.  He stated he boughthis house eight months ago, and it was in a low risk zone.   It was noted that FEMA isdoing the flood plain amendments, and Ms. Friedman suggested the residents maywant to take this up with FEMA.Ms. Donna Martino, Spring Lane, asked if there will be a greenbelt between theexisting homes and the new development.  Mr. Eisold stated similar uses do notrequire a buffer by Ordinance.  He stated what she is seeing on the Plan may be therear setback.  He stated there is a storm easement in the back as well.Ms. Lisa Veltrick, 26 Spring Lane, stated their neighborhood is prone to loss ofelectricity whenever there are storms, and currently the electric company has to getpermission from Moon Nurseries to get to those lines.  She asked how the electriccompany will get out to those lines with all of these houses, since they need to getlarge Trucks in there.  Mr. Eisold stated typically PECO gets to where necessaryto get things fixed, and they have the right to access their lines wherever they maybe.  He stated the designer could look into this.  Ms. Veltrick stated they always needto get a bucket truck in this area.  Ms. Tyler asked why PECO needs to getpermission from Moon to access the lines; and Ms. Veltrick stated Moon Nurserieshas a locked gate and a chain that does not allow access to that area, and PECO



June 23, 2014            Planning Commission – page 7 of 26has to  get permission from Moon to take the chain down so the trucks can get in.Mr. Eisold stated the engineers could look at this to see what could be done toaccommodate this.Ms. Friedman noted the letter from James Yates, and she did not see anything thatwould make him come up with the conclusion that he does not recommendapproval.  She asked if this is a misprint or is it based on the fact that the roadwayturning radii needs to be checked for conformance.   Ms. Frick stated she feels hewants the Township engineer to check into this.Ms. Irene Koehler thanked the Planning Commission and the developer for hearingthe residents’ concerns.
DISCUSSION AND RECOMMENDATION ON PROPOSED CHANGES TO THE TREEORDINANCESMr. Jim Bray, Mr. Alan Dresser, and Ms. Cynthia D’Alessio from the EAC werepresent.  Mr. Bray stated they would like to suggest some changes to the TreeReplacement Ordinance and the Street Tree Ordinance in Lower MakefieldTownship.  Mr. Bray stated they want to set up a tree bank account that can only beused to plant trees in public areas of Lower Makefield Township, and this will befunded by development dollars under a certain set of circumstances.Ms. Friedman asked if the $315 amount is for a 2 ½” caliper tree, and Mr. Dresserstated this would be for the purchase, delivery, and installation of 2 ½” to 3”calipertrees.  Ms. Friedman stated they also need to understand how the fees collected willbe maintained, as she would like to make sure that account is only used for trees.Ms. Friedman stated they are allowing the developers to give a fee-in-lieu of $315per tree not to plant them on the site, and she asked if they should put a minimumor maximum of what they can contribute such as a percentage so that thedevelopment is not left “naked.”  She stated she is concerned that a developer willindicate that they do not want to replant any trees in the development, and shewants to make sure that something is planted on the property.   Ms. D’Alessio notedunder the proposed changes 4d states, “Replacement trees shall be selected incompliance with the Township’s Native Plant Ordinance and shall be planted at theSubdivision or Land Development site from which the trees are removed unless,with the Township’s Approval, the developer makes a payment in lieu.”  She statedthey are stressing that they are to plant as many trees as possible on site; and thenif they want to make an in-lieu contribution because they simply cannot fit all ofthe required replacement trees on site, they have to request that.  She stated thismust be approved by the Township.  Ms. Friedman stated she would like it to bemade very clear in case a Township Board allows them to do whatever they want todo.
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Ms. Friedman stated she would prefer something that does not jeopardize theamount of trees that need to be at a development site.  Mr. Dresser asked if she islooking for a certain percentage, and Mr. Bush stated it may not be possible to havea percentage.  Ms. D’Alessio stated it would be site specific so they would have tohave some flexibility.  She stated there are going to be situations where they can putin more trees onto a development site, but there are also going to be situationswhere they are planting on a wooded lot.  She stated she feels it would be difficultto set a percentage.  Ms. Friedman stated it could be 10% to 30% since she isconcerned that it could be abused.  Mr. Dresser stated the Township would gettrees out of it, but they could just be in a different location.  He understands thatMs. Friedman would prefer that they be at the location where they were takendown; however, Ms. Friedman stated she wants to make sure that the developmentfrom where the trees were taken is not left more barren than it should be for somereason.  She stated she feels this is a detail that should be addressed.Ms. D’Alessio stated currently there is nothing about this in the current TreeReplacement Ordinance; and it is just based on the suggestions of the EAC and thePlanning Commission, with the Board of Supervisors making the ultimate approval.She stated this is not making it easier for the developer not to plant on site.She stated currently they would owe the Township trees with the replacementsystem, but the problem going on now is that no trees are being put into the ground.She stated the developers owe all the trees on paper, but they never come back toplant the trees.Ms. Friedman stated possibly they could state under (d) “Replacement trees shall beselected in compliance with the Township’s Native Plan Ordinance and should beplanted as a priority at the Subdivision or Land Development site…”  She stated thisway it would be completely addressed to make sure that they are focusing on thedevelopment.  Mr. Bray stated while it would be hard to quantify, he feels using theword “priority” spells it out clearly what their intent is.  Ms. Friedman stated shewants to make sure that the development is handled first; and if there are leftovertrees, it is a great idea to have the bank.  Ms. D’Alessio stated they did discuss this,and this is why they included (d) since they did not want to make it so that thedeveloper had the “green light” to not plant trees on the site.  Ms. D’Alessio statedthey do not want to encourage the developers to  use the tree bank, and they dowant them to be planted on the site.Mr. Dickson stated he is assuming that the Township will have to create a Tree BankOrdinance, and Mr. Fox agreed.  Mr. Dickson asked who will administer this, andMr. Fox stated theoretically this would be delegated by the Board of Supervisors tothe Township staff in conjunction with the Township engineer and the solicitor’soffice if something needs to be incorporated into the Development Agreement.
