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is being straightened out and replaced, the slope along the basin that is being
armored and improved so that there is no erosion, and the linear footage of
the fence which is a total of 1,225 linear feet of fence. Mr. Kessler stated what
they provided them shows the location of each of the items that they provided
a price for.

Mr. Grenier asked if PennDOT is in agreement with having this fence this close
to the road, and Mr. Kessler stated Woodside is not a PennDOT road. He stated
the fence is a protection for the trail users so that they do not fall into the road-
way where the buffer is thinner than the Township standard. He stated it is not
a guiderail for cars coming up the hill. He stated his staff looked into making
sure that this is a proper barrier that will protect the trail users.

Ms. Blundi asked the height of the fence, and Mr. Kessler stated it is a little
taller than 4’. Ms. Blundi asked if it would be strong enough to stop a car; and
Mr. Kessler stated it is not a guiderail. Ms. Blundi stated Doylestown has similar
looking fences along their trails, but they are metal; and she asked if those were
looked into. Mr. Kessler stated they were. He stated the areas that they were
advised to look into to have a stretch of fence were the areas where the buffers
were thinner, and that came out of meetings some months ago. He noted the
various locations where the fence is intended to be installed. He stated the
necessity for a guiderail is not warranted based on the speeds. He stated the
purpose of what has been proposed is to protect the trail users from falling into
the road, and it is not meant to be a vehicle guiderail.

Ms. Blundi asked if the fence will start at the corner of Woodside and Taylorsville,
and Mr. Kessler stated it would be going up the hill. Ms. Blundi stated she is
concerned about further up the trail after the first entrance to Clearview where
there is a very small strip of grass with no curb or anything that would allow cars
to know when they are on the road and when they are on the trail especially if
there is snow. She stated there has been evidence of tire tracks there already.
She asked if the fence will go up that far.

A copy of the Plan was shown. Mr. Kessler stated coming up toward Clearview,
the fence terminates just before you get to Clearview itself. He added that is
where the buffer is less than the minimum the Township is looking to have
between a curb and a trail. Ms. Blundi asked what is that minimum, and

Mr. Kessler stated typically it is 5. He stated the areas that have the 5’ buffer
similar to other trails in the Township were not proposed to have any fence
installed as there was not a need for fencing at those locations. He noted the
area where it narrows down going down the hill past Clearview; and this is
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where the desire was early on in the project not to take right-of-way, and to
have the trail fit within the right-of-way between the curb and what was
available. Ms. Blundi stated we did do rights-of-way and did compensate
homeowners at the “direction of the people who were designing this” so that
we would have sufficient space. Mr. Kessler stated he does not believe that
there were rights-of-way take on that descent; however, Ms. Blundi disagreed.

Ms. Blundi asked if there is 5 between the roadway and the path for the
remainder of the trail from Clearview up, and she asked if there are other
places in the Township that have 5’ without any kind of curb or elevation
change. Mr. Kessler stated past the newer Woodside trail past the Golf
Course on the other side of the road, there is no curb. Ms. Blundi stated it is
much wider, and Mr. Kessler stated it has the 5’ minimum. Mr. Kessler stated
there is curbing as you come up the hill on Woodside, and that makes a big
difference in the analysis as to whether you need further barriers where a
vehicle might run into the side of the edge of paving compared to if it is just
open space without any curbing.

Ms. Blundi stated there is no curbing other than at the corner, and then it
stops abruptly. Mr. Kessler stated there is curbing on Woodside as you
come up the hill if you are traveling up on the right side; however,

Ms. Blundi disagreed.

Mr. Kessler stated another spot that has fencing proposed to be installed
is where there is a slight narrowing of the buffer, which he showed on
the Plan to the west of Hayfield Drive. He stated the edge of pavement
especially as you go toward Taylorsville is more than one lane as there
is a merging lane coming up the hill, and there is curbing and drainage
that is along the edge of pavement, a 2’ grass buffer, and then the trail
that has been installed.

