
WHITEMARSH TOWNSHIP 
ZONING HEARING BOARD AGENDA  

JANUARY 14, 2026 
6:30 PM 

 
___ Behr  ___ Doran  ___ Nester (Chair)  ___ Tone  ___ Weinstein (Vice-Chair) 

 
1.  CALL TO ORDER 

2.  ANNOUNCEMENTS & CORRESPONDENCE 

• Applicants are requested not to remove signs after the hearing at this time; Township staff will remove them once the hearing is 
completed. 

 
3.  ZONING HEARING BOARD APPLICATIONS 

• ZHB #2024-19: James J. & Theresa C. Smith, Mathew, Joseph & Francis V. Smith; 717 Ridge Pike, Lafayette Hill, 
PA 19444; Parcel #65-00-09628-00-9; Block 038; Unit 004; AA – Residential – Institutional Overlay District; The 
Applicants are proposing to redevelop the Property as a 3-story, 500 bed nursing home. The following relief is 
requested: Special Exception under Section 116-175.L. in the Institutional Overlay District to redevelop the 
Property for a nursing home as allowed by said section.  [Please note: this hearing was concluded on December 
10, 2025, but continued to January 14, 2026 for a decision to be voted upon.] 
 

• ZHB #2025-38: Cadence Development Partners, LLC; 318 Whitemarsh Valley Road, Fort Washington, PA  
19034; Parcel #65-00-12916-00-6; Block 049D, Unit 009; AAA-Residential District; The Applicant is proposing 
to construct a new single-family home and related improvements on this vacant lot approved as a building lot by 
agreement between record owner and Whitemarsh Township in 1997.  The following relief is requested: Special 
Exceptions pursuant to Sections 116-31.1.A. and 116-31.1.B. to allow a portion of the proposed 
detention/retention facility between the front lot line and front principal building plane and a portion of said 
facility within a required side yard; Special Exception pursuant to Section 116-166.B. to allow a detention 
basin (rain garden) to be located in the Floodplain Conservation District or Riparian Corridor Conservation 
District; Variance from Section 116-259.A. to allow required front yards, side yards and rear yards within the 
Riparian Conservation District and to permit the proposed single family home and related accessory 
improvements (as shown on the plans) to be located within the Riparian Corridor Conservation District; 
Variance from Section 116-259.C. to permit the proposed residential dwelling use to be located within Zone 2 
of the Riparian Corridor Conservation District; Variance from Section 116-259.C.(4) to permit residential 
accessory structures (as shown on the plans) greater than 200 square feet to be located within Zone 2 of the 
Riparian Corridor Conservation District; Variance from Section 116-260.A. to permit the applicant to not show 
all of the existing vegetation in the area to be cleared for the proposed single family home development and to 
allow clearing as proposed on the plans; Variance from Section 116-260.I. which prohibits stormwater basins, 
berms and outfall structures in Zone 2 of the Riparian Corridor Conservation District to permit the stormwater 
basin, berms and outfall structures to be designed and installed as proposed on the plans. [Please Note: At the 
meeting on December 3, 2025, a continuance to January 14, 2026 was announced.] 

 
• ZHB #2025-51: David A. Schneider & Charlotte Robertson; 7017 Redcoat Drive, Flourtown, PA 19031; Parcel # 

65-00-09368-51-2; Block 057A, Unit 039; A – Residential; The Applicants would like to install a generator in a 
front yard of their property. The following relief is requested: Variance from Section 116-24.E.(3)(a) to allow 
an accessory structure (generator) to be located in the front yard along the street (Redcoat Drive) where the side 
of the house faces; this is a corner property.  
 

4.  ADJOURNMENT 

 

 



 
 

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION 

It is the practice of the Zoning Hearing Board to hear public comment and entertain questions on each 
application at the public meeting. However, any person or entity who wishes to obtain formal party status 
in any application before the Zoning Hearing Board shall fill out a ‘Request for Entry of Appearance as 
a Party’ form, available on the Township website or at the public meeting. The completed form should 
be presented to the Board when the application is called by the Chair for consideration at the public 
hearing. A determination will be made at the public hearing as to whether party status will be granted. 
Party status will be generally explained at the public meeting, but those who have more specific questions 
regarding party status should consult with an attorney.   
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Addendum to Zoning Appeal Application
Application of James J & Theresa Smith, Mathew, Joseph and Francis V. Smith

717 Ridge Pike, Lafayette Hill, Whitemarsh Township, PA

In accordance with a deed dated December 17, 2009, James J & Theresa Smith, Mathew, Joseph 
and Francis V. Smith (collectively the “Smiths”), are the owner of the property located at 717 
Ridge Pike, Lafayette Hill, Whitemarsh Township, PA (“Property”).1  The Property is more 
particularly identified as Parcel No. 65-00-09628-00-9.  The Property is an approximately 14.4 
acre (+/-) irregularly shaped parcel located along Ridge Pike.  The Property is presently developed 
with a single-family detached residence.  In accordance with the Whitemarsh Township Zoning 
Ordinance (“Zoning Ordinance”) and Whitemarsh Township Zoning Map, the Property is located 
in the AA-Residence District and is subject to the Institutional Overlay District.

As depicted on the attached plans, prepared by Anthony Hibbeln of Gorski Engineering, Inc., 
including an Illustrative Site Plan, Site Layout Plan, and Typical Floor Plan, all dated November 
15, 2023 last revised February 26, 2024 (collectively the “Plans”), Smiths propose to redevelop 
the property as a 3-story, 500 bed Nursing Home (“Proposed Development”).  As depicted on the 
Plans, the Proposed Development complies with all applicable area and bulk requirements set forth 
in Section 116-176 of the Zoning Ordinance.

Pursuant to Section 116-175.L, the Proposed Development is a permitted use of the Property by 
Special Exception.  As will be demonstrated through exhibits and testimony at the hearing in this 
matter, the Proposed Development complies with the applicable objective criteria for special 
exception approval.  Therefore, Smiths request Special Exception approval for the Proposed Use 
in accordance with Section 116-175.L of the Zoning Ordinance

In addition to the above, Smiths hereby request such other and further relief from the Zoning 
Ordinance as the Zoning Hearing Board determines is required to proceed with the Proposed 
Development as depicted on the Plans.

1 A copy of the Deed to the Property is attached hereto.



eCertified copy of recorded # 2009131190 (page 1 of 7)
Montgomery County Recorder of Deeds



eCertified copy of recorded # 2009131190 (page 2 of 7)
Montgomery County Recorder of Deeds



eCertified copy of recorded # 2009131190 (page 3 of 7)
Montgomery County Recorder of Deeds



eCertified copy of recorded # 2009131190 (page 4 of 7)
Montgomery County Recorder of Deeds



eCertified copy of recorded # 2009131190 (page 5 of 7)
Montgomery County Recorder of Deeds



eCertified copy of recorded # 2009131190 (page 6 of 7)
Montgomery County Recorder of Deeds



eCertified copy of recorded # 2009131190 (page 7 of 7)
Montgomery County Recorder of Deeds
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717 Ridge Pike





Counsel for Applicant 
Craig R. Lewis, Esquire 

Kaplin Stewart 
910 Harvest Drive, Suite 200 

Blue Bell, PA 19422 
 rlewis@kaplaw.com 

 

APPLICATION OF JAMES J & THERESA SMITH, MATHEW, 
JOSEPH AND FRANCIS V. SMITH 

 
Whitemarsh Township 

717 Ridge Pike 
Tax Parcel ID # 65-00-09628-00-9 

Appeal No. ______ 
 

Application for Special Exception 
 

WHITEMARSH TOWNSHIP ZONING HEARING BOARD 
MONTGOMERY COUNTY, PENNSYLVANIA 

 
December 11, 2024 

7:00 p.m. 
 

EXHIBITS 
 
  A-1 Deed to Subject Property  
  A-2 Application to Zoning Hearing Board 
  A-3 Aerial Photograph 
  A-4 Site Layout Plan 

A-5 Illustrative Special Exception Plan 
  A-6 Zoning Ordinance – Institutional Overlay 

A-7 Zoning Ordinance Definition of Nursing Home 
A-8 Typical Floor Plan 

  A-9 Conceptual Stormwater Management Report 
  A-10 Conceptual Stormwater Shed Plan 

A-11 Conceptual Stormwater Management Plan 
A-12 Soil Infiltration and Carbonate Assessment Plan 

  A-13 Summary Stormwater Chart 
  A-14 C.V. of Anthony Hibbeln, P.E. 
  A-15 Caselaw re: Special Exception Standards 



eCertified copy of recorded # 2009131190 (page 1 of 7)
Montgomery County Recorder of Deeds



eCertified copy of recorded # 2009131190 (page 2 of 7)
Montgomery County Recorder of Deeds



eCertified copy of recorded # 2009131190 (page 3 of 7)
Montgomery County Recorder of Deeds



eCertified copy of recorded # 2009131190 (page 4 of 7)
Montgomery County Recorder of Deeds



eCertified copy of recorded # 2009131190 (page 5 of 7)
Montgomery County Recorder of Deeds



eCertified copy of recorded # 2009131190 (page 6 of 7)
Montgomery County Recorder of Deeds



eCertified copy of recorded # 2009131190 (page 7 of 7)
Montgomery County Recorder of Deeds



APPEAL NO: 

E-Mail: jsmithtreescrvice@gmail com

Phone #:

I (We) certify the information provided on this application and supporting documentation and plans are true

I am (We are)

r

Data:

Appllcant/AppellantSignature

Attorney for Applicant

Signature of Appllcant/Appellant:

My (Our) signature(s) authorizo(s) permission to pose my (our) property and permission to fho Zoning 
Hearing Board and their representative to enter thereon for inspection purposes.

APPEAL TO ZONING HEARING BOARD 
WHITEMARSH TOWNSHIP 

COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA

NATURE OF APPLICATION (Describe proposed use and/or construction: type of appeal requested and 
specific section(s) of Whitemarsh Township Zoning Code which is (are) relied upon):

- See Attached Addendum for Description of Project and Requested Relief.

Appllcant/Appellant: James J & Theresa C. Smith, Mathew, Joseph and Francis V. Smith 
Address: 717 Ridge Pike, Lafayette Hill, PA 19444 
Phone #: Cell Number:

^<LOwner(s) of Legal Title 

p Owner(s) of Equitable Title

Tonant(s) with permission of Owner(s) of Title 
(Enclose letter attesting to same)

Location of the Property Involved: 717 Ridge Pike, Lafayette Hill, PA

Block#: Unit#: Parcel#: 650009628009

fl5) IU 6 E a V E 
J1]| APK 23 2024-

WHITEMARSH TOWNSHIP

GROUNDS FOR APPEAL (State reasons for appeal and nature of hardship, if claimed): 
"Attach additional sheets if necessary

- See Attached Addendum -

and correct to the best of my (our) knowledge, information, and belief. You are required to submit proof that 
you are one of the following:

Legal Counsel (if represented): Craig Robert Lewis, Kaplin Stewart 

Address: 910 Harvest Drive, Suite 200, Blue Bell, PA 19422 
(610)941-2584 E-Mail: rlewis@kaplaw.com

owner: James J & Theresa C. Smith, Mathem, Joseph and Francis V. Smith 
Address: 717 Ridge Pike, Lafayette Hill, PA 19444 
Phone #: Cell Number: E-Mail: jsmrthlrecscrvice@gmail com



Zoning Hearing Board Application Checklist

Request from Township:

Zoning Map

iK^Tax Map

n Prior Zoning Hearing Board Decisions

Floor Plan (if applicable)

□ Letters of Support (Optional; may be submitted at any time prior to hearing) a>A.

