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MANAGER’S REPORT

Approve Appointments of a Township Engineer and Township Traffic Engineer

Mr. Kratzer stated in January, 2025 the Board authorized the release of an RFP
for Township engineer and Township traffic engineer. Responses were due in
February, 2025; and there were eight responses for the position of Township
engineer and six responses for the position of Township traffic engineer.

Mr. Kratzer stated the staff and the Board of Supervisors independently

reviewed the proposals and came up with a suggested interviewee list.
Three firms were interviewed in April, 2025; and the collective recommenda-

tion is to appoint HRG as the Township engineer and Pennoni as the Township
traffic engineer.

Mr. Lewis moved, Ms. Blundi seconded and it was unanimously carried to
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Mr. Lewis moved and Mr. Ross seconded to appoint Pennoni as traffic
engineer.
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Engineering on traffic questions, and Mr. Kratzer stated that is the intent

on traffic safety related matters.
Motion carried unanimously.

Mr. Kratzer stated they will coordinate with both of those entities and the
outgoing engineer as well to make sure transition items are considered.

Mr. Grenier stated it would be helpful to get a condensed list of outstanding
items. Mr. Kratzer stated he has had some discussions with the outgoing
engineer about that and they are prepared to provide documentation.

Continued Discussion Related to a Potential Stormwater Fee

Mr. Kratzer stated consistent with the Board’s direction, the staff has been
working on a general framework and strategy if the Board is inclined to
continue this discussion. He stated the Board was provided a memo that
outlined certain considerations, and he translated that into a power point
presentation that was provided this evening.
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Mr. Kratzer stated the Second Class Township Code caps the General Purpose
millage rate at 14 mills, and the current rate is at 13.88 mills. He stated that
is the source of Revenue that would be available to invest in stormwater infra-
structure if there was capacity there. He stated Bucks County has not done a
County-wide re-assessment since 1972, and this has contributed to why the
Township finds itself up against the cap.

Mr. Kratzer stated available Grants are insufficient to meet the Township’s
regulatory obligations related to stormwater and maintaining the existing
system let alone providing sufficient funds to install new stormwater manage-

ment infrastructure and implement flood mitigation projects. He stated we
have tried to lpvpmnp external fundmn tn the maximum sextent nncc:h!p

He stated the Township was positioned to receive $8 million in Federal
funding through the Community Projects Funding Program; however, as
a result of the impasse in Washington and the adoption of a Continuing

Resolution, that $8 million is no longer guaranteed. He stated we will
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some uncertainty as it relates to that issue.

Mr. Kratzer stated we submitted an Application recently to the Growing
Greener Program which was a Watershed Protection Grant for about
5341,000, and we were award g little less than 5175,000. He stated while
we are appreciative of the Commonwealth’s support, there is a need for self-
sufficiency. He stated there is currently no predictable, recurring revenue
stream to meet required obligations. He stated the Township has dealt with

increasing frequency and severity of storms which is projected to increase.

Mr. Kratzer stated the stormwater collection conveyance system is largely a
sub-surface utility system, and there are miles of sub-surface pipe collecting
and conveying stormwater to its ultimate discharge points. He stated those
mechanisms require ongoing maintenance and capital replacement, and
failure to maintain and replace those systems has the potentiai of even more
severe impact to the roadway system.

Mr. Kratzer stated many of the Township’s regulations are the result of
Federal and State regulatory requirements which the Township is subject to
through the Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4 Program).

Mr. Kratzer stated stormwater management and flood mitigation are quality
of life issue; and they are not just issues that relate to minimum compliance
for regulatory compliance, but are issues that impact peoples’ lives, property,
and investment, and it is important for the Township to be responsible and
have the means to make the required investments in the infrastructure.
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Mr. Kratzer stated there are two mechanisms for levying Stormwater Utility
Fees one being under the Second Class Township Code and the other is under
the Municipalities Authorities Act, and there can be further discussion about
the benefits associated with both of those.

Mr. Kratzer stated there are over one hundred Municipalities in Pennsylvania
currently benefitting from Stormwater Utility Fees including Middletown and
Warminster, and there are many communities in Bucks County considering
implementation as well.

Mr. Kratzer stated the basis for a fee is generally based on impervious surface
area on each lot. He stated there are different billing structures including the
Equivalent Residential Unit (ERU) billing structure where a unit is based on the
average impervious surface area of a typical single-family residence; and on the
Residential side that results in a flat rate for Residential and uses that average
impervious surface area amount tc calculate what a non-Residential establish-
ment may be levied so there may be multiple ERUs for more expansive properties
covered with impervious surface area. He stated another option is a tiered sys-
tem of billing which establishes basic ranges of impervious surface.