Ms. Blundi showed the area where she has concerns since there is not 5’
and there is no curbing. She stated she does not feel that it is safe,

and she does not know of anyplace else in the Township that has that
small of a buffer, no difference of elevation, and the speeds being
traveled currently even though it is posted at 45. Mr. Kessler stated
from the edge of pavement to the inlet next to the trail is 5’, and that

is why there is no fencing proposed there. He stated if the direction of
the Board is to have the contractor provide more fencing in spots, that
would be a linear-footage cost.
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Mr. Grenier showed Dolington Road on Google Street View and stated most of
that looks to be at grade with no curbing but it is probably two to three times
wider. Mr. Kessler stated what they are proposing is to have the fencing where
the buffer is less than the 5’ Township requirement. Mr. Grenier asked if they
are measuring the 5’ from the white line to the path, and Mr. Kessler stated the
Township Ordinance says edge of pavement to the trail. Mr. Kessler stated if
there are areas that the Board would like to have fencing put in even in the
areas that are exactly 5, they could have the contractor look into that; how-
ever, the item for this evening would be to have them complete the project
with the additional items that were proposed after their original Contract.

Mr. Kratzer asked if the 5’ is a Township standard or is there some other
standard that is dictating 5’ of separation from edge of pavement to
commencement of the path. Mr. Kessler stated it was his understanding
that there was an Ordinance requirement for 5’, but he would have to
verify exactly where thatis. Mr. Fuller stated he recalls that 5" is the
recommended standard for bicycle facilities by the American Association
of State Highway Transportation which they were following. Mr. Grenier
asked if PennDOT has anything in their Design Manual, and Mr. Fuller
stated they do not have anything specified. Mr. Kratzer stated he was
advised by Mr. Majewski that there is also something in SALDO that talks
about 5’ from face of curb.

Mr. Kessler showed on the slide where the fence is proposed to be installed
just past the fire hydrant where it narrows to less than the 5’ buffer.

Ms. Blundi noted the cones on the slide, and Mr. Kessler stated that is
where the slope armoring is to be done. Mr. Kessler stated what is
proposed is a rip rap slope stone armoring that is between 2 and 3 to 1.
Mr. Grenier asked the drop, and Mr. Kessler stated he will have to provide
that information to Mr. Grenier at a later time. Mr. Grenier asked if they
could do a split rail on the other side. Mr. Kessler stated it is $27 per
linear foot for their proposal. Mr. Grenier stated that would get them

to the fire hydrant around to the corner, and Mr. Kessler stated there

is another small piece where it is a little closer to the road near Hayfield.
He stated the total quantity right now is 1,225 linear feet.

Mr. Grenier asked if the bottom of the fence is open, and Mr. Kessler
stated it does not go flush with the ground and is kept open for drainage
purposes.
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Ms. Blundi stated she is getting texts from people in the neighborhood who are
saying the area Mr. Kessler has indicated is 5’ is not 5’; however, she did not go
out and measure it. Mr. Kessler stated they would be willing to verify the
stretch where they might want additional fencing. Ms. Blundi asked if curbing
would be less expensive and as safe as fencing. Mr. Fuller stated it would not
be less expensive given how the road slopes there. He stated the grass is part
of the drainage system; and if they were to curb that, they would have to
install inlets and piping. Mr. Kessler stated there are infiltration trenches in
the grass.

Mr. Grenier asked if SAEE Engineering looked at this, and Mr. Kessler stated
that is who recommended the fencing in the areas that did not have the 5.
Mr. Grenier stated if we want additional fencing, it will be at an additional
cost of 527 per linear foot for the horizontal board fencing. Mr. Grenier
asked the additional linear footage to cover the portion of the trail where
there have been concerns raised. Mr. Kessler stated the stretch on the
basin side would be about 20’. Mr. Grenier stated that is steep, and he
feels there should be some protection there whether it is that fence or
something else.

Mr. Grenier asked if the Board would consider doing the initial phase to
address the most-concerning locations, and use that as a test run; and
then maybe add more later. Mr. Kessler stated when the contractor is
looking for direction with regard to getting materials, he feels they
would want to know everywhere they are being asked to put the fence.
He stated what is shown is what was planned so far with the price
provided, but he would be glad to go out and walk the site with the
Board or individual Board members to look at specific areas and then
follow up to clarify with the contractor.