ALL APPLICATION PACKETS MUST BE COLLATED;
SIX PACKETS REQUIRED

Clearly identify packet with original signatures.
If full size plans are being submitted, we require two full size and four reduced scale.

Site Plan

Photos (2 or 3 of existing conditions)

□ Elevation Drawing (if applicable) /^A

Application (sheet titled, "Appeal to Zoning Hearing Board”)

□ Code Enforcement Letter/Denial Letter (if applicable) ^A

□ Engineering Review Letter (if applicable, Township requests after submission) y^A



Imagery ©2024 Airbus, Maxar Technologies, Map data ©2024 500 ft 

717 Ridge Pike
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[1]

A. 

B. 

Township of Whitemarsh, PA
Monday, December 9, 2024

Chapter 116. Zoning

Article XXIV. Institutional Overlay District
[Added 10-21-1982 by Ord. No. 442]

Editor’s Note: This article title was amended, to include the word “overlay,” 1-28-2010 by Ord. No. 893.
Said ordinance also provided that all references to said district would be construed to be the name as
amended.

§ 116-170. Title.

This article shall be known and may be cited as the "Whitemarsh Township Institutional District
Ordinance."

§ 116-171. Legislative intent.

In amplification of § 116-2, the specific intent of this article is as follows:

To provide suitable areas within the Township to accommodate institutional uses.

To provide appropriate design standards for institutional uses.

§ 116-172. District description.

The Institutional District shall include those areas described on a map or maps designated as the
"Whitemarsh Township Institutional Map," which is hereby made a part of this article and which shall be
made available to the public at the Township Building.

§ 116-173. Overlay concept; conflicts.

[Amended 9-25-2008 by Ord. No. 862]
Priority of application of overlay shall be as described in § 116-33.2 of this chapter.

§ 116-174. District boundary changes.

The delineation of the Institutional District may be revised by the Board of Supervisors pursuant to
§ 116-236 et seq.

§ 116-175. Special exception uses.

[Amended 8-30-1984 by Ord. No. 494; 2-24-1994 by Ord. No. 659; 9-25-2008 by Ord. No. 862]



A. 

B. 

C. 

D. 

E. 

F. 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

G. 

(1) 

(2) 

H. 

(1) 

(2) 

I. 

J. 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

K. 

L. 

M. 

N. 

(1) 

O. 

In the Institutional District, the following uses and activities, and no others, are permitted by special
exception:

Place of worship: Access shall be to major collector or arterial streets.

School: Minimum lot size is 10 acres with access to major collector or arterial. Outdoor play areas
shall be sufficiently screened and insulated so as to protect the neighborhood from inappropriate
noise and other disturbances.

Commercial school.

Library.

Museum.

Park or recreational facility: subject to the following additional provisions:

A minimum lot size of five acres is required.

Amusement parks, wild animal parks, zoos, gun ranges and race courses shall not be included
in this use.

Day camp shall operate between 9:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m., excluding Saturdays and Sundays.

Outdoor play areas shall be sufficiently screened and insulated so as to protect the
neighborhood from inappropriate noise and other disturbances.

Private club: subject to the following additional provisions:

The use shall not be conducted as a private gainful business.

The use shall be for members and their authorized guests only.

Community center: subject to the following additional provisions:

The use shall not be conducted as a private gainful business.

No outdoor recreation area shall be located nearer to any lot line than 100 feet.

Child day-care center: Outdoor play areas shall be sufficiently screened and insulated so as to
protect the neighborhood from inappropriate noise and other disturbances.

Hospital: subject to the following provisions:

Any such establishment providing convalescent care or care for the chronically sick shall
provide an additional lot area of not less than 1,000 square feet per each bed in use for long-
term care. For the purposes of this article, "long-term care" shall mean care in excess of one
month.

Emergency and service entrances shall be located where they are not offensive to adjoining
neighbors.

Said use shall take access from major collector or arterial streets.

Clinic.

Nursing home.

Cemetery.

Monastery or convent: subject to the following provisions:

When situated on the same lot as a place of worship, four acres is required for both uses.

Conference center: subject to the following provisions:



(1) 

(2) 

P. 
[1]

Q. 

A. 

(1) 

(a) 

(b) 

(c) 

(d) 

(e) 

(2) 

(a) 

(b) 

(c) 

(d) 

(e) 

B. 

A minimum lot size of 25 acres is required.

Recreational facilities, service stores and other similar facilities for use by conference
participants and employees shall be permitted in conjunction with this use.

(Reserved)[1]
Editor’s Note: Former Subsection P, Community residential facility, was repealed 3-28-2013 by Ord.
No. 925.

(Reserved)

§ 116-176. Dimensional requirements.

Minimum lot and area regulations. Unless more restrictive provisions are required hereinabove, the
following minimum lot and area regulations shall apply:
[Amended 8-30-1984 by Ord. No. 494]

Uses described in § 116-175A through O:

Lot area: two acres, except in the case of conference center use, where the minimum lot
area shall be 25 acres.
[Amended 9-23-1993 by Ord. No. 649]

Front yard: 50 feet.

Side yards: 50 feet.

Rear yard: 50 feet.

Lot width: 200 feet.

Uses described in § 116-175P:
[Amended 2-24-1994 by Ord. No. 659]

Lot area: 30,000 square feet.

Front yard: 50 feet.

Side yards: 25 feet.

Rear yard: 50 feet.

Lot width: 135 feet.

Height requirements. The maximum height of any building erected or used for any use permitted in
an Institutional District shall be 40 feet.
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Whitemarsh Township Zoning Ordinance 
 

 

Section 116-11 - Definitions 
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GORSKI CONSTRUCTIONEERING™ 

GORSKI ENGINEERING, INC. • 1 IRON BRIDGE DRIVE, COLLEGEVILLE, PA 19426 • (610) 489-9131 FAX (610) 489-6850 

 

 

 

 
CONCEPTUAL POST-CONSTRUCTION  

STORMWATER MANAGEMENT 
(CPCSM) 

REPORT 

for 
 

NURSING HOME USE IMPROVEMENTS 
at 

717 RIDGE PIKE TRACT 
WHITEMARSH TOWNSHIP, MONTGOMERY COUNTY 

PENNSYLVANIA 

prepared for 

Smith, et. al. 
717 Ridge Pike 

LaFayette Hill, PA 19444 

prepared by 

 
GORSKI ENGINEERING, INC. 

1 IRON BRIDGE DRIVE 
COLLEGEVILLE, PA 19426-2058 
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I. PRESERVE & PROTECT RECEIVING STREAM Section 102.8(b)(ii) 

 
The proposed PCSM BMPs as part of the Conceptual Post Construction Stormwater Management Plan have 
been planned and provided in order to preserve the integrity of stream channels, and to maintain and protect 
the physical, biological and chemical qualities of the receiving stream. 

 
II. PREVENT RATE INCREASE OF RUNOFF Section 102.8(b)(iii) 

 
The proposed Post Construction Stormwater Management Plan will prevent a rate increase in stormwater 
runoff through the use of PCSM BMPs and by planting proposed native trees. 

 
III. MINIMIZE VOLUME INCREASE OF RUNOFF Section 102.8(b)(iv) 

 
The proposed Post Construction Stormwater Management Plan will minimize an increase in stormwater 
runoff volume for the 2-year 24-hour storm event through the use of PCSM BMPs and by planting proposed 
vegetation. 

 
 

IV. MINIMIZE IMPERVIOUS AREAS Section 102.8(b)(v) 
 

The proposed development layout provides an efficient configuration of impervious surfaces in order to 
minimize them. The layout is also ultimately a result of meeting site specific zoning constraints per Limerick 
Township. The majority of the site is well-drained soccer field natural grass lawn areas with a woodland 
forest and protected riparian conservation area. This allows preservation of existing vegetation while 
minimizing impervious areas. 

 
V. MAXIMIZE DRAINAGE AREA PROTECTION Section 102.8(b)(vi) 

 
The existing drainage features and vegetation shall be protected to the maximum extent practical. To achieve 
this goal, the areas on site outside of the limits of disturbance are subject to the following criteria: 

 Areas shall not be subject to grading or movement of existing soil.
 Existing vegetation in a healthy condition may not be removed.
 Invasive non-native vegetation may be removed.
 Pruning or other required maintenance of vegetation is permitted. Additional planting is permitted.
 Areas shall be protected and delineated in the field.
 The areas not subject to grading are also delineated on the Stormwater Management Plan. If any future 

grading or disturbance of these areas occurs, subsequent stormwater management must be provided to 
address disturbance.

 
VI. MINIMIZE LAND CLEARING & GRADING Section 102.8(b)(vii) 

In order to minimize land clearing and grading to the maximum extent practical, the areas between tree 
protection fencing and property boundaries are subject to the following criteria: 

 Areas shall not be subject to grading or movement of existing soil.
 Existing vegetation in a healthy condition may not be removed.
 Invasive non-native vegetation may be removed.
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 Pruning or other required maintenance of vegetation is permitted. Additional planting is permitted.
 Areas shall be protected and delineated in the field.
 The areas not subject to grading are also delineated on the Post Construction Stormwater Management 

Plan. If any future grading or disturbance of these areas occurs, subsequent stormwater management 
must be provided to address disturbance.

 
VII. MINIMIZE SOIL COMPACTION Section 102.8(b)(viii) 

 
The limits of disturbance have been delineated as the minimum practical area and all other areas shall not be 
disturbed and are subject to the following criteria: 

 Areas shall not be subject to grading or movement of existing soil.
 Existing vegetation in a healthy condition may not be removed.
 Invasive non-native vegetation may be removed.
 Pruning or other required maintenance of vegetation is permitted. Additional planting is permitted.
 Areas shall be protected and delineated in the field.
 The areas not subject to grading are also delineated on the Stormwater Management Plan. If any future 

grading or disturbance of these areas occurs, subsequent stormwater management must be provided to 
address disturbance.

 
 

VIII. OTHER CONTROLS TO MINIMIZE RUNOFF Section 102.8(b)(ix) 

Other PCSM controls to minimize post-construction runoff 
Other measures and controls shall be utilized to prevent or minimize the generation of post construction 
stormwater runoff. 