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Mr. Dickson stated he feels that there would need to be some oversight since itindicates that the contribution to the Capital Account will be due sixty days after thedevelopment receives Final Approval.  Mr. Eisold stated possibly it should beincluded with the Approval of the Development and in the Development Agreementso that it is up front.  Ms. Frick stated most of the fees are paid at the Building Permitstage depending on the Development Agreement.  Mr. Eisold stated he feels it shouldbe done before that in this instance because the Building Permits could go over anumber of years, and he questions how they would split up the trees per lot.  Hestated he feels it should be up front.  Mr. Dickson stated he feels they should workwith the EAC to determine when the tree bank should be utilized.Mr. Dickson noted #3 which indicates the EAC will advise the Township, and heasked who they will advise.  He stated he would like to know who is going to be incharge of the tree bank.  Mr. Dresser stated he feels it would be the TownshipManager who is well aware of this and was in favor of it.  Ms. Friedman stated theTownship Manager would manage that account.  Mr. Dickson stated the Tree BankOrdinance should indicate that money has to be paid before Final Approval.He stated it should also state who will manage the tree bank adding possibly theEAC might conceivably do this.Ms. Frick asked who will be making the determination that they should pay themoney rather than plant the trees, and Mr. Fox stated ultimately the Supervisorsmake the final decision.  Ms. Frick asked if they are going to want a recommendationfrom the Township engineer as to the reasons why since they want as many trees aspossible.  She stated they do not want the developers to decide that they will justpay the $315 per tree since if they planted a tree and it died, they would have toreplace it.  She stated the developers may decide it is easier to just pay the fee once.Mr. Fox stated the Supervisors make the ultimate determination with input from theEAC and possibly the Planning Commission and Township professionals as well.Mr. Bray stated the EAC is uniquely situated to make recommendations although thePlanning Commission and Park & Recreation should also have input.Mr. Bush stated he feels that it would be good to have an accounting to the variousgroups which were just identified to advise how much money is in this tree bankaccount on an annual basis so that maybe the Planning Commission or the EACcould make recommendations as to where trees should go as opposed to just havingthe money sitting there.
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Mr. Bush asked how this impacts the Township if the Township is the propertyowner.  He stated what has been proposed does not seem to address the Township.He also noted that currently there are uncleared plots of land that the Township has;and periodically the Township takes down trees, and there is no accounting orreplacement of those trees.  He asked if this should be addressed somewhere aswell.  Mr. Bray stated he agrees that this is something they should look into.Ms. D’Alessio stated what is so wonderful about Lower Makefield is the tree coverthat we have.  She stated with all the storm damage they have had in the last tenyears, we have lost a significant percentage of the canopy in Lower Makefield.She stated this is the one resource Lower Makefield has that makes it so unique.She feels there should be a comprehensive tree management plan in the Townshipwhere the EAC, Planning Commission, and Park & Recreation could all be on thesame page as to how we manage the tree resources.  She stated they need to knowwhen the Township is taking down trees, and then find out what they are going todo to replace them so that we can keep the tree canopy.  She stated she feels the EACshould be working on this with the Planning Commission and other interestedparties in the Township.   Mr. Bray stated currently there is no replacementrequirement, but they could consider whether or not there should be.  He stated hefeels if something comes down, something should go up.  Ms. Tyler stated thepurpose of the Tree Replacement Ordinance is for new developments, and it is notto replace trees that die a natural death, but is to replace a tree that was cut down tobuild the development.Ms. Tyler stated they are going to be more aggressive with the tree managementprogram in the Township because of the electric reliability issues we have.She stated if a tree has to come down because it is not a safe tree, she does not feelthat tree has to be replaced.  She stated she feels the purpose of the TreeReplacement Ordinance was to put back something that you killed that was healthy.Ms. Tyler stated PECO can come in and take down trees or cut limbs, and they arenot subject to the Tree Replacement Ordinance.Mr. Bray stated when they revised the Ordinance several years ago, they specifiedspecific trees which are much lower that could only be planted under power lines.Mr. Dickson stated they cannot force someone to put in a new tree where a tree wastaken down from a storm; but possibly there could be creative use of the tree bankmoney so that it could be used and the Township would then have the funds toreplace trees.  He stated there is the issue of using Township money on privateproperty, but possibly it is something that could be creatively addressed in theOrdinance.  Ms. Friedman stated it is important to address this since the roots helpwith stormwater management.  Mr. Bray stated a mature tree actually returnsbetween $400 and $500 a year in environmental value to the Township.