Mr. Lewis stated another issue is the speed on Woodside going west
which he believes has Ms. Blundi concerned. He asked if, separate from
the path itself, we should ask SAFE to review how to do a “lane diet.”
Mr. Grenier stated that would be similar to what was done at Edgewood.
Mr. Lewis stated we might change some of the street markings to help
reduce the speed to address those concerns separate from the path
and deal with the speeds on Woodside in general. He stated there have
been requests for enhanced enforcement over the years, and we have
installed speed meters many times there. Mr. Lewis stated part of this
is possibly a function of the widening that was done by the Delaware
River Joint Toll Bridge Commission as part of the bridge install which
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may have caused the speeds to increase. He stated traffic was also reduced
significantly on Woodside because of the lane widening which gives drivers
the option to increase their speed. He stated possibly we should talk to the
Delaware River Joint Toll Bridge Commission about how to manage down the
speeds based on structuring the road separate from the bike path itself.

Mr. Grenier stated they do have to do some re-surfacing because of the
waviness of the downhill in one area; and when they are out there, that may
be an opportunity to discuss this.

Mr. Fuller stated the double left on Taylorsville Road onto Woodside does
not help, and in order to do anything with the double left, it would be on the
Township. He stated the Township owns the traffic signal, and we would need
to go to PennDOT and ask to revisit all of this. He stated Mr. Kessler’s team is
already designing the crossing of Taylorsville, and we could ask RVE to look at
that from a traffic standpoint to see if the double left could be removed.

He stated he assumes the purpose of the double left was to get left turns out
faster to give the green light to southbound Taylorsville so that rather than
having ten cars backed up in one lane, you have five and five and get done in
half the time. Mr. Fuller stated when Mr. Kessler’s team goes to model the
crossing time for pedestrians, they could look at that to see if that could be
eliminated.

Mr. Lewis stated we have received complaints in the past from Upper Makefield
residents about the ability to go south on Taylorsville Road and that the lights
are not timed right for them. He stated he has talked to the Delaware River
Joint Toll Bridge Commission in the past about that.

Mr. Ross moved and Mr. Grenier seconded to approve authorizing the

additional and remaining work to complete the Woodside Road Multi-Use
Trail Project. Motion carried with Ms. Blundi abstained.

Discussion — RE: Highland Drive Culvert Replacement Project

Mr. Kessler stated at the previous meeting he was asked to follow up with
some options with regard to the material for the culvert — an aluminum
arch compared to options for concrete as well as different factors which
come into play including the cost, lead time, and if we wanted it as an
option in the Bid for the contractor to purchase the culvert after the fact
or if we wanted to have it designed and purchased by the Township prior
so that it is ready for the contractor once the project is awarded.
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Mr. Kessler stated a concrete option was provided as a follow-up by Contech
which had previously done the aluminum arch per the direction during the
Permit process. He stated the cost for the concrete is more expensive than
the aluminum. He stated there is also a twenty-five years’ difference between
the expected life of the culvert itself with seventy-five years for the aluminum
and one hundred years using the concrete. He stated the concrete would take
more time to be fabricated and ready for the project.

Mr. Fuller stated he believes it would cost about $20,000 to $25,000 more for
the concrete. He stated if they went with CON/SPAN it would be less expensive
from a design perspective for the Township since Mr. Kessler could putit in

the drawings. He stated if we were to go with a traditional precast option,

Mr. Kessler’s team would probably have a lot more work to do to finalize the
design, etc. Mr. Fuller stated he would be in favor of concrete; and while he

is not familiar with CON/SPAN it would probably be the most turnkey if the
option is concrete. Mr. Kessler agreed adding that there are also some
associated construction items with all the options that are considered; and
even with the Contech concrete option, there would be associated costs for the
contractor as to backfill, etc. He stated there could be about $26,000 additional
going with concrete. Mr. Kessler stated the lead time for concrete will add two
to three months, so the timeline would be pushed out to later in the spring or
early summer.

Mr. Grenier stated he would prefer the concrete option due to overall cost
of ownership in terms of how long it will last, overall potential maintenance,
and staff's comfort level with the type of culvert it is for future re-paving.
He asked that the staff provide a recommendation as to the process.

Mr. Kessler stated the benefit of getting the culvert made by Contech or
someone else and having it ready for a Bidder is that the cost would be
defined. He stated it could also be included in the Bid as that product or a
proved equal so that the potential Bidders could come back with a concrete
product other than CON/SPAN. Mr. Grenier stated he understands that
Contech offers a concrete product instead of the arch that could work here.

