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Mr. Spisszak stated from a traffic perspective, he does not feel this proposal 
would be detrimental to the area or cause any undue congestion. He stated 
the driveway will have to be designed appropriately and approved by Penn DOT. 

Mr. Rusk stated they feel that this is a use needed in the Township. He stated 
this is the last piece of ground in this area, and they would like to protect the 
wooded area. He stated they do not feel there is a need for more banks, 
restaurants, or apartments in this area; and with this use, they can save a lot 
of trees, provide a service that the residents need, and is a use that fits with 
what was envisioned for the area being a neighborhood, community use. 

John Fenningham, attorney representing the Applicant, asked that the experts 
be qualified - Mr. Whitmore as a site engineer, Mr. Mueller as an acoustic 
sound engineer, and Mr. Spisszak as a traffic engineer; and this was acceptable 
to the Board. 

Ms. Carlton marked the Applicants Exhibits as follows: The video was marked 
as Exhibit A-1. The slides presented by Ms. Miller were marked as Exhibit A-2. 
The presentation of slides from Mr. Whitmore were marked as Exhibit A-3. 
The presentation of slides from Mr. Mueller were marked as Exhibit A-4. 
The presentation of the slide from Mr. Spisszak was marked as Exhibit A-5. 

Mr. Fenningham stated before the session started, the Township solicitor 
was presented with a letter from the KinderCare; and that letter is already 
in the Board's package, and is the ninth page of Exhibit A-4. He stated it is 
a letter from the KinderCare that has been there for 20 years indicating 
that they have no objection to the K9 Resort on the premises; and that they 
consider the use complementary to their operations and activities and feel 
that people may drop off their children and then drop off their dogs. 

Ms. Carlton marked this letter as Exhibit A-6. 

Mr. Fenningham stated the kennel as a defined use is permitted in the 
Commercial (C) District; however, there is no available space to accom­
modate the K9 Resort in the Township in the C District. He stated they have 
come before the Board of Supervisors to ask for the Conditional Use based 
on the presentations tonight, and he feels that the simplest answer to a 
Use Application before the Zoning Hearing Board would be that it was 
self-imposed. He stated it possibly could be futile to seek that relief when 
there are five elements of a Variance relief all of which must be satisfied. 
He stated they welcome the opportunity to come before the Board of 
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Supervisors because they allow a Conditional Use Application in the H/C District, 
and they are taking of advantage of that to ask the Board to consider that the 
presentation of this use and occupancy shows that what they are proposing is 
not equivalent to a kennel. 

Mr. Fenningham stated the kennel that currently exists in the area is a free­
roaming kennel; and the Testimony tonight has indicated that what they are 
proposing is not a free-roaming facility but is a controlled facility with state­
of-art controls over the dogs and the noise. 

Mr. Fenningham stated the provisions for Conditional Use are not only in 
Section 200-36 B but also in XXII Section #291. He stated tonight they have 
heard that the Applicants are willing to address compliance with other 
applicable requirements under Ordinances within the Township. He stated 
Mr. Rusk had discussed going before HARB for the exterior of the facility, and 
Mr. Whitmore noted the issues of Zoning relief which Mr. Fenningham feels 
are secondary to the primary Conditional Use Approval that they are asking 
the Board of Supervisors to grant. Mr. Fenningham again noted that this is 
not a kennel, and that is why they are before the Board for a Conditional Use 
Approval because the Ordinance does not address a state-of-the-art pet care 
facility. He stated this is a franchise and not a single-owner operation, and 
the franchise has strict standards that it requires for the purpose of its good 
name and its National operation. He stated the Board can be assured that 
this operation will be consistent with the franchise standards. He stated it 
was also indicated this evening that if Ms. Miller were to step away from the 
operation, another franchisee subject to those same standards would be the 
entity to come in and operate this K9 Resort. 

Mr. Fenningham stated he feels they have addressed the wording of the 
Conditional Use which is the spirit, the intent, and the history. He stated 
they are trying to provide a service to the community which they feel is 
needed. 