 Protect/Conserve/Enhance Riparian Areas (BMP 5.4.2)
 Protect/Utilize Natural Flow Pathways in Overall Stormwater Planning & Design (BMP 5.4.3)
 Minimize total disturbed area (BMP 5.6.1)
 Perm. seeding & lawn aeration of undisturbed areas



 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

IX. USGS MAP Section 102.8(f)(i) 
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X. SOILS INFO, USE LIMITATIONS & RESOLUTIONS Section 102.8(f)(2) 

The soils located on-site according to the NRCS web soil survey (soils.usda.gov/survey) are as follows:  

 





 

 

 
 
 
 
 

Soils Resolutions: 
1. Low ph: for soils with ph values lower than 5.5, adjust ph by applying lime at rates determined by 

soils testing in combination with selecting and planting vegetative species tolerant of acidic 
conditions. 

2. Low fertility: incorporate additional soil nutrients at rates determined by soil testing in combination 
with selecting and planting vegetative species tolerant of low fertility conditions. 

3. Dry or droughty soils: select vegetative species tolerant of dry conditions. 
4. High water table or wet/hydric soils prone to flooding: select vegetative species tolerant of wet 

conditions. If buildings are located in said soils provide sump pumps with back flow prevention 
devices in basements. If high water is encountered during construction, contractor shall utilize 
pumped water filtration methods (i.e. Dirt bag). For basin construction in areas of wet soils, 
preferably relocate stormwater and sediment basins and facilities in soils more conducive to such 
facilities. If facilities cannot be relocated, provide pumped water sediment removal facilities for 
basin construction, limit reservoir depths, and limit clean out elevations. 

5. Erodible soils types: for soils with erodibility values higher than 0.36, contractor should incorporate 
some or all of the following stabilization techniques. In proposed channels, provide temporary 
linings until grass is established, provide permanent grass reinforced linings through the installation 
of sod or select permanent linings other than grasses. Decrease channel grades and increase channel 
widths to help reduce erosion. 

6. Soils prone to sinkholes and solution channels: locate stormwater retention facilities, sediment traps 
and basins, on other soils types. If facilities must be located in sinkhole susceptible soils, line 
reservoir area with plastic, clay, bentonite, or other acceptable linings. Limit standing water depths 
and retention times. 

7. Soils prone to instability piping and seeping: if stormwater or sediment basin/traps cannot be 
relocated to other soils types, limit embankment slope steepness, provide clay embankment cores 
and import other soils for construction of embankment facilities as necessary. 

8. Soils unsuitable for winter grading, prone to frost action, or difficult to compact: grading during 
periods prone to frost should be limited. Construction of structural embankment should be 
performed during the period of May to October if such facilities cannot be relocated to an area with 
more conducive soils. 

9. Unsuitable topsoil: if suitable topsoil is not found on-site, topsoil shall be imported. 
 
 

XI. PAST, PRESENT, AND PROPOSED LAND USES Section 102.8(f)(3) 
 

The proposed use of the land is to construct a Nursing Home with associated parking and stormwater 
management bmp facilities on a ~14-acre site located at 717 Ridge Pike, Whitemarsh Township, Montgomery 
County, Pennsylvania. The land use for the past 50 years has been an agriculture use with a farmstead 
residence. Both the present land use and the land use of the last 5 years has also been an agriculture use with 
a farmstead residence. The Whitemarsh Township zoning allows for a Nursing Home Use by Special 
Exception. The owners of this subject tract have filed a special exception application for this Nursing Home 
use. 

 
 

XII. AMOUNT OF RUNOFF Section 102.8(f)(4)(i) 
 

The drainage analysis consists of one (1) overall drainage shed to tributary 00853 to the Wissahickon Creek 
and watershed. 

 



 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 

XIII. RECEIVING WATERS Section 102.8(f)(5)(i) 
 

The project site limits of disturbance drain into tributary 00853 to the Wissahickon Creek and Watershed 
which is classified in PA Chapter 93 as having a designated and existing use of “WWF and “TSF”. 

WWF – Warm Water Fishes—Maintenance and propagation of fish species and additional flora and fauna 
which are indigenous to a warm water habitat. 

 
TSF – Trout Stocking Fish: Maintenance of stocked trout from February 15 to July 31 and maintenance and 
propagation of fish species and additional flora and fauna which are indigenous to a warm water habitat. 

 
XIV. DESCRIPTION OF PCSM BMPs USED Section 102.8(f)(6)(i) 

 
The following post construction stormwater management BMPs are proposed to be utilized to prevent or 
minimize the generation of additional stormwater runoff: 

 Subsurface Extended Detention Bed (6.6.3)
 Rain Gardens (6.4.5)
 Vegetated Filter Strips (6.4.9)
 Re-Vegetate Using Native Species (5.6.3)

 
 

XV. PCSM BMP INSTALLATION Section 102.8(f)(7)(i) 

 CRITICAL STAGES: 
The DEP Chapter 102 regulations which became effective November 19, 2010 require a licensed professional 
or his/her designee be present on-site to observe, inspect and sign-off on the critical stages of the Post 
Construction Stormwater Management Plan (PCSM) implementation and facility installation. The licensed 
professional shall be present on-site for all critical stages of the PCSM plan implementation: 

 Subsurface Extended Detention Bed (6.6.3)
 Rain Gardens (6.4.5)
 Vegetated Filter Strips (6.4.9)
 Re-Vegetate Using Native Species (5.6.3)

 
 
 

XVI. SUPPORTING CALCULATIONS Section 102.8(f)(8)(i) 
 

CPCSM supporting calculations are provided in the appendices of the report. 

 
XVII. PLAN DRAWINGS Section 102.8(f)(9)(i) 

 
CPCSM Plans are provided in the appendices of the report. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 

 
 

XVIII. PCSM BMP MAINTENANCE PROGRAM Section 102.8(f)(10)(i) 
 

Maintenance of BMP's is extremely important for the longevity and operation of the BMP. In the event of a 
complete failure of the BMP. The BMP may need to be removed and replaced or an alternative BMP system 
installed. MCCD does not oversee repairs, a licensed professional engineer shall be required to. 

BMP 6.6.3 Subsurface Extended Detention Bed Operation and Maintenance 
 

Maintenance is necessary to ensure proper functionality of the extended detention bed and should take place 
on a quarterly basis. The bed maintenance includes the following measures: 

 All bed structures expected to receive and/or trap debris and sediment should be inspected for 
clogging and excessive debris and sediment accumulation at least four times per year, as well as 
after every storm greater than 1 inch.

 Structures include outlets structures, trench drain, and inlets. 
 Sediment removal from the structures shall be conducted when the bed is completely dry. Sediment 

should be disposed of properly and once sediment is removed, any and all disturbed areas need to 
be immediately stabilized and revegetated.

 It shall be the responsibility of the landowner to properly mechanically decompress the Syn-Turf 
BMP facility surface specified hereon.

 Decompression shall be performed on the Syn-Turf BMP facility a minimum of once per quarter 
making certain the Syn-Turf BMP is dry at the time of decompression.

 Decompression shall be performed during off hours of the Syn-Turf BMP facility so that the entire 
lot is cleaned.

 Large trash and debris shall be removed prior to decompression and at least once a week between 
the quarterly decompression.

 
 

BMP 6.4.5 Rain Garden Operation and Maintenance 
 
Properly designed and installed rain garden areas require some regular maintenance: 

 While vegetation is being established, pruning and weeding may be required. 
 Detritus may also need to be removed every year. Perennial plantings may be cut down at the end of 

the growing season. 
 BMP mowing shall be performed twice a year: once in spring and once in autumn. 
 Mulch should be re-spread when erosion is evident and be replenished as needed. Once every 2 to 3 

years the entire area may require mulch replacement. 
 Rain garden areas should be inspected at least two times per year for sediment buildup, erosion, 

vegetative conditions, etc. 
 During periods of extended drought, bioretention areas may require watering. 
 Trees and shrubs should be inspected twice per year to evaluate health. 
 All inspections and repairs shall be documented in a written report. 

 
 
 
BMP 6.4.9 Vegetated Filter Strip Operation and Maintenance 

 
 Vegetated filter strip BMPs should be properly maintained to ensure their effectiveness. In 

particular, it is critical that sheet flow conditions and infiltration are sustained throughout the life of 
the filter strip BMP. Field observations of strips in more urban settings show that their effectiveness 
can deteriorate due to lack of maintenance and poor vegetative cover. Vegetated filter strip BMPs 
require only minimal maintenance efforts, many of which may overlap with standard landscaping 
demands.

 Any and all mowing near the level spreaders shall be done in a manner to direct clippings away 
from and out of the level spreader. All spreaders shall be blown or vacuumed clean a minimum of 
once monthly during growing season.



 

 

 

 Vegetated filter strip BMP components that receive or trap sediment and debris should be inspected 
for clogging, density of vegetation, damage by foot or vehicular traffic, excessive accumulations 
and channelization. Inspections should be made on a quarterly basis for the first two years following 
installation, and then on a biannual basis thereafter. Inspections should also be made after every 
storm event greater than 1 inch during the establishment period. Facility owners are encouraged to 
keep an inspection log, where they can record all inspection dates, observations and maintenance 
activities.

 Sediment and debris should be routinely removed (but never less than biannually), or upon 
observation, when buildup exceeds 2 inches in depth in either the strip itself or the level spreader. 
If erosion is observed, measures should be taken to improve the level spreader or other dispersion 
method to address the source of erosion. Rills and gullies observed along the strip may be filled 
with topsoil, stabilized with erosion control matting, and either seeded or sodded, as desired. For 
channels less than 12 inches wide, filling with crushed gravel, which allows grass to creep in over 
time, is acceptable. For wider channels, i.e. greater than 12 inches, regrading and reseeding may be 
necessary. (small bare areas may only require overseeding). Regrading may also be required when 
pools of standing water are observed along the slope (in no case should standing water be 
tolerated for longer than 48-72 hours). Inlets or sediment sumps that drain to filter strips 
should be cleaned periodically or as needed. Sediment should be removed when the filter 
strip is thoroughly dry. Trash and debris removed from the site should be deposited only at 
suitable disposal/recycling sites and must comply with applicable local, state and federal 
waste regulations. 

 Maintaining a vigorous vegetative cover on a filter strip BMP is critical for maximizing pollutant 
removal efficiency and erosion prevention. Refer to seeding specification. Grass cover should be 
mowed, with low ground pressure equipment, as needed to maintain a height of 4-12 inches. 
Mowing should be May through August and done only when the soil is dry, in order to prevent 
tracking damage to vegetation, soil compaction and flow concentrations. Generally speaking, 
grasses should be allowed to grow as high as possible but mowed frequently enough to avoid 
troublesome insects or noxious weeds. Fall (September through November) mowing should be 
controlled to a grass height of 6 inches, to provide adequate wildlife winter habitat. When and where 
cutting is desired for aesthetic reasons, a high blade setting should be used.