Mr. Kratzer stated with regard to data collection methods, traditionally aerial
ortho photography has been used to calculate impervious surface on lots.

He stated this is time intensive and time sensitive and was generally done

through commissioning a flight which would need to be done at a certain time

of year, and there is data analysis that has to happen post that. He stated there
have been significant improvements in Artificiai intelligence with high resoiution
imagery that has created a more cost-effective way to collect the data. He stated
these are largely subscription-based systems, and there is the ability to do analysis
within the program.

Mr. Kratzer stated with regard to billing options, one option is tax bill inclusion
which would use the existing tax billing infrastructure. He stated this would be
a fee and not a tax so there would be properties that are currently tax exempt
that would be subject to the fee that are contributing to the stormwater
management system and receiving service. He stated if the Township were to
go with the tax bill method, those properties would need to have separate
invoices. Mr. Kratzer stated another option is that everyone would just have a
separate utility bill. He stated there are third-party billing companies that are
billing for other communities.
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Mr. Kratzer noted the slide showing some of the obligations that the Township
has relative to stormwater that would be considered in the Stormwater Utility
Budget including the cost of implementing our approved Pollution Reduction
Plan. He stated while the information being shown is somewhat dated and the
costs have likely gone up, as part of the Township’s Permitting obligation, the
Township has approximately a $3.3 to $4 million obligation to implement pro-
jects; and the required completion date of those projects is February 28, 2027.
He stated the Township engages in street sweeping which could potentially be
included in a Stormwater Utility Budget. He stated the Township owns most of
the basins in the community, and there is ongoing basin maintenance; and those
are costs that are guantifiable in terms of equipment and manpower that could
be contemplated. He stated existing system maintenance and repair could be
included along with needed capital additions and expansions to that system as
well as flood mitigation projects that are additions that help with regulatory

compliance and relate to the community’s quality of life.

Mr. Kratzer stated there are also compliance costs, reporting requirements,
and certain activity requirements under the Township’s MS4 Permit.

He stated there is no assessment currently to that sub-surface utility system,
and generally when communities have a reoccurring revenue system, a
System Condition Assessment is a part o
moving forward. He stated you can also include implementation and costs
associated with utility establishment.
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Mr. Kratzer stated if the Township was to move forward with this, there would
be refinement of the Fee to make sure that revenue is sufficient to meet the
obligations and to insure that there is continued equity and fairness.

Mr. Kratzer stated if the Board wants to continue to discuss this, the staff would
recommend obtaining a proposal from the newly-appointed Township engineer,
HRG, who has been involved in the establishment of over 60 of the 80 storm-
water utility fees in Pennsylvania, to provide a professional services proposal to
look at the components and costs associated with proceeding. He stated this
would give the Board the information needed to make the initial decision as to
whether to proceed with the professional services and ultimately a decision

as to the eventual levy of a fee. Mr. Kratzer stated there would be continued
refinement if the Board moves forward with the program.

Mr. Grenier stated he feels some of the Townships that have done this have
a program that is not as equitable as it could be in terms of assessing fee,
and the onus was put more on the residents than Commercial owners that
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might have more impervious or were built before stormwater infrastructure
was required. Mr. Grenier asked if a Motion is required to have Mr. Kratzer
get a proposal from HRG; and Mr. Kratzer stated since there is no commit-
ment being made, he feels this could be done through consensus direction
from the Board. Ms. Carlton agreed.

Mr. Grenier asked if there is any requirement to RFP this from a dollar
perspective. Mr. Kratzer stated there is no obligation for a professional
service. Mr. Grenier stated HRG helped the Township with our Storm-
water Ordinance and were just appointed the Township engineer; and
he would be in favor of getting a proposal from them. Mr. Kratzer stated
we need to be mindful of time since the Township has not insignificant
obligations to meet within a two-year period.

Mr. Lewis stated he would be in support of getting a proposal. He stated
the Township has incurred significant costs and continues to work on storm-
water management. He stated he would prefer that the Fees be included in
the annual tax bill, and he would want to insure that Commercial properties
with large, expansive impervious surface pay their fair share as well as tax-
exempt organizations which also use that same service. Mr. Kratzer stated
based on initial discussions he had outlined the ERU which would result in

a flat Residential Fee, and non-Residential would be some multiple of that.