Ms. Carlton asked for a further discussion about the proposed Retail 
operation. Mr. Rusk stated their goal with the Retail is to keep it in the 
same nature as the K9 Resort. He stated they are hoping to attract other 
pet operations such as grooming, pet food, etc. as they feel that there is 
a need for that within the Township. He stated what they are looking at 
would be either a human service or a pet service. He stated they would 
stay within the permitted uses within the Zones. 
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A gentleman named Chris stated he feels that a dog boarding place is needed in 
Lower Makefield. He stated he has used the facilities currently in Yardley, and 
was very dissatisfied with them. He stated currently when he travels he has to 
travel about one hour away to drop his dogs off to be boarded. 

Mr. Brad Berwald stated he is a resident of Yardley, and he has faced challenges 
boarding his dogs in a safe, efficient, and convenient manner. He stated he 
travels extensively for work and has used the facility in Horsham even with the 
challenge of the distance. He stated he would like to see a facility in Lower 
Makefield. He stated he feels what is proposed is along the lines of what the 
community expects in terms of quality and benefits. He stated he knows what 
a kennel is, and this is not a kennel. 

Ms. Carlton stated a Conditional Use requires that such use shall be of the same 
general nature and character as were the uses in the original Village and that 
such use is in accord with the spirit, purpose, and intent of the Historic/Com­
mercial District. She asked Mr. Rusk to discuss how he feels they meet those 
criteria. Mr. Rusk stated originally most of Lower Makefield was farmland. 
He stated this corner was the "center of attention," and there was a gas station, 
some farm buildings, and a small village. He stated the permitted uses are a 
blacksmith and a tinsmith which are rural uses. He stated if they were to be 
compared to a kennel, a kennel would be in a rural/Colonial setting where 
animals were taken care of. He stated they feel that because they are adjacent 
to the Patterson Farm, the open space, and a heavily-wooded area, this type of 
use will blend in with the environment and not detract from the area. 

Mr. Fenningham stated the Township has listed prohibited uses, and what 
they are proposing is not like those prohibited uses. He stated the proposed 
use is complementary to the day care, and they are not inconsistent with the 
existing uses. He stated the traffic engineer indicated that there will not be 
any substantial impact, and there will also be a Penn DOT Highway Opening 
Application even though there are curb cuts there now for the day care center. 
He stated he feels they are consistent with the activity that goes on in this 
area of the Township and believes that it is consistent with the spirit and the 
intent of the Historic/Commercial District. 

Mr. Kratzer stated Mr. Mueller was comparing a single dog bark to the ambient 
noise levels. He asked what happens if there are multiple dogs barking at the 
same time. Mr. Mueller stated while technically the levels that were presented 
and overlaid were for just a single dog bark, even if there was a situation where 
20 dogs all barked at the same time, the same time does not overlap in the same 
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way it would be if he were to turn on two air-conditioning units. He stated 
other dogs barking would just increase the duration of the occurrence of 
barking. He stated If there were two dogs barking at exactly the same time 
such that they would overlap in level, there would be a cumulation of sorts. 
He noted even if this were to occur, there still would not be a negative impact 
given the other conditions he had discussed. He stated if dog barking were to 
occur, it is the prime directive of the staff to deal with that in a swift manner. 
He stated while they could hear an occasional bark, it would not result in a 
"cacophony" or be markedly different than the results he discussed tonight. 

The Record was closed at this time. 

Ms. Carlton stated the Board has forty-five days to prepare a written Decision, 
and that will be mailed as required by Ordinance and Statute to the Applicant 
and to Mr. Fenningham. 