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Mr. Dickson also noted the potential for blight; and possibly they could includesomething that if they lose a number of trees, the tree bank could be used to replacethose trees.  Ms. Tyler asked where these trees would be in theory, and Mr. Dicksonstated they would not know whether it would be private property or not; but theyare trying to maintain the canopy of the Township.   Mr. Fox stated he does not feelTownship funds could be used to benefit one single property owner, even thougharguably adding trees is a benefit to the whole.  He stated he does feel that it couldbe used in common areas in the community or Township property.  Mr. Dicksonstated he agrees with this which is why he used the term “creative.”Ms. Friedman asked what they do about trees that die within the first year of beingplanted by the developer in a new development; and Ms. Frick stated there arerequirements for replacement in the Development Agreement.Ms. Friedman stated with regard to the Capital Account Tree Bank to be establishedshe stated she feels the language should be changed to state:  “These funds shallONLY…” unless this too restrictive.  Mr. Bray stated they had originally had “solepurpose” there at one time, and it was suggested that they add this back in.Mr. Zachary Rubin, 1661 Covington Road, discussed the pests which are impactingtrees and the potential use of pesticides to protect the trees from what happened tothe chestnut trees in the Country.  He stated he feels there should be a pro activeapproach for protection.Mr. Dresser stated in summary they will include language in 4(d) that the priority isto plant the trees on site, and on D1 they will add “These funds shall be used for thesole purpose of planting replacement trees.”  Mr. Bray stated the third item had todo with when the fee should be applied and where they had indicated it would besixty days after, they would be in favor of Mr. Eisold’s suggestion that thecontribution will be due upon execution of the Development Agreement.Mr. Dresser stated Mr. Bush also wanted there to be a clause to specify that theTownship annually advise how much money is in the fund.  Mr. Bush stated theywant it to be known to the EAC and the Planning Commission how much in the treebank fund.Mr. Dickson moved, Mr. Bush seconded and it was unanimously carried torecommend to the Board of Supervisors adoption of the proposed modifications tothe Tree Replacement Ordinance and the Street Tree Ordinance as presented andmodified this evening.Mr. Dresser agreed to send these to the Township solicitor for review.



June 23, 2014          Planning Commission – page 12 of 26Mr. Bray stated they are working on a Heritage Tree Ordinance.  He stated LowerMakefield is fortunate to have some historic trees and currently there is noprotection.  He stated one of the main trees is on Patterson Farm which may be thelargest cucumber magnolia tree in the State of Pennsylvania and possibly the first orsecond largest in the United States.  He stated they have a list of trees like thisthroughout the Township, and a lot of them are on public lands.  He stated they hopeto have something to bring before the Board in two to three months.
DISCUSSION OF MASTER PLAN UPDATEMs. Lynn Bush and Ms. Gail Friedman from the Bucks County Planning Commissionwere present. Ms. Gail Friedman stated the two Sections to be reviewed thisevening – “Vision For The  Future” and “Implementation” are the last two Sectionsof the Plan.    Ms. Gail Friedman stated Vision For The Future animates the Plan.She stated the changes are minimal.  She stated under Community Goals and Policiesthey have added to the Vision one line about proper planning in order tocommunicate with and protect all residents in all areas and neighborhoods in theTownship during emergency events which reflects concern with emergencyplanning that has surfaced since they did the last Plan ten years ago.  She noted thebottom of the page where they have changed the wording somewhat to reflectResidential as well as non-Residential development should be balanced and that allof these forms of development contribute to the vitality of the Township.  She notedthe last page where there is a change to reflect that build out is pretty muchapproaching.With regard to Implementation, Ms. Gail Friedman stated the introduction to thissection notes that they have made efforts to streamline it, and that they areemphasizing new actions rather than on-going and continuing ones.Ms. Gail Friedman noted Natural Features, adding these reflect changes in emphasisand wording.    She stated Item #2 is somewhat changed because they nowrecognize more so than ten years ago that watershed plans are inter-Municipal, andthis is pursing an inter-Municipal Plan for Brock Creek and Rock Run.Ms. Gail Friedman stated Item #3 reflects a new area of intensified concern and thisis acquiring or elevating flood prone repetitive loss properties and supporting therecommendations of the Delaware River Flood Task Force which emerged in 2010.Under Housing Plans, Ms. Gail Friedman stated this remains much the samealthough they have taken out “Enforce Codes as necessary to maintain housing;”and changed it to “Consider appropriate housing proposals to insurecontinued diversity.”  She stated the one about in-law suites or accessoryapartments was also in the previous Plan as a recommendation.  Ms. Frick stated she
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was not aware that was in the current Plan.   Ms. Karen Friedman stated she wasnot either, and she questions why they would have to worry about evaluating that.She stated she would also make it more generic and incorporate the words,“specialized housing” as opposed to specifying in-law suites or accessoryapartments.  Ms. Karen Friedman stated her concern is that there could be fivefamilies under one roof, and she would not want to invite too much accessoryhousing in a house that exists.  Ms. Frick stated they currently allow in-law suites,but they cannot have separate cooking facilities since later it could be turned into anapartment.Ms. Gail Friedman stated the broader discussion is that this is a highly specializedand often intensely-regulated by Ordinance form of housing that some communitiesuse in light of the aging of the population; and it is a way to bring an elderly familymember onto the property.  She stated she feels there are provisions that you canregulate and have it dismantled once that person leaves.  Ms. Frick stated they haveto go before the Zoning Hearing Board for a Variance, and it states that it is strictlyfor that person.  Ms. Karen Friedman stated she does not understand why this wouldhave to be in the Master Plan, and they would not plan for people to have theirparents live with them as it is a choice they make along the way.   It was agreed toremove this.Ms. Frick stated she questions why #1 was added – “enforce Codes as necessary” –since they do this already; and it was agreed to eliminate this as well.With regard to Housing, Ms. Gail Friedman stated they have removed one itemregarding the specific need for Age-Restricted because the Township has that insufficient numbers to account for the next ten years or so.With regard to Land Use, Ms. Gail Friedman stated they have added material callingfor reviewing the uses and standards in the O/R Office/Research District forupdating and taking into account the nature of pending or approved developmentwithin that District and also in adjoining Edgewood Village.  She statedcomplimentary to that is #2 – Considering ways to maximize pedestrianconnectivity between O/R and the Historic/Commercial District when addressingdevelopment proposals in either District.Ms. Gail Friedman stated #3 is to strengthen existing Commercial and Office areasfirst rather than encouraging new construction given the situation in the Office andRetail sector paying particular attention to ways to renew or redevelop olderproperties and to strengthen or institute new marketing efforts with specific effortson Office.  Ms. Frick asked how the Township would be involved in this.