Mr. Kratzer stated most of the land use in the Township is Residential, single-
family detached since of the 12,000 parcels, about 11,000 of those are
Residential single-family parcels. He stated it would therefore make sense
to look at a flat, Residential Fee and have non-Residential parcels pay a fee
based on a certain calculation. He added there is not a large non-taxable
base in the Township which would create more simplicity in using the tax

bill inclusion.

Mr. Lewis asked if there is an estimate of what would be needed annually
for a Stormwater Management Fee. Mr. Kratzer stated Middletown levied
it at $60 a year and Warminster is about $120 a year. He stated these fees
are typical of other areas of Pennsylvania where this fee is more common
than currently in Bucks County.

Mr. Grenier stated currently we are paying for all of our stormwater projects
if not getting Grants, from the tax base so there may be an opportunity to
have a slight tax reduction or that money could be put toward something
else; and Mr. Kratzer stated that would be at the discretion of the Board.
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Mr. Lewis asked if we could reimburse the General Fund for the increases in
expenses we have had over the last couple of years, and Mr. Kratzer stated
there may be some opportunity for re-capturing some of those expenses.
Mr. Grenier stated that may be possible over time since the money will not
all be generated on day one.

Ms. Blundi asked if it would be possible to look at this for just Commercial
properties to see if we could raise enough money that way. She stated
businesses in the Township do pay property taxes; but unlike some other
Municipalities, our Township does not get revenue from the businesses’ sales.
Ms. Blundi stated there are a number of peonle who live in townhomes, and
if we move forward with this and it applies to residences, it should be made
equitable for those living in townhomes as well. She stated it is possible

that for a townhome there could be a lot of impervious space based on how
much land they have, but they may not have the same impact as a single-

family home. Mr. Grenier stated HRG should provide different scenarios as

part of their review, and Mr. Kratzer agreed. Ms. Carlton stated in many
townhome developments, there is a large common area for parking which
would ameliorate the driveways on a single-family home.
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proceeding with getting a proposal from HRG.

Ms. Larissa Luzeckyj stated she is a resident of the Township. She asked if all
stormwater mitigation projects are on hold until the Township has the money
to fund the projects. Mr. Grenier stated that is incorrect. He stated a portion
of the Budget goes toward stormwater-reiated projects; however, we are not
able to cover enough of them with our tax, and more is needed to be done.
He stated the Township is at the tax cap due to other obligations many of
which relate to salary and labor issues. He stated there is therefore less
money available within the tax cap to pay for stormwater projects and other
items. He stated there are alternatives within the State Code that aillow the
Township to look at stormwater fees to fund stormwater and associated
projects, and that is what they are looking into. He stated they are still
moving forward on Budgeted projects, but untii they have additional funds
they cannot move forward on additional stormwater projects.

Ms. Luzeckyj asked if they are no longer looking for Grants, and Mr. Kratzer
stated they are still looking for Grants. Mr. Grenier stated they are always
looking for Grants from the State and Federal Government. He stated as
Mr. Kratzer noted we have applied for some Grants; and while some have
been awarded, we have not gotten as much as we need to complete certain
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projects. He particularly noted the Federal Grant which was applied for in the
amount of $8 million which was focused on stormwater projects, and they are
not currently optimistic given how the Federal Government has cut certain
things. He stated the Township has to be proactive and find ways to fund these
very important projects to protect everyone.

Ms. Luzeckyj stated what has been done is great, and they have averted flooding;
however, if the recent rain had not stopped, they would have been “in trouble.”
She stated they are eagerly awaiting the next phase of construction. Mr. Grenier
stated the Township is as well, and this Fee is a great tool to address stormwater
and flooding across the Township.

Ms. Laurie Grey stated she is a Township resident. She stated she understands
the cap, etc., but she feels the way the Budget is structured may not be best.
She noted that we have a lot of money for Park & Rec and new heaters for the
pools, etc.; and while that is important, she would like toc know if there is a way
to structure the percentages of what our tax dollars are going to with different
priorities in the Township. She stated there is the open space fee, the road fee,
and now we will have this fee. She stated all of this is money paid by the tax-
payers.

Mr. Kratzer stated they cannot use the money from the Park & Rec Special
Purpose Tax for General Purposes. Ms. Grey asked if they cannot change the
percentages and she asked who defines the percentages. Mr. Kratzer stated
the amount of General Purpose Revenue that comes in pays for the Police
which is only one service that the Township provides. He stated some of the
situation in terms of the cap is directly the result of the County not doing
County-wide reassessments, and the buying power of a mill is diminishing
every year. Ms. Grey stated she appreciates that.