Approve Issuance of a Certificate of Aporopriateness for the Existing and 
Proposed Buildin_gs at 1674 Ed_gewood Road ("The Point") 

Mr. Majewski stated this project has been under consideration for a number of 
years. He stated the Applicant has gone to HARB seven to eight times. HARB 
recommended approval of the Certificate of Appropriateness for the Plans 
with the stipulation that the porch roofs be metal roofs on the reconstruction/ 
restoration, that trim on the windows be redefined and the enlarged peaks be 
consistent throughout the process and be drawn up and presented to HARB 
with dimension and details, and that a set of stairs be on the Point house. 
Mr. Majewski stated the Applicant is willing to comply with all of those com­
ments and already has their architect working on the Plans to make those 
revisions. Mr. Majewski stated this will allow the developer to renovate and 
restore the existing house at the corner known as the Ishmael House, demolish 
and replicate the existing house called the Quill House, and construct three 
new buildings per the Plans which were approved by the Board of Supervisors 
last year. 

Ms. Blundi moved and Mr. McCartney seconded to approve the issuance of a 
Certificate of Appropriateness for the existing and proposed buildings at 1674 
Edgewood Road ("The Point"). 
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Mr. Grenier stated he understands that this is the last of the approvals to allow 
the project to move forward, and Mr. Majewski agreed. Mr. Grenier stated 
HARB has done a lot of work on this and agreed to issue the COA with items 
to be covered which it appears the Applicant has agreed to, and Mr. Majewski 
agreed. 

Ms. Blundi stated she understands that they have included in the documents 
that they are to "save the old building first." Mr. Majewski stated the Land 
Development Agreement requires that they first obtain Building Permits for 
the existing house and the house to be replicated prior to getting any Permits 
for any of the other buildings, and that no Occupancy Certificates be issued 
for any buildings until they get the one for the building to be renovated and 
the one to be replicated. 

Mr. Grenier asked what happens if they start to move forward without 
following the order Mr. Majewski has just discussed. Ms. Carlton stated a 
number of things that can be done including not issuing Permits, issue Stop 
and Desist Orders, etc. Mr. Grenier stated there is some history in the Town­
ship where other Agreements were made that were not followed through 
with going back years, and there is concern when there is a historic building. 
He stated he wants to make sure that there is recourse, and the Township 
can enforce all the provisions of the Land Development Agreement. 
Ms. Carlton stated it is incumbent upon the developer to abide by the 
Agreement, and for the Township to keep an eye on it. 

The Motion carried unanimously. 

ENGINEER'S REPORT 

It was noted that the Engineer's Report was included in the Board's packet. 
The Board had no comment at this time. 

MANAGER'S REPORT 

Approve Resolution #25-02 Establishing and Changing the Lower Makefield 
Townshio Tax Collector's Compensation for the Term Beginning January 1, 2026 

Mr. Kratzer stated this change would be effective at the next term of the 
Municipal Tax Collector, and the local Tax Collection Law requires action on 
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this matter prior to February 15 of the year of a Municipal Election. The request 
was received from the current Tax Collector. Mr. Kratzer stated they compared 
the proposed compensation to that of peers throughout Bucks County, and the 
compensation figures are consistent with market. 

Mr. Lewis moved and Ms. Blundi seconded to approve Resolution #25-02 
establishing and changing the Lower Makefield Township Tax Collector's 
compensation for the term beginning January 1, 2026. 

Mr. McCartney asked the existing versus the proposed. Mr. Kratzer stated for 
a "regular," the existing is $2.85 by Resolution which was adopted some time 
ago; however, there was some confusion at that time since the Resolution 
established it at $2.85 but the action taken by the Board of Supervisors in 
terms of the Minutes reflected $2.15. He stated the current Tax Collector 
has just been charging the $2.15, and this Resolution proposes $4 for a 
regular and interim Tax Bill issued. Mr. Kratzer stated this is consistent and 
even in some cases below the compensation paid to other Tax Collectors in 
Bucks County. 