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Ms. Gail Friedman stated in the text it refers to the Economic DevelopmentCommittee and partnerships.  Ms. Bush stated she has been to a number of theEconomic Development Committee meetings, and she knows that they wereinterested in trying to figure out marketing and other activities.  She stated this isnot so much of a Planning function as it is the activity of the Economic DevelopmentCommittee.  Ms. Frick asked if this should still be included in the Master Plan, andMs. Bush stated she feels the point of not expanding the area until the current pre-built area is better utilized is the main focus.  Ms. Bush stated she understands thattheir role as a public body is limited in this.Mr. Fox asked if this is not partially included in Item #1 with regard to permitteduses or re-zoning parcels from Office to other uses which would be the only way theTownship could get involved in this, and he asked if that was the intent of Comment#3.  Ms. Bush stated she has not been present at enough of the meetings to know ifthey have committed to going in that direction and considering other office-relateduses or not.  Ms. Frick stated Mr. Dwyer had brought that up.  Mr. Bush stated Item#3 is a little different in that it is talking more about advocacy.  Ms. Gail Friedmanstated in the text it does go into greater detail about doing it in consultation with theEconomic Advisory Board.Mr. Bob Dwyer stated there is some logic to the paragraph in that it suggests thatwhenever possible the Township should work with existing facilities to try to makethings work better such as the way they worked with his company to approve theconnection between their two existing facilities.Ms. Tyler suggested changing the word “strengthen” to “recognize and monitor.”Mr. Bush asked if PPG has given thought to reinventing themselves so that they arenot just suburban office parks and if they are considering this for Lower Makefieldin the future.  Mr. Dwyer stated they are not with regard to the existing facilities.He noted the problem with the vacancy rates and the need to do something with theparcels they already have.  He stated they want to encourage companies to come into this area, and they would like to see Lower Makefield be a pedestrian-friendlyenclave of housing and retail with connectivity.  He noted the problems with the“brain drain” because there is no train station, no downtown, and no affordablehousing.  He stated there is a need for vibrancy which he feels they will have in time.Ms. Tyler stated with regard to this item, she does not believe that “rather thanencouraging new construction…”  belongs in here since the Township neitherencourages or discourages new construction.  She suggested that this be removedand replace “strengthen” with “consider and support existing Commercial and Office
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areas paying particular attention to ways to renew or redevelop older non-Residential…”   Ms. Gail Friedman asked if they should retain the last part of thatsentence about marketing efforts, and it was agreed that they could leave in thissentence since the Economic Development Committee is currently working on this.Ms. Gail Friedman stated the next recommendation was added by request, and thatis to evaluate the adequacy of Commercial Zoning and related land use in light of thefact that there is a large age-qualified housing community that has recently beenbuilt in the C-2 District.  Mr. Dickson stated he recalls discussing this and theyagreed that because the Oxford Oaks Shopping Center is in the area it will take onnew importance.  He stated he felt that they agreed that the Shopping Center wasadequate to handle Regency because of the proximity so he feels this has beenaddressed.  Ms. Karen Friedman stated the Mall is also in the area.  Mr. Dicksonstated there is also another shopping center in the Township less than one quartermile away.  Ms. Karen Friedman stated more importantly, she does not feel there isany more land in that area that they could change to put in more Commercial.Ms. Tyler stated when the Township was planned, the large Commercial Zone whereRegency is being built was part of the balance of the overall Township.  She statedthey have lost that Commercial property so when they are considering permitteduses, they must consider the fact that they are now down Commercial property andthis effects the overall balance of the Township.  She stated the Master Plan wasaltered by Court Order.  Ms. Karen Friedman stated they used the Commercial landfor age-restricted housing, and so they need to consider if they want to make thatup.    Ms. Friedman stated the way it is written she assumed they meant that theyneeded more goods and services for those people specifically in the age-restrictedcommunity.  Ms. Bush stated that area was not just Commercial, rather it was non-Residential since there were other things besides Retail to balance the tax base.Ms. Tyler stated she does feel that something should be included, and Ms. Bushstated they should amend it so that it does not indicate that they want moreshopping centers for people who live in Regency.  Ms. Tyler stated now that she hasre-read it, she does not have a problem with it; and Mr. Bush stated it is just arecommendation and recognition of the loss due to Matrix.  Ms. Bush stated she willreconsider the wording so that it is not misleading.Ms. Gail Friedman stated a number of recommendations have been eliminated asredundant or because they have been placed elsewhere.Ms. Gail Friedman noted Community Services with a change under Fire Protectionwhere, on the advice of Fire Protection Officials, they have put in items aboutassessing the adequacy of coverage and identifying needs for the next ten years.