 If vegetative cover is not fully established within the designated time, it should be replaced with an 
alternative species. It is standard practice to contractually require the contractor to replace dead 
vegetation. Unwanted or invasive growth should be removed on an annual basis. Biweekly 
inspections are recommended for at least the first growing season, or until the vegetation is 
permanently established. Once the vegetation is established, inspections of health, diversity and 
density should be performed at least twice per year, during both the growing and non-growing 
season. Vegetative cover should be sustained at 85% and re-established if damage greater than 50% 
is observed. Whenever possible, deficiencies in vegetation are to be mollified without the use of 
fertilizers or pesticides. These treatment options, as well as any other methods used to achieve 
optimum vegetative health, should only be used under special circumstances and if they do not 
compromise the functionality of the filter strip & minimum soil compaction BMP.

 Two other maintenance recommendations involve soil aeration and drain down time. If a filter strip 
exhibits signs of poor drainage and/or vegetative cover, periodic soil aeration may be needed. In 
addition, depending on soil characteristics, the strip may need periodic slit seeding, liming, and/or 
addition of leaf compost or sand following aeration. The approximate time it should take for the 
system to “drain down” after a 2-year design storm runoff volume is 72 hours. Post-rainfall 
inspections should include evaluations of the filter's actual drain down time. If significant 
differences (either increase or decrease) are observed, or if the 72-hour maximum time is exceeded, 
strip characteristics such as soils, vegetation and groundwater levels should be re-evaluated. 
Measures should be taken to establish, or re-establish as the case may be, the specified drain down 
time of the system.

BMP 5.6.3 Re-Vegetate Using Native Species Operation and Maintenance 
 

 It shall be the ultimate responsibility of successive landowners to insure that the required plantings 
are properly maintained. Install and properly maintain all deer browse resistant devices and sprays. 
Dead or diseased plant materials shall be removed or treated properly by the landowner(s) and 



 

 

replaced during the next growing season.
 All sight distances shall remain clear, and any plant materials that could endanger safety such as 

unstable limbs shall be removed and the plant materials shall be replaced if necessary. It shall be 
the responsibility of property owner to maintain all plantings to insure a safe environment.
Review of the plantings should be undertaken to determine if replacement plants should be provided 
(some modest rate of planting failure is usual). Inspections shall be made on a quarterly basis for 
the first two years following installation, then on a biannual basis, thereafter. 

 Inspect trees for insect infestation. If necessary, apply insecticide per manufacturers guidelines. 
 
 

XIX. RECYCLING PROCEDURES Section 102.8(f)(11)(i) 
 

The potential or anticipated post-construction wastes for this project include those that are incidental to 
outdoor recreational facilities, including but not limited to common household wastes, single-use plastics, 
synthetics, etc. The owner shall remove from this site, recycle, or dispose of all wastes in accordance with 
the Department’s Solid Waste Management Regulations at 25 Pa. Code 260.1 et seq., 271.1 et seq. The 
owner shall not illegally bury, dump, or discharge any wastes at this site. 

 
 

XX. POTENTIAL POLLUTION IDENTIFICATION Section 102.8(f)(12)(i) 

The geological formations on-site are such that the pollution potential is only slight and not considered a 
concern. The soil conditions on-site vary to some extent where the existing soils may have a potential for 
erosion. The soil erosion from the existing soils could potentially cause water pollution, and to minimize 
this potential the erosion and sediment control BMPs mentioned above are to be provided. 

 
 

XXI. THERMAL IMPACTS Section 102.8(f)(13)(i) 
 

Thermal impacts from the impervious surfaces within this site shall be mitigated. T he runoff which flows 
from the proposed impervious cover will be temporarily stored underground for an extended period so that 
the warmer surface water will be cooled by the naturally lower underground temperatures. 

 
 

XXII. E&S PLAN AND PCSM PLAN CONSISTENCY Section 102.8(b) 
 

The Erosion & Sediment Control Plan and the Post Construction Stormwater Management Plan shall be 
provided separately during the Land Development Application process; however, they shall be planned, 
designed and implemented to be consistent with one another. 

 
 

XXIII. RIPARIAN FOREST BUFFERS Section 102.8(f)(14)(i) 

A riparian forest buffer is not applicable nor provided as part of this project. 
 
 

XXIV. ANTIDEGRADATION ANALYSIS Section 102.8(f)(14)(ii) 

Since this project does not drain to HQ/EV Water or EV Wetlands, this analysis is not applicable. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

XXV. CPCSM PLAN PREPARER Section 102.8(b)(i) 

Anthony J. Hibbeln, P.E. 
Gorski Engineering, Inc. 
1 Iron Bridge Drive 
Collegeville, PA 19426-2058 

 
Education 
University of Colorado, Boulder, CO Saint Joseph’s University, Philadelphia, PA 
B.S. Civil Engineering Masters of Business Administration 

 
Licensure 
Registered Professional Engineer in Pennsylvania 

 
Employment History 
Hibbeln Engineering Company 
Principal Engineer / President 
1997 to 2023 

 
Gorski Engineering, Inc. 
Director of Engineering 
2023 to present 

Experience 
Preparer currently performs various duties within the Civil Engineering discipline in all areas of site 
development and stormwater management including, but not limited to, site planning, preparation of 
municipal zoning ordinances, subdivision and land development design and plan preparation, site circulation 
design and planning, grading and drainage design and plan preparation, erosion and sedimentation control 
methods and techniques, post construction stormwater management methods and techniques applicable to 
the size and scope of this project, NPDES permit application preparations, preparation of site construction 
bid specifications, construction observation, storm sewer (hydraulics) and stormwater management facility 
design (hydrology), as well as, sanitary sewer design. 
The Preparer has had continuing education in the areas of stormwater best management practices, site terrain 
computer modeling, hydraulic and hydrologic computer modeling, computer programming, and computer 
aided design (AutoCAD), and network management. 
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50-Year Storm: 25.55 53.53

100-Year Storm: 36.32 66.23

1.98

Peak Discharge Rates (cfs)

Post-Construction 
with BMPs

0.00

0.00

1.53

3.82

2-Year Storm: 1.24 11.97

10-Year Storm: 5.38 21.22

Pre-Construction
Post-Construction 

without BMPs

001

001
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Water Quality

Open Space (Lawns, Parks, Golf Courses, 
Cemeteries, Etc.) - Good Condition (Grass 
Cover > 75%)

Open Space 3.31

N/A 65.0 0.29 2.05 158.34 0.71 4.9939,011
Impervious Areas: Paved Parking Lots, Roofs, 
Driveways, Etc. (Excluding ROW)

Residential

Land Cover (from Volume Worksheet)
Land Cover for Water 

Quality
Area 

(acres)

3.55

A 78.0 0.25 1.25 0.06 0.00 0.0013

Post-Construction Pollutant Loads (without BMPs):

Soil 
Group

Runoff 
Volume 

(cf)

Pollutant Conc. (mg/L) Pollutant Loads (lbs)

TSS TP TN TSS TP TN

62.23 0.28 2.93

A 48.8 0.22 2.30 0.00 0.00

D 48.8 0.22 2.30 39.09 0.18

B 48.8 0.22 2.30 23.14

DEP PCSM Spreadsheet
Version 1.9, October 2021

12,827

7,594

0 0.00

Pre-Construction Pollutant Loads:

Soil 
Group

Runoff 
Volume 

(cf)

Pollutant Conc. (mg/L) Pollutant Loads (lbs)

TSS TP TN TSS TP TN

1.84

0.10 1.09

Land Cover (from Volume Worksheet)
Land Cover for Water 

Quality

Pervious as Meadow Grassland/Herbaceous

Area 
(acres)

3.77

Pervious as Meadow Grassland/Herbaceous 5.77

Pervious as Meadow

Project: Nursing Home

TOTALS:

Grassland/Herbaceous 2.68

TOTAL (ACRES): 12.23

QualityRateInstructions General Volume

PRINT

Quality Worksheet 11/14/2024 Page 1



Other (attach calculations)

1.20 0.00 0.00 0.000.1212.00

Use default BMP Outflows and Median BMP Outflow Concentrations

DP No.
BMP 
No.

BMP Name

M
RC

? BMP 
DA 

(acres)

Vol. Routed 
to BMP (CF)

Inf. & ET 
Credits (CF)

Capture & 
Buffer 
Credits 

(CF)

Outflow 
(CF)

Outflow Conc. (mg/L) Pollutant Loads (lbs)

TSS TP TN TSS TP TN

B 78.0 0.25 1.25 30.50 0.10 0.496,262
Open Space (Lawns, Parks, Golf Courses, 
Cemeteries, Etc.) - Good Condition (Grass 
Cover > 75%)

Open Space 3.68

D 78.0 0.25 1.25 43.27 0.14 0.698,884

Non-Structural BMP Water Quality Credits:

1
Wet Pond / Retention 

Basin
5.41

Pervious Undetained Area Credit

Structural BMP Water Quality Credits:

19,833 19,833001 0

Open Space (Lawns, Parks, Golf Courses, 
Cemeteries, Etc.) - Good Condition (Grass 
Cover > 75%)

Open Space 1.69

Characterize Undetained Areas (for Untreated Stormwater) No. Rows:

Runoff Volume (cf)Q Runoff (in)Ia (in)CNSoil GroupArea (acres)Land Cover

Open Space (Lawns, Parks, Golf Courses, Cemeteries, 
Etc.) - Good Condition (Grass Cover > 75%)

0.37 A 39 3.128 0.00 1

TOTAL (ACRES): 12.23 0.94 6.1854,170

POLLUTANT LOAD REDUCTION REQUIREMENTS (LBS): 169.94 0.66 3.24

TOTALS: 232.17

Open Space (Lawns, Parks, Golf Courses, Cemeteries, 
Etc.) - Good Condition (Grass Cover > 75%)

0.09 B 61 1.279 0.47 153

Open Space (Lawns, Parks, Golf Courses, Cemeteries, 
Etc.) - Good Condition (Grass Cover > 75%)

0.37 D 80 0.500 1.45 1,945

TSS TP TN

3
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CERTIFICATION

I certify under penalty of law and subject to the penalties of 18 Pa.C.S. § 4904 (relating to unsworn falsification to authorities) that this document and all
attachments were prepared under my direction or supervision in accordance with a system designed to assure that qualified personnel properly gathered
and evaluated the information submitted. Based on my inquiry of the person or persons who manage the system, or those persons directly responsible for
gathering the information, the information submitted is, to the best of my knowledge and belief, true, accurate, and complete. I further certify that the
structure, function, and calculations contained in this spreadsheet have not been modified in comparison to the spreadsheet DEP has posted to its website
or, if modifications were made, an explanation of the modifications made is attached to this spreadsheet.