Mr. Grenier stated in addition to compensation, we want to make sure that 
we are maintaining office space and Internet to the Tax Collector. Mr. Kratzer 
stated the provision of office space is referenced in the Resolution as the 
Township continuing to provide the Tax Collector at no additional cost to the 
Tax Collector office space at the Municipal Building as utilized at the time of 
the adoption, and that such office space shall include applicable utilities, 
telephone service, and Internet service. Mr. McCartney asked if that is also 
consistent with other Municipalities. Mr. Kratzer stated it is in some cases; 
but in other cases, their compensation is higher but they are charged rent. 

Mr. Lewis asked that the Tax Collector get the restoration of a Township­
based e-mail address to insure that people receiving an e-mail from the 
Township Tax Collector can verify that it is actually coming from the Tax 
Collector, and Mr. Kratzer stated they can look into that. 

Motion carried unanimously. 
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PARKS & RECREATION 

Aoorove Acceptance of the Prooosal from If It's Water. Inc. (COSTARS Contract 
#016-E23-302) for the Reolacement of the Pool Filter (Intermediate Pool) at a 
Cost of $84,017.46 (Budgeted Item - Park & Recreation Fee-In-Lieu Fund) 

Ms. Tierney stated this is part of a three-year program to replace all of the 
filters at the Pool. She stated this filter is from 1981, and we have doubled 
its useful life. 

Ms. Blundi moved and Mr. Ross seconded to approve acceptance of the 
proposal from If It's Water, Inc. (COSTARS Contract #016-E23-302) for the 
replacement of the Pool filter (Intermediate Pool) at a cost of $84,017.46 
(Budgeted Item - Park & Recreation Fee-In-Lieu Fund). 

Mr. Grenier stated there are a number of items related to the Pool being 
considered this evening, and they are being paid from different funds. 
He stated the goal of the Board when it comes to the Pool, the Golf Course, 
and other things where there are specific funds, is to make them self­
sustainable. He stated he would like to see a long-term plan for operations 
and maintenance, budgeting, etc. for the Pool fund so that we do not have 
to use Park & Rec Fee-In-Lieu Funds and so that those funds can be used 
for other Park & Recreation resources that we need to fix. He stated he 
hopes that this is the last year that we have to use Fee-In-Lieu funds for 
the Pool. 

Ms. Tierney stated a lot of the projects are done for this year, and she 
plans to work with the new Chief Finance Officer, Ms. Bhandary, and the 
Park Board to develop a Plan. 

Motion carried unanimously. 

Aporove Acceptance of the Prooosal from EAW Securitv (COSTARS Contract 
#040-E22-163) for a Security Camera Svstem at the Pool at LMT at a Cost of 
$19,762.11 (Budgeted Item - Pool Fund) 

Ms. Tierney stated the camera system is antiquated, and is on two different 
system. She stated they want to bring this up to current standards and fill 
in some of the gaps since there were two incidences at the Pool this summer 
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and both of them were not visible on the cameras. She stated the Police 
Department will have access as they do with the current cameras. She hopes 
that in time, we will be able to switch all of our cameras to this same more 
modern security system. She stated Middletown Township uses this system, 
and she was impressed with their presentation. 

Ms. Blundi moved and Mr. Lewis seconded to approve acceptance of the 
proposal from EAW Security (COSTARS Contract #040-E22-163) for a security 
camera system at the Pool at LMT at a cost of $19,762.11 (Budgeted Item -
Pool Fund). 

Mr. Grenier stated we are looking at IT changes, and he wants to make sure 
that this integrates well. Mr. Kratzer stated there are no concerns with 
integration. Mr. Lewis asked if this downloads the videos to the cloud where 
we can access it or do we need on-site storage for video. Ms. Tierney stated 
she believes that there will be on-site storage and cloud storage as well. 

Motion carried unanimously. 