Mr. Kratzer stated if we are going the route of this or an equivalent product,
that circumstance would require us to enter into a Professional Services
Agreement with Contech for purposes of the design components so that
could be incorporated into the Bidding documents. Mr. Kratzer asked

Mr. Kessler if that would still be the $5,000 Fee associated with the PSA

if the decision is to go with the concrete but not pre-procure it directly.
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Mr. Kessler stated as far as it being concrete instead of aluminum, he will have
to confirm with them that it is still $5,000 although he assumes that it is the
same. He stated that would be for them to finalize, and stamp their product
in the Final Bid as the final culvert design with their understanding that there
could be an alternate provided by a Bidder.

Mr. Kratzer stated at this point they were just looking for the preference of
the Board related to the material, and it seems that concrete is the preferred
alternative. He stated it also seems that from a procurement standpoint, the
Board wants the contractor to assume the risk associated with the procure-
ment and storage which would require the Township to verify pricing from
Contech on what the cost for the professional services they would be providing
would be. He stated 55,000 was initially offered, and we would have to verify
that would be the same as what they were offering with the aluminum arch.
Mr. Kessler stated they will have to confirm that since that was not included
when they provided the description of the concrete option. Mr. Kessler stated
that would be part of the Bid package that would go out for public bidding,
and the contractor would theoretically purchase the culvert from Contech or
whoever once they were awarded, and the lead time would start from then.

Mr. Fuller stated if this goes out to Bid with just the CON/SPAN drawings in
it, Mr. Kessler will probably start getting multiple questions during the Bid
phase whether the Township will accept equals, and we may get less
expensive options allowing for equals. Mr. Fuller stated he feels

Mr. Kessler should finalize grades and approaches so that we are protected.
Mr. Kessler stated they will review their final plan with staff and the Board
for a final look before it goes out to Bid. Mr. Kessler stated it will be fully
Permitted with DEP, and they will have them acknowledge that it meets the
openings that they looked at before. He stated they will then have the final
concrete culvert drawings, and the Bidders will have the right to propose

an alternate from the Contech product, and his office will review that product
and make sure that it meets all of the same specifications, opening sizes, etc.
so that it is in line with all of the Permitting. Mr. Fuller stated he is in favor
of this approach.

It was agreed that the PSA will be brought back to the Board for authorization
at a future meeting. Mr. Kessler stated they have been responsive, and he
would hope to have that before the Board at the next meeting.
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General Proiect Updates

Mr. Kessler stated with regard to the crossing of Taylorsville Road, there was a
positive meeting with PennDOT on October 29", and they will work on some
follow-up items and continue to move forward.

Mr. Kessler stated with regard to the road improvements on Taylorsville which
are the sidewalks and the drainage, a utility coordination meeting has been set
up for next Tuesday afternoon. He stated they are also looking to set up an
initial meeting with DCNR and PennDQOT to discuss the layout and the end of
the preliminary design phase. He stated after that, we will hopefully hear
about the MTF Grant which will allow us to continue to move forward with

the project.

Mr. Grenier asked for an update on Highland on the PA Water side prepping
for the culvert. He advised Chief Coluzzi that the contractors have been there
and shut down the road a couple of times and 4 Highland had their mail box
knocked over by someone making a U-turn. Mr. Grenier stated trash trucks
were also not able to get through so trash collection was delayed this week.
Mr. Kessler stated they are currently doing the lateral connections off the
main. He stated his understanding is that there is not much left for them

to complete, and they are asking about the timetable the Township has for
the actual project when they would finish their work under the stream for
the connection which would be done when the actual culvert replacement is
done next year.

MANAGER’S REPORT

Approve Authorizing the Release of a Bid for the Pine Grove Road and Big
Qak Road Intersection Improvement Project (Green Light-Go Grant Funded —

$305,320.00)

Mr. Kratzer stated there is a 20% local match that is required for this.