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Ms. Gail Friedman stated Item #2 is to evaluate ways to insure that fire protectionservices are provided within the recommended 2.5 mile distance to all areas of theTownship.  Mr. Bush stated they did discuss this, and there is one small section ofthe Township that does not fit into that; and there will never be coverage for thatsince the third fire house will not be built.  He asked if there are arrangements theycould make with other communities to cover it.  Ms. Gail Friedman stated shesuspects that mutual assistance would be the logical venue.  Mr. Bush stated he feelsthey should therefore specifically state this.  Mr. Dickson stated he felt theyindicated that this would be Newtown for that section of the Township; andMr. Bush stated if this is the case, they should state this.  Ms. Karen Friedman statedby not changing it, they are leaving the Township open to the fact that they are notadhering to this recommendation.  Mr. Dickson stated he recalls that after looking atthe map, they felt that Newtown Township would be the nearest fire station to thatarea of the Township that is not covered.  Ms. Tyler stated she felt that was stilloutside of the 2.5 mile radius.  Ms. Bush stated she feels that they should take outthe “2.5 mile” notation.Ms. Gail Friedman stated there has been an addition under Emergency andAmbulance Services that is a reference to negotiating increased cost sharingarrangements with neighboring Municipalities that also use the Yardley-MakefieldAmbulance Unit.Ms. Gail Friedman stated with regard to Schools, this is a re-statement of an existingrecommendation to coordinate with the Pennsbury School District regardingenrollment and facilities.Ms. Gail Friedman stated under Library Services they have added therecommendation to coordinate with the County Free Library System to makemulti-purpose use of the Library, make use of new technology, and potentialexpansion of the Library Building.  Ms. Karen Friedman asked if they could putsomething in about potential expansion or re-location of the Library Building in caseat some point in the future that would be more beneficial.  Ms. Tyler stated it couldbe expanded by 7,500 square feet as they had considered putting the CommunityCenter there.  She stated there is a 99 year Lease with the Library, and she believesthat this is the only property in the Library system that the Library does not own.Mr. Bush stated he does not feel that the Bucks County Free Library system reallyplans for the future adequately, and he feels there will be a lot of empty space in thatbuilding in the next ten years.
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Ms. Tyler also asked why the phrase “… including the addition of new technology”has been included, and she asked why the Township would have anything to do withthe addition of new technology.  She stated the Township would coordinate withthem on the potential expansion of the building itself.  Mr. Bush stated the Townshiphas an interest in making sure that the building is not empty given that it is acrossthe parking lot from the Municipal Building, and they would not want there to be anempty building there.  Ms. Tyler questioned what they would need from theTownship in terms of new technology.  Ms. Bush stated she felt the discussion wasthat this was the direction in general the Libraries are going on so it was really just acomment on the likely future direction, and she agreed that this should bereworded.  Ms. Tyler stated possibly they could indicate that with new technology,maybe they can make better community use of that space.Ms. Gail Friedman stated with regard to Water Supply it states “coordinate withPAWC to evaluate the need to enact wellhead protection,” and this is a restatementof an existing policy.  Ms. Karen Friedman asked if they should add “includingconservation of groundwater supply and water quality” or is this unnecessary.Ms. Bush stated these are the two main things they care about so they couldemphasize this.  Ms. Frick asked if the Township has any say over this since it is aprivate water company.  Ms. Bush stated she agrees that the Township does nothave a lot of control over these agencies and implying that the Township does maybe misleading.Ms. Gail Friedman noted Stormwater Management and the first recommendation isto prioritize stormwater problem areas including locations where obstructions anddrainage issues exist for remediation.  She stated the next is Sewage Facility –update the Act 537 Sewage Facility Plans to be consistent with this ComprehensiveUpdate and new Agreements and Amendments regarding sewage facilities.She also noted the recommendation to implement construction of a permanentpumping station on Derbyshire Road and a restatement regarding on-lot disposalsystem, OLDS Management Program,  and public education.  Ms. Bush stated sheassumes they have discussed updating the 537 Plan, and it was suggested that theydiscuss this with Mr. Fedorchak.  It was also noted they could take out therecommendation for the pumping station on Derbyshire, since this has beenconstructed.Ms. Frick noted the recommendation under Stormwater Management regardingprioritizing stormwater problem areas, and she asked if this would include the areanoted by the gentleman earlier this evening which involves private property.Ms. Bush stated she feels this is part of the Township’s obligation under the NPDESPermit, and Ms. Frick questioned if this would involve private property.  Ms. Bushstated she feels it would involve any discharges they have even if they are on privateproperty which would have to be identified.  Ms. Frick stated she questions the use
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of the word “prioritizing.”  Mr. Fox stated some of this is probably already in theTownship Stormwater Management Ordinance in that there cannot be dischargeonto someone else’s property, but he understands Ms. Frick’s concern that itindicates that if there is a problem area, it is the Township’s responsibility onprivate property.  Ms. Karen Friedman suggested stating “prioritize Townshipstormwater problem areas.”Ms. Gail Friedman noted Township Administration and the first recommendationabout a Facilities Master Plan is a rewording of what exists.  She stated the secondrecommendation was added by Mr. Fedorchak – Consider consolidating theRecreation Department into the Public Works Department.Ms. Karen Friedman went back to Stormwater Management and asked if they shouldinclude a recommendation to continue to require that all new developments beserved by public sewers; and Ms. Frick stated there is a section in the Ordinance thatsays if you are within a certain number of feet you will need to connect, but she doesnot have a problem with including this.  