Matt Soffera

Spreadsheet User Name

11/14/2024

Date

POLLUTANT LOADS FROM STRUCTURAL BMP (TREATED) OUTFLOWS (LBS):

POLLUTANT LOADS FROM UNTREATED STORMWATER (LBS):

NON-STRUCTURAL BMP WATER QUALITY CREDITS (LBS):

NET POLLUTANT LOADS FROM SITE, POST-CONSTRUCTION (LBS):

POLLUTANT LOADS FROM SITE, PRE-CONSTRUCTION (LBS):

0.24

WATER QUALITY REQUIREMENT SATISFIED

0.00 0.00 0.00

10.23 0.03 0.16

10.23 0.03 0.16

62.23 0.28 2.93

TSS TP TN

0.00 0.00

0.00

0 10.00 0.24 0.96 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.24

0 10.00 0.24

0 10.00 0.96

001 5
Rain Garden / 
Bioretention

0.38 1,393 1,393

0 10.00

6
Rain Garden / 
Bioretention

1.46 4,042 4,042 0.00

001

001

4
Rain Garden / 
Bioretention

2.61 1,449 1,449 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.00 0.00 0.00

001

2
Rain Garden / 
Bioretention

0.52

0.96

0 10.00 0.24 0.96

2,807 2,807 0.96 0.00 0.00

001 3
Rain Garden / 
Bioretention

1.02 6,279 6,279

Quality Worksheet 11/14/2024 Page 3



G
O

R
SK

I E
N

G
IN

EE
R

IN
G

, I
N

C
.

1 
IR

O
N

 B
R

ID
G

E 
D

R
IV

E,
C

O
LL

EG
EV

IL
LE

, P
A

 1
94

26
61

0 
48

9 
91

31
; F

A
X 

61
0 

48
9 

68
50

·

·

·

·

·

·



G
O

R
SK

I E
N

G
IN

EE
R

IN
G

, I
N

C
.

1 
IR

O
N

 B
R

ID
G

E 
D

R
IV

E,
C

O
LL

EG
EV

IL
LE

, P
A

 1
94

26
61

0 
48

9 
91

31
; F

A
X 

61
0 

48
9 

68
50



G
O

R
SK

I E
N

G
IN

EE
R

IN
G

, I
N

C
.

1 
IR

O
N

 B
R

ID
G

E 
D

R
IV

E,
C

O
LL

EG
EV

IL
LE

, P
A

 1
94

26
61

0 
48

9 
91

31
; F

A
X 

61
0 

48
9 

68
50



project #7873

717 Ridge Pike

November 2024

RATE CONTROL STORM EVENT

Pre-Development (event yr) 2 Year 10 Year 50 Year 100 Year
Post-Development (event yr) 2 Year 10 Year 50 Year 100 Year
Pre-Development Flow (cfs) 1.24 5.38 25.55 36.32
Post-Development Flow (cfs) 0.00 0.00 1.53 3.82
Change in Runoff (cfs) -1.24 -5.38 -24.02 -32.50
Percent REDUCTION in Runoff -100.00% -100.00% -94.01% -89.48%

OK OK OK OK

VOLUME CONTROL STORM EVENT

Pre-Development (event yr) 2 Year 10 Year 50 Year 100 Year
Post-Development (event yr) 2 Year 10 Year 50 Year 100 Year
Pre-Development Volume (cfs) 20,421       36,819        81,400     107,275      
Post-Development Volume (cfs) 1,442          3,517          23,168     48,770        
Change in Volume (cfs) (18,979)      (33,302)       (58,232)    (58,505)       
Percent REDUCTION in Volume -92.94% -90.45% -71.54% -54.54%

OK OK OK OK

WATER QUALITY POLLUTANT LOADS (LBS)
suspended solids phosphorus nitrogen

POLLUTANT TYPE TSS TP TN -
-

Pre-Dev Pollutant Load (lbs) 62.23          0.28            2.93         -
Post-Dev Pollutant Load (lbs) 10.23          0.03            0.16         -
Change in Pollutant (lbs) (52.00)        (0.25)           (2.77)        -
Percent REDUCTION in Pollutants -83.56% -89.29% -94.54% -
suspended solids are inorganic solids and/or sediment, silt, other, etc.

OK OK OK

POST-CONSTRUCTION STORMWATER MANAGEMENT SUMMARY

S:\7873 Nursing Home Use\Civil Engineering\Reports & Calculations\7873 PCSM_Summary



 
  

 GORSKI CONSTRUCTIONEERING™ 

 

 

GORSKI ENGINEERING, INC. • 1 IRON BRIDGE DRIVE, COLLEGEVILLE, PA 19426 • (610) 489-9131   FAX (610) 489-6850 
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Anthony John Hibbeln - Professional Civil Engineer 

 
    Mr. Anthony John Hibbeln has practiced in the engineering field for over thirty-two years and holds a 
Professional License in the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania and the States of New Jersey, Delaware and 
Maryland. Mr. Hibbeln is a member of the National Society of Professional Engineers, (NSPE).  In 1986, 
he graduated from the University of Colorado at Boulder with a Bachelor of Science Degree in Civil 
Engineering and has earned a Masters of Business Administration Degree in Finance from Saint Joseph's 
University in Philadelphia, Pennsylvania. Beyond his formal business and engineering training, Mr. 
Hibbeln has had continuing education in the areas of stormwater best management practices, site terrain 
computer modeling, hydraulic and hydrologic computer modeling, computer programming, computer aided 
design (AutoCAD), and network management.  Mr. Hibbeln was the Principal Engineer and owner of 
Hibbeln Engineering Company, L.L.C., a Pennsylvania Corporation established in 1997.  In 2023, Hibbeln 
Engineering Company, L.L.C. merged into Gorski Engineering, Inc. and Mr. Hibbeln is now Director of 
Engineering at Gorski Engineering, Inc. 
 
    Mr. Hibbeln has working experience in soil sampling and analysis, materials testing (ASTM), 
construction site inspections as well as contract documents and bid specification preparation.  Throughout 
the past thirty-two (32) years he has concentrated his efforts on site design and construction, particularly in 
Residential, Institutional, Industrial, Commercial/Retail and Recreational use types.  Mr. Hibbeln assisted 
his employer acting Municipal Engineer, for Lansdale Borough and Assistant Engineer for Towamencin 
Township. Mr. Hibbeln has extensive local experience in the Philadelphia Suburban Metro area and 
surrounding counties. 
 
    Mr. Hibbeln currently performs various duties within the Civil Engineering discipline in all areas of site 
development and stormwater management including, but not limited to, site planning, preparation of 
municipal zoning ordinances, subdivision and land development design and plan preparation, site 
circulation design and planning, grading and drainage design and plan preparation, erosion and 
sedimentation control plan preparation, NPDES permit application preparations, preparation of site 
construction bid specifications, construction observation, storm sewer (hydraulics) and stormwater 
management facility design (hydrology), as well as, sanitary sewer design. Mr. Hibbeln provides expert 
testimony to zoning hearing boards and formal multimedia project presentations to municipal boards, 
commissions, agencies, authorities and the general public successfully relating the design elements of the 
project in laymen’s terms.   
 
    As a former assistant Municipal Engineer, responsibilities included the review of development plans and 
preparation of subsequent reports for the engineering improvements associated with zoning, subdivision 
and land development applications, attending various public and staff workshop meetings, responding to 
and resolving resident complaints and concerns, performing construction and pre-dedication inspections of 
public improvements, as well as involvement in public works projects, contract bids and construction 
oversight for road reconstruction, repair and recycling; sanitary sewer extensions; storm drainage 
remediation projects. 
 
    Mr. Hibbeln continues to practice Civil Engineering Design and Construction Observation while 
maintaining his licensure professional development hours.   
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309 A.3d 279
Commonwealth Court of Pennsylvania.

QUAKER VALLEY SCHOOL DISTRICT

v.

LEET TOWNSHIP ZONING HEARING

BOARD, Leet Township, William Jasper, Michelle

Antonelli, and Leet Township Municipal Authority

Appeal of: William Jasper and Michelle Antonelli

No. 1474 C.D. 2022
|

Argued October 10, 2023
|

Decided January 26, 2024

Synopsis
Background: Applicant seeking special exception to
construct new public high school appealed application denial
by town's zoning hearing board, and objectors to application,
who owned property and residences in close proximity to
and downhill from applicant's property, intervened. The Court
of Common Pleas, Allegheny County, No. SA-22-000186,
Joseph M. James, J., reversed board's decision. Objectors
appealed.

Holdings: The Commonwealth Court, No. 1474 C.D. 2022,
Bonnie Brigance Leadbetter, Senior Judge, held that:

[1] town's zoning ordinance governing special exceptions
to residential zoning district restrictions did not provide any
specific criteria required to grant special exception for school
use, and thus, board could not rely on ordinance to deny
application;

[2] objectors bore initial burden of rebutting presumption that
applicant's proposed use was consistent with health, safety,
and general welfare of the community;

[3] applicant's proposed use did not present abnormal risk
for such use or have highly probable risk of serious injury to
public;

[4] objectors failed to meet their initial burden, and thus,
burden never switched to applicant; and

[5] trial court did not err in not imposing conditions that board
would have required for use proposed by applicant.

Affirmed.

Procedural Posture(s): On Appeal; Review of
Administrative Decision.

West Headnotes (22)

[1] Zoning and Planning Questions or errors
of law

Zoning and Planning Matters of
discretion

Where trial court does not take additional
evidence for appeal of zoning board's decision,
Commonwealth Court's scope of review is
limited to determining whether zoning board
committed error of law or manifest abuse of
discretion.

[2] Zoning and Planning Decisions of boards
or officers in general

Zoning and Planning Substantial evidence
in general

Zoning board abuses its discretion only if
its findings are not supported by substantial
evidence.

[3] Municipal Corporations Intent

The primary objective of interpreting municipal
ordinances is to determine the intent of the
legislative body that passed the ordinance.

[4] Statutes Plain Language;  Plain, Ordinary,
or Common Meaning

A statute's plain language generally provides the
best indication of legislative intent.

[5] Municipal Corporations Applicability of
statutory construction rules
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The rules of statutory construction are applicable
to statutes and municipal ordinances alike.

[6] Municipal Corporations Ordinance as a
whole

A municipal ordinance must be construed, if
possible, to give effect to all of its provisions.

[7] Municipal Corporations Construction in
view of effects, consequences, or results

An interpretation of a municipal ordinance which
produces an absurd result is contrary to the rules
of statutory construction.

[8] Zoning and Planning Schools and
education

Town's zoning ordinance governing special
exceptions to residential zoning district
restrictions did not provide any specific criteria
required to grant special exception for school
use, and thus, town's zoning hearing board could
not rely on ordinance to deny application by
applicant seeking special exception to construct
new public high school; most recent version
of ordinance removed prior version's general
requirement that certain conditions be met for
grant of special exception, ordinance did not
include explicit conditions that must be met
for grant of special exception for school use,
ordinance only provided what must be included
for special exception application before board
could consider it, and there was no challenge to
sufficiency of application.