He stated assuming that authorization is approved this evening, the project
would be posted on PennBid by November 11 with a Bid opening date of
December 9, and the potential award of the project at the December 18
meeting. He stated the Grant Agreement, for which we are not able to have
any further extensions, expires June 30, 2025; and while we are comfortable
with that schedule at this point, we need to proceed into the Bidding phase.
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Mr. Grenier moved, Mr. Ross seconded and it was unanimously carried to
authorize the release of a Bid for the Pine Grove Road and Big Oak Road Inter-
section Improvement Project (Green Light-Go Grant Funded - $305,320.00)

Approval of Resolution #24-25 Authorizing an Application to the PECO Green
Region Open Space Program for Phase 2 of the Five Mile Woods Preserve ADA
Accessibility Enhancement Project

Ms. Blundi moved and Mr. Grenier seconded to approve Resolution #24-25
authorizing an Application to the PECO Green Region Open Space Program
for Phase 2 of the Five Mile Woods Preserve ADA Accessibility Enhancement
Project.

Mr. Kratzer stated Phase 1 was funded through this Program last year, and

we are looking at submitting another $10,000 request to continue the work.
Ms. Tierney stated this would be a 350’ extension along with some educational
signage.

Motion carried unanimously.

SOLICITORS REPORT

Ms. Carlton stated that the Board met in Executive Session prior to the
meeting to discuss employment, litigation, and Real Estate matters.

Approval of an Ordinance Amending Chapter 34 — “Pensions,” Article 1 — “Police
Pension Plan,” Section 2 — “Definitions”

Ms. Carlton stated specifically with reference to the Definitions Section,
“compensation” and “Police Command Officer” were replaced.

Mr. Ross moved, Mr. Grenier seconded and it was unanimously carried to
approve an Ordinance amending Chapter 34 — “Pensions,” Article 1 — “Police
Pension Plan,” Section 2 — “Definitions.”

Ms. Carlton noted that the Ordinance was probably advertised and provided
to the Bucks County Law Library.
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Approval of an Ordinance Providing for the Amendment of the Code of the
Township of Lower Makefield, Specifically the Repeal of Part ii, Chapter 168
“Small Wireless Facilities,” and the Adoption of Part ii, Chapter 195 “Lower
Makefield Township Wireless Communications Facilities Ordinance;” Providing
for Purposes and Findings of Fact Related to the Adoption of the Amendment,
Providing for Definitions, Establishing Certain General and Specific Standards
Relating to the Location, Placement, Construction, and Maintenance of Tower-
Based Wireless Communications Facilities, Non-Tower Wireless Communication
Facilities, and Small Wire Communication Facilities Providing Further for the
Regulation of Such Facilities Within the Public Rights-Of-Way and Qutside the
Public Rights-Of-Way, providing for the Establishment of Certain Application
and Annual Renewal Fees, Providing for the Enforcement of Said Regulations,
and Providing for an Effective Date

Ms. Carlton stated this has been discussed at prior meetings, and the Ordinance
was slightly amended to comply with the Bucks County Planning Commission
letter of October 1, 2024 specifically to underline additions that were made

and we struck the definition of “wireless communications facilities” in the
Zoning Ordinance or reference thereto. Ms. Carlton stated this Ordinance

has been properly advertised and provided to the Bucks County Law Library.

Mr. Ross moved and Mr. Grenier seconded to approve an Ordinance providing
for the amendment of the Code of the Township of Lower Makefield,
specifically the repeal of Part ii, Chapter 168 “Small Wireless Facilities” and
the adoption of Part i, Chapter 195 “Lower Makefield Township Wireless
Communications Facilities Ordinance.”

Mr. Lewis stated this has been long discussed and had extensive review by
multiple people including public comment which resulted in revisions to
the Ordinance. He stated there have been concerns about wireless
connectivity in certain portions of the Township, and this gives wireless
companies the ability to deploy the newest types of wireless facilities in
concert with Pennsylvania State Law.

Motion carried unanimously.

APPOINTMENTS TO BOARDS AND COMMISSIONS

Mr. Grenier moved, Mr. Ross seconded and it was unanimously carried to
approve the Appointment of Mr. Allen DePuy and Mr. Rick Ryan to the Golf
Committee.
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ADDITIONAL PUBLIC COMMENT

There was no one from the public wishing to make public comment at this time.

There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned at 9:50 p.m.
Respectfully Submitted,
/ I
/’))_\ /

Sut/nne BI“urLdl Secretary