Mr. Bush stated if it is in the Ordinance, theywould not have to include it here.Mr. Bush asked with regard to the second recommendation under TownshipAdministration on the consolidation issue, is this what is done in otherMunicipalities in Bucks County; and Ms. Bush stated she has seen it at the Countylevel which is a very different scale. She stated she does not know whatMr. Fedorchak had in mind doing this, and she is not aware that other Townshipshave done this.  She stated usually they have a Roads Department and a separatePark and Rec Department although they might work together.  Mr. Bush statedhis concern is that the skill sets and focus are in different directions.Ms. Karen Friedman stated she does not see an advantage other than to save staffwhich does not necessarily mean that would be a good thing.  Mr. Bush suggestedthey make a recommendation to review Township structure and variousDepartments in an effort to achieve greater operating efficiencies.Ms. Gail Friedman agreed to make this change.  Ms. Tyler asked that this bechecked with Mr. Fedorchak since this is under Township Administration.Ms. Gail Friedman noted Solid Waste Management, and there are recommendationsrelated to composting and recycling.  She stated the first one broadens it to state,“Examine alternatives to current locations for leaf waste drop off composting.”She stated the next recommendation is “In an effort to expand the amount ofrecyclables, evaluate other options such as Contract Collection,” and #3 is “Updatethe Township’s Website to provide information on recycling and send annual
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mailings to residents and businesses detailing the recycling and wasterequirements.”  She stated #4 is “Examine the possibility of a drop off  center forelectronics and bulk items.”Ms. Frick asked where Recommendation #3 came from, and Ms. Bush stated she feltit came from the Bucks County Recycling/Solid Waste Coordinator.  She stated thereis often a lack of understanding especially among Commercial establishments aboutwhat their responsibilities are.  Ms. Karen Friedman stated this could be rewordedto state, “Provide the most updated information on the Township Website oncurrent recycling;” and it was agreed to change the wording in this way.  Ms. Tylerstated instead of sending annual mailings to residents, she suggested they state,“inform residents and businesses” since what is currently written would imply thatthe Township has to undertake a letter-writing campaign.  It was agreed to makethat change as well.Ms. Tyler asked about #2 which discusses Contract collection.  Ms. Bush stated she isnot sure whether they had discussed the trash collection system.  She stated sheassumes that they do not want to change the system in any way.  Mr. Bush stated hedid not recall discussing this at all.  Ms. Bush stated most everyone is doing single-stream, but it is possible that there are other haulers that have incentives forrecyclables; and she feels that this was the idea here.  She stated there is rarely amore volatile recommendation than changing the trash collection systems so if thestatement would raise comments, they could back off from it.  Ms. Tyler statedpossibly they could include this concept in Item #3 so that they would inform theresidents and businesses detailing and waste requirements and options, and it wasagreed to make that change.Ms. Karen Friedman noted Item #4 and asked if there is an annual recycling effortfor electronics and bulk items.  Ms. Tyler stated they do have this, and Ms. Frickstated it is held by the County.  Ms. Karen Friedman stated she feels #4 is implyingthat they would have a Township drop-off center, and the Township would thenhave to deal with that material.  Ms. Tyler stated she feels this could be tied into #3.Ms. Bush stated the County does the hazardous waste and electronics collections,and some of them have been held at the Lower Makefield Corporate Center.She stated usually Townships advertise this on their Website and announce it atpublic meetings to promote the collection; and Ms. Tyler agreed that they should dothat and include that idea within #3.  Ms. Bush stated the direction is that theTownship does not want to take this on, but they want to make sure the residentsknow that this is a service provided by the County so they will add language to thateffect.
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There was discussion about bulk items, and Ms. Bush stated some Townships do ayearly collection, and Ms. Frick stated she believed the trash haulers do this.Mr. Bush stated he calls his trash hauler about these items, and they come at anytime to take them.Ms. Gail Friedman stated under Park & Recreation Item #1 is a restatement of anexisting idea to explore recreation items based on the needs of all populationgroups.  Item #2 is to assess the need for additional recreation land and facilitiesand identify potential facilities gaps and opportunity for Park & Recreationacquisitions.  She stated Item #3 is about bike/walking path maintenance, andthis is a restatement of what exists.  She stated Item #4 is with regard to theimplementation of a Concept Plan for a new facility at the Snipes Tract andMemorial Park.  She stated Item #5 is new – “Implementation of recommendationsfrom the Feasibility Study for rehabbing and improving the Community Pool. “She stated Item #6 is to evaluate the possibility of a Regional Recreation Consortiuminvolving the School District, and Item #7 is to update the Park & Rec Action Plan.Ms. Frick asked if these came from the Park & Recreation Board, andMs. Gail Friedman stated Ms. Wolff developed this Section in close consultationwith that group.Mr. Bush noted Items #4 and #7.  He stated the Concept Plan for Snipes is almost tenyears old, and he is not certain that there is still a need for the facilities that wereplanned there or the will of the Township to get them built.  He feels Item #7 makesmore sense than Item #4 as it relates to Snipes.  Ms. Tyler stated it could cost$4 million to develop Snipes, and it has been on the books for over ten years.Ms. Karen Friedman stated #4 may be too specific, and it was agreed to take this out.There was discussion on the Pool, and Ms. Tyler stated there is a SteeringCommittee that has been working on the Pool and they have made some Capitalimprovements and some programming improvements as well as changes to staffing.Ms.  Tyler asked what this item is referring to, and Ms. Bush stated she will checkinto this.  Ms. Tyler stated she would use the word “review” rather than“implement.”Ms. Gail Friedman stated with regard to Open Space, the first recommendation isregarding encouraging future developers to make use of the Farmland PreservationDevelopment Option for properties that meet the criteria, and this was relocatedfrom another part of the Plan.  She stated the second recommendation is to establisha maintenance program for Open Space lands that is manageable to the Townshipand environmentally sensitive.  Ms. Karen Friedman stated she felt the Townshipalready had a Plan and Ms. Frick agreed.  Mr. Bush stated he feels they should findout where this recommendation came from before they do anything with it.