[9] Zoning and Planning Presumptions and
burden of proof

Objectors to application for special exception
to construct new public high school bore
initial burden of rebutting presumption that
applicant's proposed use was consistent with
health, safety, and general welfare of the
community under town's zoning ordinance
governing special exceptions to residential
zoning district restrictions, although ordinance

shifted burden of persuasion with respect
to health, safety, and general welfare of
the community to applicant, where ordinance
contained no objective criteria for special
exception to construct school.

[10] Zoning and Planning Nature and
necessity in general

Despite its name, “special exception” is not
exception to zoning ordinance, but rather use
to which applicant is entitled provided specific
standards enumerated in ordinance are met.

[11] Zoning and Planning Presumptions and
burden of proof

Generally, applicant for special exception has
both duty of presenting evidence and burden of
persuading zoning board that his proposed use
satisfies objective or specific requirements of
zoning ordinance for grant of special exception.

[12] Zoning and Planning Presumptions and
burden of proof

Once applicant for special exception meets
its burden of proof and persuasion regarding
objective requirements for grant of special
exception, presumption arises that proposed use
is consistent with health, safety, and general
welfare of community; the burden then normally
shifts to the objectors to the application to present
evidence and persuade the zoning hearing board
that the proposed use will have a generally
detrimental effect on health, safety, and welfare.

[13] Zoning and Planning Presumptions and
burden of proof

In some instances, express language of zoning
ordinance can alter parties' respective burdens in
context of application for special exception.

[14] Zoning and Planning Presumptions and
burden of proof
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Where an ordinance specifically places the
burden on a special exception applicant to show
that the proposed use will not have a detrimental
effect, the applicant only retains the burden
of persuasion; objectors still retain the initial
presentation burden with respect to the general
matter of the detriment to health, safety, and
general welfare.

[15] Zoning and Planning Presumptions and
burden of proof

The initial evidence presentation duty of an
objector to show that a special exception
applicant's proposed use will present a detriment
to health, safety, and general welfare cannot be
shifted by a zoning ordinance.

[16] Zoning and Planning Weight and
sufficiency of evidence

The burden of the initial evidence presentation
duty to show that a special exception applicant's
proposed use will present a detriment to health,
safety, and general welfare placed on the
objectors is a heavy one; evidence presented
by objectors must show, to a high degree of
probability, that the use will generate adverse
impacts not normally generated by this type of
use and that these impacts will pose a substantial
threat to the health and safety of the community.

[17] Zoning and Planning Weight and
sufficiency of evidence

Objectors to a special exception applicant's
proposed use must demonstrate more than
unsubstantiated concerns or vague generalities,
and mere speculation as to possible harm is
insufficient to meet objector's initial evidence
presentation duty to show that a proposed use
will present a detriment to health, safety, and
general welfare.

[18] Zoning and Planning Schools and
education

Special exception applicant's proposed use of
residentially zoned property to construct new
public high school did not present abnormal
risk for such use or have highly probable
risk of serious injury to public; concerns that
teenage drivers would increase potential for
more accidents on nearby roadways were too
speculative and would apply to any ordinary high
school, and general concerns regarding potential
of increased risk of landslides and water-runoff
issues would also apply to any ordinary high
school.

[19] Zoning and Planning Presumptions and
burden of proof

Objectors to application for special exception to
construct new public high school failed to meet
their initial burden of rebutting presumption
that applicant's proposed use was consistent
with health, safety, and general welfare of
the community under town's zoning ordinance
governing special exceptions to residential
zoning district restrictions, and thus, burden
never switched to applicant; no first responders
or emergency management experts testified as to
need for emergency only road to access school,
finding that road was needed was premature at
zoning use stage, and proposed school would
be regular public high school with normal
curriculum and normal extra-curricular activities
and sports, as would pose normally generated
risks posed by using property for school.

[20] Zoning and Planning Grounds for grant or
denial in general

An increase in traffic is generally not grounds
for denial of a special exception unless there
is a high probability that the proposed use will
generate traffic not normally generated by that
type of use and that the abnormal traffic threatens
safety.

[21] Zoning and Planning Variances and
exceptions
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In appeal of town's zoning hearing board's denial
of applicant's special exception application, trial
court did not err in not imposing conditions
that board would have required for school use
proposed by applicant under town's zoning
ordinance governing special exceptions to
residential zoning district restrictions; board's
suggested conditions were legal nullity since
board denied application, and conditions were
development issues that did not relate to
application requirements under ordinance. 53 Pa.
Stat. Ann. § 10912.1.

[22] Zoning and Planning Nature and
necessity in general

Special exception proceedings involve only
proposed use of land, and do not involve
particular details of design of proposed
development.

*282  Appealed from No. SA-22-000186, Common Pleas
Court of the County of Allegheny, Joseph M. James, J.

Attorneys and Law Firms

Louis A. DePaul, Pittsburgh, for Appellants William Jasper
and Michelle Antonelli.

Daniel F. Gramc, Sewickley, for Appellee Quaker Valley
School District.

BEFORE: HONORABLE MICHAEL H. WOJCIK, Judge,
HONORABLE ELLEN CEISLER, Judge, HONORABLE
BONNIE BRIGANCE LEADBETTER, Senior Judge

Opinion

OPINION BY SENIOR JUDGE LEADBETTER

Objectors, William Jasper and Michelle Antonelli, appeal
from an order of the Court of Common Pleas of Allegheny
County which reversed a decision of the Leet Township
Zoning Hearing Board *283  (ZHB) that had denied Quaker
Valley School District's (QVSD) application for a special
exception. Upon review, we affirm.

I. Background

The pertinent facts are as follows. QVSD owns approximately
108 acres of land located at 200-210 Camp Meeting Road
within Leet Township's AAA Residence Zoning District
(AAA District). ZHB's Findings of Fact (F.F.) 3; Reproduced
Record (R.R.) at 10a. The property “is situated at the top of a
steep hill consisting in part of landslide-prone Pittsburgh Red
Bed clay that is common throughout Western Pennsylvania.”
Id. Both Objectors own property and residences in close
proximity to, and downhill from, QVSD's property.

A school is a use permitted by special exception in the AAA
District pursuant to Section 27-301 of the Leet Township
Zoning Ordinance. Leet Twp., Allegheny Cnty., Pa., Zoning
Ordinance § 27-301 (1978). As such, QVSD filed an
application for a special exception seeking to construct a
new public high school on the property under Township

Ordinance No. 2019-02. 1  F.F. 1; R.R. at 10a. Approximately
650 students will attend the school and about 47 of the 108
acres will be cleared for the project. F.F. 2, 4; R.R. at 10a.
While the school will be served by only one road – Camp
Meeting Road – the preliminary plans call for two access
driveways off that road and into the school. F.F. 7-8; R.R. at
11a.

The ZHB held multiple hearings on the application between

June 2021 and February 2022. 2  The following witnesses
testified on behalf of QVSD: licensed professional engineer
and traffic expert Charles Wooster; engineer, program
manager, and feasibility expert Jon Thomas; and licensed
professional engineers Geoffrey Phillips and Joseph Boward.
QVSD submitted into evidence, among other things, Mr.
Wooster's initial traffic impact study and rebuttal report, and
Mr. Thomas's expert report.

Objectors, who were represented by counsel, presented
testimony and evidence in opposition to the application,
including the testimony and expert report of James French,
a licensed engineer and traffic expert. Numerous residents
testified throughout the hearings, some in support of the
application and many in opposition. Those opposed to
the application, including Objectors, cited such concerns
as increased traffic, the steepness and poor sight lines
of Camp Meeting Road, diminution of property values,
and the enhanced risk of accidents due to the volume of
teenage drivers on what Objectors characterized as an already
problematic roadway. Objectors also voiced environmental
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concerns due to the proposed leveling of the hilltop site and
clear cutting of woodlands, and the risk of landslides due to
the topography and geography of the site and the blasting
*284  that would most likely be involved during construction

of the school. 3

The ZHB subsequently issued its decision denying the
application for special exception, along with findings of
fact, conclusions of law, and a statement of reasons for the

decision. R.R. at 1a-34a. 4  The ZHB stressed the concerns
raised “that Camp Meeting Road was already congested
during times of shift changes at nearby employers and that,
with the addition of two-third[s] more student drivers and
school buses [ ], first responders would be delayed in reaching
the school” in the event of an emergency. R.R. at 21a.
The ZHB determined that QVSD's failure to implement an
emergency management plan that included an emergency
only road (EOR) created substantial risks to public safety and
welfare, and that such risks were abnormal for a school use.
See R.R. at 23a-24a. Among the ZHB's findings of fact were
the following:

10. The current high school has two roads serving it – Ohio
River Boulevard and Beaver Street – that are available to
first responders.

....

12. First responder delays of minutes or seconds in reaching
the school can cost students and faculty members their
lives.

....

15. No first responders or emergency management experts
testified.

....

25. Based on Mr. Wooster's testimony, Mr. Thomas's
testimony, and the objectors’ testimony on the EOR issue,
[the] ZHB determined [i]t is an abnormal risk for a school
not to implement an emergency management plan that
included an EOR if reasonably recommended by the first
responders.

26. If a public high school's emergency management plan
does not include an EOR reasonably recommended by first
responders, the risks to public safety and welfare will be
substantial, serious, highly probable and virtually certain,
and will be abnormal for a school.

27. On February 9, 2022, [the] ZHB made its public oral
decision denying the application but giving QVSD [30]
days to amend the application with regard to the EOR.

28. Also on February 9, 2022, [the] ZHB announced [that]
if an EOR amendment were made to the application, then
it would convert the denial into an approval subject to the
condition that the EOR would be implemented if and as
reasonably recommended by first responders, and subject
to several other conditions involving safety measures for
landslides, water runoff, Camp Meeting Road, insurance,
monitoring of conditions[,] and other matters unrelated to
the EOR.

....

34. QVSD responded that it would commit to
collaboration with first responders and to considering their
recommendations in its plan. It stopped abruptly short
of committing to implement the *285  first responders’
reasonable recommendations concerning an EOR.

F.F. 10, 12, 15, 25-28, 34 (emphasis added); R.R. at 11a,
13a-14a. The ZHB also issued 13 conclusions of law,
including:

2. It is an abnormal risk for a school not to implement an
emergency management plan that included an [ ]EOR[ ] if
reasonably recommended by the first responders.

3. If an EOR reasonably recommended by first responders
is not implemented by [ ]QVSD[ ], the risks to public
safety and welfare would be substantial, serious, highly
probable[,] and virtually certain.

4. [The] Township's special exception ordinance
[Ordinance No. 2019-02] shifts the burden of persuasion
in proving issues addressing risks to health, safety[,] and
welfare from the objectors to the applicant as permitted by
law.