Approve Acceptance of the Proposal From Integrated Turf Management Inc. 
(COSTARS Contract #029-E22-099) for 2025 Athletic Field Management/ 
Maintenance Program (Fertilization and Weed Control) at a Cost of $26,221 
(Budgeted Maintenance Item - Park & Rec Operating Fund) 

Ms. Tierney stated this is for the turf grass at the athletic fields as we are 
changing how the fields are maintained. She stated this is for a turf specific 
vendor and there will be four treatments throughout the year. She stated she 
will most likely be back before the Board of Supervisors for some remediation 
needed after the drought last year and repairs at some of the fields to make 
them safe. She stated $120,000 was budgeted in total for the year for field 
maintenance. Ms. Tierney stated she has been partnering with the Leagues 
more carefully, and they will be working through the same vendor so there 
will be a better system. 

Mr. Grenier asked if the Leagues will be paying for other treatments during the 
year. Ms. Tierney stated if the Leagues see a big project that is outside of general 
maintenance or a safety issue that they are requesting that is reasonable, we will 
work with the vendor and will partner. Ms. Tierney stated VMS wanted field 
repair in December so that the field would be ready in the spring at a cost of 
$7,000 for one field, and VMS paid for that directly. 
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Ms. Blundi moved, Mr. Lewis seconded and it was unanimously carried to 
approve acceptance of the proposal from Integrated Turf Management, Inc. 
(COSTARS Contract #029-E22-099) for 2025 Athletic Field Management/ 
Maintenance Program (fertilization and weed control) at a cost of $26,221 
(Budgeted Maintenance Item - Park & Rec Operating Fund). 

PUBLIC WORKS 

Approval of RVE's Prooosal for Suoplemental Design Services Relating to the 
Woodside and Taylorsville Crossing Trail Crossing Proiect at an Additional Cost 
of $15,250 

Mr. Fuller stated Design Services was an RFP, and the Township received three 
proposals. The staff reviewed the proposals and recommend the Remington & 
Verni ck proposal. He stated everything included is additional work that was 
outside the original scope of services most of which relates to the deletion of 
guiderail to allow the crossing to take place. He stated it was determined that 
there was a requirement for a headwall extension which is what the guiderail 
was protecting. That would require a lot of Permitting, and coordination with 
Penn DOT to get the headwall extended within the right-of-way and allow the 
crossing design to continue. Mr. Fuller stated after the staff reviewed the 
proposal, they wanted to confirm certain items with the engineer. 

Mr. Kessler was present. Mr. Fuller stated they wanted to confirm that the 
additional scope of work is to be included with the original not-to-exceed 
amount of the original Contract value with RVE. He stated the other item 
was that the amendment is inclusive for all known, necessary scope modifi­
cations i.e. that this is basically for the headwall extension work and that 
there is no other Permitting that is going to have to take place for that, and 
they have all of that in this scope price. Mr. Fuller stated they also wanted 
to confirm that with deliverables, we will have a full Permitted headwall 
extension, and there are no other meeting costs for DEP, coordination costs, 
as well as no additional survey work and no additional increase for any of the 
Construction Management/Construction Observation for this additional work 
to the best of Mr. Kessler's knowledge to this point. 

Mr. Kessler stated this supplement is for Phase 2 of the Design Phase and it is 
for the design work that would be extending of the headwall. He stated 
the reason for that is to have it outside the clear zone which allows the guide­
rail to be removed to the point where they can have the trail aligned the way 
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that Penn DOT prefers. He stated the survey was done up to the right-of-way 
line around the intersection, and this work will still have the project stay within 
the public right-of-way. He stated there is a GP4 that is associated with 
extending that discharge point; and they see that as a fairly straight forward 
Permit with the DEP since the flow is not changing, and it is just the physical 
location of the headwall. 

Mr. Lewis moved, and Mr. Ross seconded to approve RVE's proposal for 
Supplemental Design Services relating to the Woodside and Taylorsville 
Crossing Trail Crossing Project at an additional cost of $15,250. 

Ms. Laurie Grey stated she is a Lower Makefield Township resident. She asked 
if this is an additional cost that was not Budgeted. She asked where the funds 
are coming from. Mr. Fuller stated the project as a whole was a Budgeted 
project, and we are still within the Budgeted amount for the crossing. He stated 
until construction, we will not know if we are over or under Budget, and the 
engineering is part of that. 