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Ms. Gail Friedman stated the next recommendation is to monitor lotted out OpenSpace to insure that it is being protected, and she feels this recommendation wasalso relocated from another part of the Plan.  She stated the next recommendation isto update the Municipal Open Space Plan as needed.Ms. Bush stated the Township has done two Open Space Plans because there havebeen two County Bond Issues which require the Township to have an Open SpacePlan.  She stated this has been included in case there is another requirement for theTownship to do it to get funds.Ms. Gail Friedman stated the next Section is Historic Preservation, and therecommendation is to update the Historic Survey, complete National Registernominations, and evaluate potential additional Historic District designations whichrefers to Westover.  Ms. Frick asked who put these in, and Ms. Gail Friedman statedwhat they did was take the written Chapter and put the high points in here withnumbers or bullet points.  Ms.  Frick asked if they are stating that the Townshipwould update the Historic Survey and complete National Register nominations, andMs.  Gail Friedman stated the Township would probably hire a consultant to do this.Ms. Gail Friedman stated another item is to enact a Delay of Demolition Ordinance, aHistoric Overlay District, and preservation incentives such as density bonuses oradded adaptive reuse opportunities.  She stated this is also carried over from thelast Plan in 2003.  Ms. Frick asked about the Delay of Demolition Ordinance, andMr. Bush stated he felt they had previously discussed this and asked if this is thesame as demolition by neglect.  Ms. Gail Friedman stated they addressed this withinthe text, and she asked if this Section should be removed.  Mr. Bush stated theywould need to consider what they  had previously discussed and decided on.Ms. Gail Friedman stated she feels the phrasing on this should include the word“consider;” and it was agreed to use that word instead of “enact.”Ms. Gail Friedman stated the next one for Implementation is:  “Periodically reviewand update design guidelines and related regulations to apply the most suitablestandards for materials and products to be used in rehabilitation, replacement,addition, and in-fill construction considering both sustainability and historicaccuracy.  Ms. Frick stated she feels this is something that the Historic Commissionwould do, and they have provided guidelines.  Ms. Karen Friedman stated she feltthis was still under the purview of the Township to make sure the HistoricCommission is doing this.  Ms. Tyler stated she feels HARB does this, and Ms. Frickstated both the Historic Commission and HARB did work on this.  After discussionMs. Friedman  suggested that the wording should be “Have HARB periodicallyreview and update the design guidelines.”
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Ms. Gail Friedman stated the final item is to establish a permanent home for theTownship’s collection of historic artifacts.  It was noted that some of these are ondisplay in the Township Meeting Room, and Ms. Tyler stated they will be goinginto the Community Center.With regard to Transportation and Traffic Circulation, Ms. Gail Friedman noted Item#1 – “Incorporate land use considerations into transportation planning and insurethat transportation facilities have adequate capacity to meet demand.”  She stated#2 gets fairly specific on detailing how developers can incorporate transportationimprovements and/or public transportation into Land Development projects byproviding office complexes with bus pull-up areas and transit shelters to encouragepublic transit use, reduce distance from main roads to building entrances soemployees will have a shorter walk from the street to the building, and priorityparking areas for car poolers as incentive to car pool.  She stated they should alsomonitor the proposed improvements to the Scudders Falls Bridge and I-95.She stated there are also some specifics on encouraging use of public transportationby insuring that Municipal projects incorporate potential use of publictransportation services.  She stated there is also an item about helping to developmarketing programs aimed at increasing ridership and providing public transitinformation such as bus and train schedules on the Township Website andproviding good pedestrian access to the Yardley-Lower Makefield border to helpfacilitate pedestrian access to the SEPTA station.    She stated all of these aredesigned to improve the land use transportation connection.Ms. Karen Friedman noted Item #2 should be changed from “insure that developersincorporate” to “encourage,” since we do not have those systems actually set up tomake sure that goes in.Ms. Tyler asked if this is the place where they want to add any language about theQuiet Zones proposal for the trains since the Township is currently engaged withSEPTA, CSX, and the FRA to establish Quiet Zones at the three crossings within theTownship.Mr. Dickson stated he does not feel there is any bus service in the Township.Mr. Bush stated there is a bus that goes mostly through Morrisville which touches aportion of Lower Makefield on W. Trenton Road.  He feels it goes to the OxfordValley Mall.  Mr. Dickson stated he questions why they would recommend bus pull-up areas and transit shelters to encourage public transit use if there is no publictransit.  Ms. Karen Friedman stated this is why she suggested changing the word
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“encourage” as opposed to “insure” since they are not set up for this.  Mr. Dicksonstated they could add something about encouraging SEPTA to consider bus routes tocertain areas of the Township.  Ms. Bush stated this is all based on demand.She stated these recommendations do seem fairly specific for the Township’ssituation, and it seems unlikely that they will be approving any new officecomplexes.  Mr. Bush stated the unknown is the Hospital site.  Ms. Bush statedrather than having these take up so much space, they could consolidate this anddiscuss encouraging accommodations for potential future bus connections; and thiswas agreed to by the Planning Commission.Ms. Gail Friedman noted the next area is Energy Conservation and Hazard Mitigationand these are new areas since the last Plan.  She stated under Energy Conservation,it states, “Promote implementation of the proposed actions identified in theTownship’s Sustainability Action Plan.”  She stated there is a suggestion aboutconsidering the installation of electric auto-charging stations at Municipal sites andencourage them at private locations.  Ms. Gail Friedman stated under HazardMitigation, Item #1 is “Conduct a cost benefit analysis of adding additionalprotection to repetitive loss assets and collect detailed information on all property.”Ms. Gail Friedman stated there is also a recommendation to evaluate and implementthe most effective mitigation projects, e.g. acquisition, elevation, and buy-out offlood prone property when financial assistance becomes available; and identify themost vulnerable residents to the effects of severe weather e.g. elderly or people withspecial needs, and prepare an implementation plan to enhance response capabilitiesand foster mitigation measures.  She stated the list or data base should be updatedannually.  