5. The EOR issue is [a] matter of health, safety[,] and
welfare.

6. QVSD failed to meet its burden of persuasion to prove
that, if first responder reasonable EOR recommendations
were not implemented, the risks would nevertheless be
normal for a school without a resulting serious and highly
probable risk of harm to public health, safety[,] and
welfare.
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7. Applicable case law does not permit a zoning hearing
board to use a condition to rectify a failure to meet
a burden of proof and, as a result, [the] ZHB could
not simply grant the application with the EOR condition
attached. Instead, it had to deny the application altogether.
And even if [the] ZHB was mistaken about the burden
shifting, [O]bjectors satisfied the burden of persuasion.

8. The school will be a regular public high school with a
normal curriculum and normal extra-curricular activities
and sports.

Conclusions of Law (COL) 2-8 (emphasis added); R.R. at
16a-17a.

The ZHB's decision explains that had QVSD agreed to
amend its application to include the EOR provision, the
ZHB would have approved the application with certain
conditions. R.R. at 1a. These conditions include conducting
a full watershed impact study and complying with its
recommendations; naming the downhill property owners in
QVSD's general liability insurance policy as direct additional
insureds for personal injury and property damage resulting
from landslides and water runoff caused by the project;
monitoring of serious traffic accidents on Camp Meeting
Road and monitoring to check for earth movement on
the site for three years after construction of the project
is completed; and implementing all of the conditions and
safeguards “recommended” by QVSD's experts during their
testimony before the ZHB. R.R. at 1a-3a.

QVSD appealed to the trial court, and the Township,
Objectors, and the Leet Township Municipal Authority
intervened. Without taking additional evidence, the trial court
reversed the ZHB's decision. The trial court explained that
while the previous Ordinance provision expressly required
that certain conditions be met to grant a special exception,
Ordinance No. 2019-02 does not set forth any specific or
general criteria for review of an application for special
exception and merely requires that an application address
certain topics. Trial Ct. Op. 11/28/22 at 3. As such, it was
improper for the ZHB to require QVSD to include an EOR
provision in its application.

The trial court further determined that “[t]he record lacks
evidence to support the [ZHB]’s finding that the failure to
provide an [EOR] would, to a high degree of probability,
pose a substantial threat to the *286  health, safety[,] and
welfare of the community beyond what would normally be

expected by use of the [p]roperty for a school.” Id. The
ZHB incorrectly applied the burden of proof as to general
welfare because “objectors must first raise an objection
showing to a high degree of probability that the use as a
school may cause a substantial harm beyond what is normally
expected, and that the impact would pose a substantial threat
to the community. This burden may not be shifted by the
ordinance.” Id. at 4 (emphasis added) [citing Bray v. Zoning
Bd. of Adjustment, 48 Pa.Cmwlth. 523, 410 A.2d 909 (1980)].
While “recogniz[ing] that implementing an emergency plan is
a legitimate concern to members of the community,” the trial
court reasoned that “the [EOR] is a matter to be addressed
as part of the land development process, not zoning use

approval.” Id. at 5. Objectors now appeal to this Court. 5

II. Issues

[1]  [2] At bottom, Objectors argue that the ZHB did not
commit an error of law or abuse of discretion in reaching
its decision and, therefore, the trial court's order should be

reversed. 6  The specific issues identified by Objectors can
be distilled to the following: (1) whether Ordinance No.
2019-02 imposes any specific criteria that must be met to
grant an application for a special exception; (2) whether
Ordinance No. 2019-02 shifts the burden from Objectors
to QVSD regarding issues affecting the health, safety, and
welfare of the community; (3) whether the parties met their
respective burdens; and (4) even if the trial court correctly
held that the ZHB erred or abused its discretion in denying
QVSD's application for a special exception, whether the
trial court erred by granting the application without imposing
the conditions that the ZHB would otherwise have imposed,
including the EOR. See Objectors’ Br. at 7-8.

III. Analysis

[3]  [4]  [5]  [6]  [7] As for the first issue raised by
Objectors, “the primary objective of interpreting ordinances
is to determine the intent of the legislative body that [passed]
the ordinance. In pursuing that end, we are mindful that a
statute's plain language generally provides the best indication
of legislative intent.” Tri-Cnty. Landfill, Inc. v. Pine Twp.
Zoning Hearing Bd., 83 A.3d 488, 509 (Pa. Cmwlth. 2014)
(citations omitted). Moreover,
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[t]he rules of statutory construction are
applicable to statutes and ordinances
alike. One of the primary rules
of statutory construction is that an
ordinance must be construed, if
possible, to give effect to all of its
provisions. An interpretation of an
ordinance which produces an absurd
result is contrary to the rules of
statutory construction.

In re Thompson, 896 A.2d 659, 669 (Pa. Cmwlth. 2006)
(internal citations omitted).

[8] We begin, as we must, with the plain language of
Ordinance No. 2019-02 *287  and its predecessor. As
mentioned in footnote one, supra, in 2019 the Township
repealed and replaced former Chapter 27, Part 6 of the
Ordinance pertaining to special exceptions with the current
Ordinance No. 2019-02. The relevant repealed provision of
the Ordinance expressly required that certain conditions be
met. It stated, in pertinent part: “The following additional
requirements must be met for the granting of a [s]pecial
[e]xception.” QVSD's Br. at 10, Appendix A (emphasis
added). The ordinance applicable here, Ordinance No.
2019-02, in contrast, contains no such express language.
Instead, under the heading “procedures for approval,” it
provides as follows:

2. Approval of uses by special exception. The Z[HB] shall
hear and decide requests for uses by special exception. The
Z[HB] shall not approve an application for a use by special
exception unless and until:

A. A written application for approval of a use by special
exception is submitted to the Township. The application
shall indicate the section of this chapter under which
approval of the use by special exception is sought and
shall state the grounds upon which it is requested. The
application shall include the following ....

R.R. at 38a. Ordinance No. 2019-02 then lists 13 items to
be included in an application for special exception, such
as a current property survey, the application fee, and a
traffic impact study when appropriate. R.R. at 38a-39a. What
Ordinance No. 2019-02 does not include is express criteria

which must be considered by the ZHB when reviewing an
application for special exception.

Importantly, Ordinance No. 2019-02 also contains several
subsections devoted to particular special exception uses –
such as motels, gasoline stations and automobile dealerships,
and mobile home parks – and enumerates very specific
criteria that are to be considered for each use. For example,
subsection 2 states that motels are permitted in certain
zoning districts provided that 8 express requirements are met,
including that no part of the building exceeds 2 stories, no
more than 40% of the ground area on the lot is occupied by
buildings, and no building is set nearer than 50 feet to the
front, side, and rear lot lines, etc. R.R. at 40a-41a. Importantly,
a school is not one of the uses for which explicit conditions
are delineated.

Given the plain language of Ordinance No. 2019-02 – which
was enacted by the Township within the last five years
and which removed the explicit conditioning language of
the former Ordinance provision – as well as the absence
of a particular subsection discussing a school use, we must
agree with the trial court that there simply are no specific
requirements for the granting of a special exception for a
school use. Unless the proposed special exception use is
one for which there is a subsection enumerating express
criteria, Ordinance No. 2019-02 merely provides what must
be included in an application before it can be considered by

the ZHB. 7

[9] The remaining issues Objectors raise concern where the
burdens lie with respect to the general criteria of detriment
to health, safety, and public welfare, and whether those
burdens have been met. Objectors point to subsection 2.D of
Ordinance No. 2019-02, which states:

D. In proceedings involving a request
for a use by special exception, both the
duty of initially presenting evidence
and the burden of persuading the
Z[HB] *288  that the proposed use
is available by special exception
and satisfies the specific or objective
requirements for the grant of a
use by special exception as set
forth in this chapter rest upon the
applicant. The burden of persuading
the Z[HB] that the proposed use will
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not offend general public interest, such
as the health, safety[,] and welfare
of the neighborhood, rests upon the
applicant.

R.R. at 39a (emphasis added). Objectors maintain that the
explicit language of subsection 2.D places the burden of
persuasion regarding health, safety, and welfare on QVSD
as the applicant, not on Objectors, and that QVSD failed
to meet this burden. In support of their argument, they cite

this Court's decisions in Elizabethtown/Mt. Joy Associates,
L.P. v. Mount Joy Township Zoning Hearing Board, 934 A.2d

759, 764 n.6 (Pa. Cmwlth. 2007), and Greaton Properties,
Inc. v. Lower Merion Township, 796 A.2d 1038, 1046 (Pa.
Cmwlth. 2002). Objectors’ argument, however, glosses over
the preliminary issue of whether they met their own evidence
presentation burden.

[10]  [11]  [12] As we have repeatedly explained, despite
its name, “[a] special exception is not an exception to the
zoning ordinance, but rather a use to which the applicant
is entitled provided the specific standards enumerated in the
ordinance ... are met[.]” In re Thompson, 896 A.2d at 670. See

also Greaton, 796 A.2d at 1045. Generally, “an applicant
for a special exception has both the duty of presenting
evidence and the burden of persuading the board that his
proposed use satisfies the objective [or specific] requirements
of the zoning ordinance for the grant of a special exception.”

Siya Real Est. LLC v. Allentown City Zoning Hearing
Bd., 210 A.3d 1152, 1157 (Pa. Cmwlth. 2019) (quotation
omitted) (emphasis added). Once the applicant meets its
burden of proof and persuasion regarding the objective
requirements, “a presumption arises that [ ] the proposed
use [ ] is consistent with the health, safety[,] and general

welfare of the community.” Id. (quotation omitted). As
explained above, there are no objective requirements for a
special exception within Ordinance No. 2019-02. Therefore,
it is presumed that QVSD's proposed use of the property as
a school is consistent with the health, safety, and general
welfare of the community. “The burden then normally shifts
to the objectors to the application to present evidence and
persuade the [zoning hearing] board[ ] that the proposed use
will have a generally detrimental effect on health, safety, and

welfare.” Id. (quotation omitted). See also Marr Dev.
Mifflinville, LLC v. Mifflin Twp. Zoning Hearing Bd., 166
A.3d 479, 483 (Pa. Cmwlth. 2017) (en banc).

[13]  [14] Objectors correctly assert that, in some instances,
the express language of a zoning ordinance can alter the
parties’ respective burdens in the context of an application for

special exception. See, e.g., Siya, 210 A.3d at 1157; Bray,
410 A.2d at 912-13. However, regarding general detriment
to the health, safety, and welfare of the community, this
Court has repeatedly explained that the express terms of an
ordinance “can place the burden on the applicant but cannot

shift the duty.” Siya, 210 A.3d at 1157 (citations omitted).
Stated differently,

[w]here, as here, [ ] the ordinance
specifically places the burden on the
applicant to show that the proposed use
will not have a detrimental effect, the
applicant only retains the burden
of persuasion. Objectors still retain
the initial presentation burden with
respect to the general matter of the
detriment to health[,] safety, and
general welfare.