Mr. Kratzer stated while he appreciates that the Park & Rec Special Purpose
Tax is being paid by the residents, there is no way to re-assign percentages
since the millage caps are specific to the specific purpose. Ms. Grey asked
if there is no opportunity for the Township to define the percentages.

Mr. Kratzer stated short of the Township transitioning its form of Govern-
ment from a Second Class Township to another form of Government, it is
limited to State Statute. Ms. Grey stated she therefore feels it is even more
prudent that our monies are not spent frivolously or on projects that have
no end. She asked that the Board continue to monitor all of the projects.
She stated she appreciates that it is now shown on the Agenda what is being
spent, whether or not it is Budgeted, and what Budget it is coming out of.
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PUBLIC WORKS

Approve Authorizing the Acceptance of the Amended Proposal for Supplemental
Design Services from RVE for the Highland Drive Drainage Improvements Proiect
at a Cost of $35,675.00 (amended total cost - $213,650.00)

Mr. Ross moved and Mr. Lewis seconded to approve authorizing the acceptance
of the amended proposal for Supplemental Design Services from RVE for the
Highland Drive Drainage Improvements Project at a cost of $35,675.00.

Mr. Fuller stated there were some additional scope modifications that RVE had
performed on our behalf including some retaining wall designs for the property
owner who was impacted and additional survey work they needed to do,
reports, etc. He stated the other change is that RVE is being asked to take the

project to Bidding and Contract preparation with the future Contract to be

awarded:; and at that time, their

basis of when and if needed for construction management and design ques-
tions, etc. when the new engineer would take over the construction manage-
ment and inspection services for the project.

scope of services would bemoreonaT& M
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Motion carried with Ms. Bilundi abstained.

Approve Authorizing the Release of and Solicitation of Bids for the Highland
Drive Drainage Improvements Project

Mr. Ross moved and Mr. Lewis seconded to approve authorizing the release of
and solicitation of Bids for the Highland Drive Drainage Improvements Project.

Mr. Fuller stated this involves the culvert replacement for Highland Drive
and drainage improvements along Highland Drive that were contemplated,
designed, and Permitted. Mr. Grenier asked the proposed construction
date, and Mr. Fuller stated by the time Bidding takes place and it comes
back to the Board that could be one and a half months. Mr. Kratzer stated
he feels they could possibly mobilize by late summer.

Mr. Lewis stated this is National Public Works week. He stated he received
a message today expressing gratitude for Mr. Fuller and his teams’ work

at Maplevale during the rains. Mr. Lewis thanked all of the staff. Mr. Fuller
stated the team is great, and they know what to do, and get out to that area
as soon possible.
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Mr. Grenier reminded residents that if they are digging during a construction
project they need to protect the dirt or it can flow into the storm drains and
cause immense damage. Mr. Fuller stated there are also issues will leaves
clogging lines, and the leaves need to be kept off of the road. Mr. Grenier
stated leaves getting into the storm drains cost the taxpayers money, and it
also limits the road width when leaves are put in the road which is an unsafe
situation. Ms. Blundi stated there are also people who put grass clipping in
the street. She asked that people clean the storm grates if they see something
blocking them.

Motion carried unanimously

SOLICITOR’S REPORT

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

Ms. Carlton stated she made an appearance at the Zoning Hearing Board on
May 19 on two matters that the Board of Supervisors opposed. She stated one
was denied by the Zoning Hearing Board, and the other was Continued; and that
Applicant may not return. She stated that the Board authorized her office to
appear at the next Zoning Hearing Board on June 3 for a Variance request.

She stated her office will be very busy in the summer and fall with Stormwater
Fees and Development Agreements.

SUPERVISORS’ REPORTS

Mr. Lewis stated the Disability Advisory Board is updating their marketing
materials on the work that they do. He stated the Environmentai Advisory
Council has developed some revisions to the Tree Bank Ordinance and
developed a draft Chicken Ordinance for consideration for properties over
a half acre for hens over but no roosters. He stated staff and some other
Committees will be reviewing it before it gets further consideration.

ADDITIONAL PUBLIC COMMENT ON NON-AGENDA ITEMS

There was no one from the public wishing to make public comment at this time.
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There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned at 10:30 p.m.

Respectfully Submitted,
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