She stated Item #4 is:  “Assess emergency evacuation routes or exits forall areas and neighborhoods so that they can adequately plan for emergencyevacuations.”  She stated another item is to identify storage of hazardous materialin the floodplain including structures without addresses like propane tanks.  Shestated another item is to build on the existing stormwater management planningand encourage implementation of small stormwater mitigation projects on privateproperty such as rain gardens, rain barrels, and natural basins; and investigatewhether other storm shelters and warning systems near vulnerable communitiesshould be added.Ms. Karen Friedman asked if they should add “adequately mark” to Item #4.She questioned how people would know what the emergency routes are in theTownship.  Ms. Frick stated this would have to be reviewed with Chief Coluzzi.Ms. Tyler stated a lot of this information needs to be reviewed by the Chief.Ms. Karen Friedman stated she does not feel that assessing them is sufficient,and they would need to mark them.   Ms. Bush stated when she read this Sectionearlier, she felt there was a lot included.  She stated Municipalities and Countieshave to adopt a Hazard Mitigation Plan every five years; and the last time this was
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done in 2010 all of the Municipalities were part of the process, they sent people tothe meetings, and they had to agree to perform certain actions.  She stated theseitems are what the Township agreed to do which is why they are in here.  She statedthey have had contact with Emergency personnel.  She stated after reviewing thistonight, she feels they might want to make a reference to the Hazard Mitigation Planand state, “Continue to follow up on the recommendations in the Plan.’’  She feelswhat is currently being shown in very detailed for a Comprehensive Plan.Ms. Karen Friedman stated they could state “assess and post” and posting couldmean that it would be on the Township Website, signs in the Township, and amap in the Township Building.   She stated to assess the emergency evacuationwould not help the residents know what to do, and this is her biggest concern.Ms. Tyler stated Chief Coluzzi is the Emergency Management Coordinator, andhe has already agreed to do these things.Ms. Frick noted #3 which came from the Disabled Persons Advisory Commissionsince they were concerned about people in wheelchairs.Ms. Karen Friedman stated with regard to emergency evacuation there is nothingin this Master Plan that addresses the public, and she feels the public needs to beaddressed.Ms. Bush stated PEMA makes them update the Plan every five years, and the Countydoes the County Plan with Municipal officials in attendance.  She stated in thatthere is a section for Lower Makefield and what they agree to do.  She stated theywill be looking at this again in 2015, and maybe it makes sense to make a referenceto participating in the update.Mr. Bush stated under Item #4 they could state:  “Assess and inform residents to theextent possible of the emergency evacuation routes;” and this was acceptable to thePlanning Commission.Mr. Dickson stated they had a lot of discussion about #3 previously, and he is stillconcerned about who is responsible for these people, where they will be taken, andhow are they transported.  He stated there is also the possibility that the individualwill refuse to go.  Ms. Karen Friedman stated a lot of people do not want to beidentified because they then feel vulnerable.  Ms. Tyler stated there are privacyconcerns.    Ms. Bush stated they have had these same discussions at the Countylevel since the Emergency Management people always say you need to know whereyour vulnerable populations are and have a plan to move them, but they have hadthe same questions that are being raised tonight.  Ms. Tyler stated people do notalways want to be identified.  Ms. Karen Friedman stated they could state that they



June 23, 2014          Planning Commission – page 25 of 26
will attempt to address the needs of the vulnerable residents in the community inthe event of emergency as opposed to identifying every one of them.   She stated itwould almost have to be a volunteer program on their part to identify themselves;and she suggested that there be a posting on the Website or a mailer that goes outthat if someone wants special assistance during an emergency, they should notifythe Township.Ms. Tyler suggested that they begin the paragraph with the phrase, “wherepossible,”  as this would take into account a lot of the items discussed.Ms. Frick stated she does not feel they should include Item #5 which requires themto identify all storage of hazardous materials in the floodplain including structureswithout addresses such as propane tanks.  She stated she feels this would beimpossible and many of these would be on private property.  Ms. Bush stated shehad these same questions, but it was apparently agreed to in 2010 by theEmergency Management Committee.  She stated the Board of Supervisors adoptedthe whole Plan.  Ms. Bush stated she agrees with Ms. Frick and feels it would beimpossible.Ms. Frick  noted Item #6 and stated they did agree to this with the EAC.There was discussion on the term “vulnerable communities.”  Mr. Dickson asked ifthis means a community where there are vulnerable residents such as ManorCare, and Ms. Karen Friedman stated she felt it was communities that are floodedout frequently. Ms. Tyler stated this could include the River, a train derailment,mulch fire, etc.  Mr. Dickson noted the storm of 1996 where the whole communitywas vulnerable, and he asked how they define a “vulnerable community.”Ms. Karen Friedman stated it still addresses the important part which would beadditional storm shelters and warning systems.  Mr. Dickson stated he feels theyshould take out the words “near vulnerable communities.”Ms. Gail Friedman asked if Item #1 with regard to the cost benefit analysis shouldremain.  Ms. Karen Friedman asked who would do this and what assets would beinvolved.  Ms. Bush stated the Township has participated in some repetitive lossacquisitions, and Mr. Fox agreed.  Ms. Bush stated she feels the wording could besimplified, and they should indicate “when feasible.”Ms. Bush stated she feels they should make all the revisions noted, and theywill come back to the Planning Commission with the second draft.  She statedthey would then be prepared to hand it off to the next level of review.    Ms. Bushagreed to coordinate with Ms. Frick on timing.
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OTHER BUSINESSMs. Friedman stated Begley Carlin sent her a Floodplain Ordinance that they wantedthe Planning Commission to review.  She stated they would like it be reviewed atthe July 14 Planning Commission meeting because it is supposed to go before theBoard of Supervisors on July 16.  Ms. Frick agreed to put this matter on the Agendafor July 14, 2014.Mr. Fox stated his office has prepared this, and Ms. Tyler stated they need this tomove forward because of the Community Rating System.  Ms. Tyler stated theOrdinance is pretty much what FEMA told them they have to do.It was agreed to have this on the Planning Commission Agenda of July 14.
There being no further business, Mr. Dickson moved, Mr. Bush seconded and it wasunanimously carried to adjourn the meeting at 10:30 p.m.Respectfully Submitted,

Dean Dickson, Secretary