Mr. Grenier stated the reason for the Change Order is that PennDOT asked for 
changes to the original design. Mr. Fuller stated there was a refuge island and 
a slightly different angle; however, Penn DOT wanted to alter the location. 
He added that in order to alter it, we have to remove the guiderail; and in 
order to remove the guiderail, we have to push the headwall back that it was 
protecting. 

Mr. Kessler stated this relates to the trail at Woodside and the Joint Toll 
Bridge Commission property, and this will connect those two so that there 
is a continuous connection for those in the area and then connect to the 
network that goes into New Jersey. He added that with the work they 
have coordinated with Penn DOT, Penn DOT has given direction that they 
do not want the refuge island; and there will be a cost savings as a result 
of the final lay-out and being able to maintain the existing signal equipment. 
He stated with the guardrail being removed, you are able to go around the 
existing mast arm and other things that are there which are expensive to 
move. 

Mr. Kessler stated with regard to the headwall extension, the property 
owner that is just outside of the right-of-way, currently has some concerns 
with the water that comes out of the headwall; and by shifting the headwall, 
we can modify the way the water is able to dissipate and it will be an added 
benefit without really any added cost to the project to address this issue. 
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Motion carried with Ms. Blundi abstained. 

SOLICITOR'S REPORT 

Ms. Carlton stated that the Board met in Executive Session prior to the meeting 
to discuss an employment matter and litigation matters. 

Ms. Carlton stated they received comments this week from Bucks County 
Planning Commission on the proposed Historic Demolition Ordinance. These 
will be reviewed in depth, and they will make any modifications necessary and 
come back before the Board of Supervisors. 

SUPERVISORS' REPORTS 

Mr. Grenier stated the Stormwater Management Committee received updates 
since their last meeting, and a Committee meeting will be scheduled to review 
the Ordinance. 

Mr. Lewis stated the Human Relations Commission will be meeting with the 
State on February 18 to receive training as part of the start-up process. 

Ms. Blundi stated the Historical Commission found two gravestones within 
the wall at the Slate Hill Cemetery, and they will be re-located into their 
proper place. She stated the Trenton Airport Review Commission wants the 
community to be aware that there is some construction taking place at the 
Trenton-Mercer Airport, and they are asking for an opportunity to present 
their concerns to a wider audience. 

APPOINTMENTS/REAPPOINTMENTS TO BOARDS AND COMMISSIONS 

Mr. Grenier stated while there are no appointments to be made this evening, 
he advised those interested in volunteering to serve on a Board or Commis­
sion that there are several openings that can be seen on the Township Website 
and on social media. 
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ADDITIONAL PUBLIC COMMENT ON NON-AGENDA ITEMS 

Ms. Laurie Grey stated she is a resident of the Township. She stated typically 
the Township engineer gives a Report during the meeting; however, tonight it 
was indicated that the Report was in the Board's packet, and no report was 
given. She asked what was in the Report, and if the public can see what was 
in it. Mr. Grenier stated the Board always has the Engineer's Report in their 
packet. Ms. Grey stated usually the Township engineer is seated with the 
Board and makes comments. Mr. Grenier stated that is only when the Board 
has questions, and there was no need to have the engineer provide updates 
on numerous projects. He stated the Board can ask questions about the 
Report or other items; and that is why the Township engineer is present, and 
will be called up to the dais if there are questions as was done this evening 
with regard to the Change Order. 

Ms. Grey asked if the public can see the Engineer's Report. Mr. Grenier stated 
it is just an update on projects that they are reviewing; and they may not be 
just Township projects, and it could be updates on developers going through 
a process. 

Mr. Kessler stated if any Township residents have any questions, they can 
reach out for information they might be curious about. Mr. Grenier stated 
residents should never go directly to the engineer, and they should go 
through the Township staff. 

There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned at 10:15 p.m. 

Respectfully Submitted, 