Greaton, 796 A.2d at 1046 (emphasis added) [citing
*289  Manor Healthcare Corp. v. Lower Moreland Twp.

Zoning Hearing Bd., 139 Pa.Cmwlth. 206, 590 A.2d 65, 70

(1991)]. See also Siya, 210 A.3d at 1160; Bray, 410 A.2d
at 912 (“The objectors have the initial evidence presentation
duty with respect to the general matter of detriment to health,
safety[,] and general welfare, even if the ordinance has
expressly placed the persuasion burden upon the applicant,
where it remains if detriment is identified.”) (emphasis
added).

[15] Here, the ZHB correctly determined that the language
of subsection 2.D of Ordinance No. 2019-02 shifts the burden
of persuasion to QVSD with respect to the health, safety, and
general welfare of the community. See R.R. at 39a. However,
this determination is of no moment here as Objectors retain
the initial evidence presentation duty in this regard, a duty
which cannot be shifted by a zoning ordinance. See, e.g.,

Siya; Greaton; Bray. 8
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[16]  [17] This initial “burden placed on the objectors is a

heavy one.” Marr Dev. Mifflinville, LLC, 166 A.3d at 483.
Crucial to the present matter, “[t]he evidence presented by
objectors must show, to a high degree of probability, that the
use will generate adverse impacts not normally generated by
this type of use and that these impacts will pose a substantial

threat to the health and safety of the community.” Siya, 210
A.3d at 1157 (quotation omitted) (emphasis added); see also
In re Thompson, 896 A.2d at 679 (citing Manor Healthcare
Corp.). Moreover, the “[o]bjectors must demonstrate more
than unsubstantiated concerns or vague generalities, and mere

speculation as to possible harm is insufficient.” Siya, 210
A.3d at 1160 (quotation omitted).

Again, Ordinance No. 2019-02 contains no objective criteria
for a special exception and, therefore, a presumption arose
that QVSD's proposed use is consistent with the health, safety,
and general welfare of the community. As such, Objectors
bore the initial burden of rebutting this presumption. If, and
only if, Objectors satisfied this initial hurdle would the burden

then shift to QVSD. See, e.g., Siya; Bray.

[18]  [19]  [20] The crux of the ZHB's decision, truly

the singular reason for its denial, 9  is the fact that QVSD's
application for a special exception does not include an
EOR for access to the school in case of an emergency.
Specifically, the ZHB found: “If a public high school's
emergency management *290  plan does not include an EOR
reasonably recommended by first responders, the risks to
public safety and welfare will be substantial, serious, highly
probable and virtually certain, and will be abnormal for a

school.” F.F. 26; R.R. at 13a (emphasis added). 10  We agree
with the trial court that the record lacks substantial evidence
to support this determination.

First, the ZHB's holding is premised purely on speculation
as “[n]o first responders or emergency management experts
testified,” F.F. 15; R.R. at 11a, let alone recommended that
failure to include an EOR presented an abnormal risk for a
proposed school use. Objectors’ assertion that the testimony
of QVSD's own witnesses supports the ZHB's determination
regarding an EOR is simply without merit. To the contrary,
our review of the record reveals that QVSD's witnesses
clearly stated they had not consulted any first responders
or emergency management experts when preparing their
reports. Moreover, QVSD's witnesses reiterated time and
again that the site and proposed plan is safe, there is nothing

unique about Camp Meeting Road, and they do not have any
additional concerns for neighboring property owners above
and beyond those normally inherent when a new school is

built. 11  As QVSD's witnesses also explained, the ZHB's
finding is premature since we are not at the land development
stage and an emergency management plan for the proposed
school has yet to be developed. See In re Thompson, 896
A.2d at 670 (noting well established principle that special
exceptions involve only the proposed use of land, not the
particular details of the design and development).

Further undermining the ZHB's determination is its own
conclusion, which is amply supported by the record, that
QVSD's proposed “school will be a regular public high
school with a normal curriculum and normal extra-curricular
activities and sports.” COL 8; R.R. at 17a. Such a conclusion
is directly at odds with the ZHB's ultimate decision. The
conclusion also prevents Objectors from meeting their
evidence presentation burden, that QVSD's proposed school
use will generate adverse impacts not normally generated by
this type of use.

Simply put, there is no evidence in the record that an EOR is
required, let alone that failure to provide an EOR will, to a
high degree of probability, generate adverse impacts to public
health, safety, and welfare not normally generated by a school

use. See Siya, 210 A.3d at 1157. Objectors’ testimony
and evidence “amounted to allegations of mere possibilities
and fell far short of the high degree of probability standard
necessary to sustain” their heavy burden of going forward.
Manor Healthcare Corp., 590 A.2d at 71. Therefore, the
burden never switched to *291  QVSD and the ZHB abused
its discretion in determining otherwise. See id. at 70.

[21] Finally, Objectors argue that even if the trial court
correctly held that the ZHB erred in denying QVSD's
application for a special exception, the trial court should have
imposed the conditions the ZHB would have required for the
proposed school use. Objectors maintain that the ZHB was
well within its authority to place conditions on approval of
the special exception as subsection 2.E of Ordinance No.
2019-02 states: “In considering an application for approval
of a use by special exception, the Z[HB] may prescribe
appropriate conditions and safeguards in conformity with the
spirit and intent of this article.” R.R. at 39a.

Objectors’ argument neglects the remainder of subsection 2.E
of Ordinance No. 2019-02, which states: “A violation of such
conditions and safeguards, when made a part of the terms
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and conditions under which approval of a use by special
exception is granted, shall be deemed a violation of this
chapter.” Id. Objectors similarly fail to address Section 912.1
of the Pennsylvania Municipalities Planning Code, which
provides that “[i]n granting a special exception, the [zoning
hearing] board may attach such reasonable conditions and
safeguards, in addition to those expressed in the ordinance,
as it may deem necessary to implement the purposes of
this act and the zoning ordinance.” Act of July 31, 1968,
P.L. 805, as amended, added by Section 91 of the Act of
December 21, 1988, P.L. 1329, 53 P.S. § 10912.1. Here,
the ZHB obviously denied QVSD's application for a special
exception. Moreover, the conditions it would have imposed
were premised upon QVSD amending its application to
include an EOR, among other things, not on the application
that was currently before it. As such, the conditions the ZHB
theoretically would have imposed if QVSD had amended its
application and if the ZHB had granted the application are a
legal nullity.

[22] In addition, the conditions themselves seem to
constitute development issues rather than zoning use issues.
As stated earlier, it is well established that “[s]pecial
exception ... proceedings involve only the proposed use of
the land, and do not involve the particular details of the
design of the proposed development.” In re Thompson, 896
A.2d at 670 [citing Schatz v. New Britain Twp. Zoning
Hearing Bd. of Adjustment, 141 Pa.Cmwlth. 525, 596 A.2d
294, 298 (1991) (“Zoning only regulates the use of land

and not the particulars of development and construction.”)
(emphasis in original)]. As such, the specific details regarding
development and construction outlined in the ZHB's proposed
conditions should be addressed further along in the land

development and permitting process. See Elizabethtown/
Mt. Joy, 934 A.2d at 768 (citing Schatz). Simply, the ZHB's
proposed conditions do not relate to requirements under the
Ordinance, but instead are essentially the ZHB's attempt to
control development issues.

IV. Conclusion

In sum, we agree with the trial court that the ZHB's decision,
specifically the determination regarding an EOR, was based
on speculation and is not supported by substantial record
evidence. Accordingly, we affirm the trial court.

ORDER

AND NOW, this 26 th  day of January, 2024, the order of the
Court of Common Pleas of Allegheny County is AFFIRMED.

All Citations

309 A.3d 279

Footnotes

1 On March 11, 2019, the Leet Township Board of Commissioners passed Ordinance No. 2019-02, which
provides the requirements for special exceptions within the Township. See R.R. at 35a. Ordinance No.
2019-02 repealed in its entirety and replaced former Chapter 27, Part 6 of the Leet Township Zoning
Ordinance pertaining to special exceptions. Id.

2 It bears noting that at multiple times during the lengthy ZHB proceedings, QVSD's counsel objected to the
scope and subject matter of the testimony and evidence presented, arguing that it went beyond the issue of
the property's use and the parameters of the application for special exception, treading into development
issues and details, consideration of which lies with the Planning Commission and Township Commissioners
during the project's land development phase. See R.R. at 28a.

3 Leetsdale Borough initially objected to the application. As counsel for the Borough explained during the
ZHB's October 26, 2021 public hearing, the Borough engaged in discussions with QVSD given concerns
regarding the impact the proposed school use could have on downhill neighbors. Following these discussions,
QVSD and the Borough entered into a Mutual Cooperation Agreement (MCA) outlining various agreed-upon
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conditions. The Borough subsequently withdrew its objection to the application subject to the conditions
approved through the MCA.

4 While not explicitly stated, it is apparent from the ZHB's statement of reasons for decision that it found the
testimony of QVSD's experts to be credible. See R.R. at 30a-34a.

5 The ZHB filed a notice of non-participation with the Court on May 9, 2023. In addition, the Court issued an
order precluding the Township and the Leet Township Municipal Authority from filing briefs and participating in
oral argument given their failure to file briefs in compliance with previous orders. As such, Objectors, William
Jasper and Michelle Antonelli, are the only remaining appellants participating in this matter.

6 Where, as in the present case, “the trial court does not take additional evidence, our scope of review is limited
to determining whether the zoning board committed an error of law or a manifest abuse of discretion. A

zoning board abuses its discretion only if its findings are not supported by substantial evidence.” Siya Real
Est. LLC v. Allentown City Zoning Hearing Bd., 210 A.3d 1152, 1156 n.3 (Pa. Cmwlth. 2019) (quotations
omitted).

7 There is no allegation that the application was in any way deficient. Further, it is undisputed that Ordinance
No. 2019-02 does not mention an EOR.

8 Despite Objectors’ argument, the trial court did not hold that a zoning ordinance cannot shift the burden of
persuasion. To the contrary, the trial court properly stated and applied the parties’ respective burdens here
in keeping with both Ordinance No. 2019-02 and our courts’ precedent.

9 Indeed, the ZHB found that Objectors did not prevail on their assertions that the increased traffic, water-
runoff, and landslide potential due to QVSD's proposed school use presented an abnormal risk for this type
of use, or that the risk of serious injury to the public was “highly probable or a virtual certainty.” R.R. at 31a;
see also R.R. at 30a. We discern no error in this regard.

By way of brief explanation, Objectors testified generally about the potential for more accidents given the
topography of Camp Meeting Road and the increased numbers of young, inexperienced drivers that would
frequent the roadway. “However, ‘an increase in traffic is generally not grounds for denial of a special
exception unless there is a high probability that the proposed use will generate traffic not normally generated

by that type of use and that the abnormal traffic threatens safety.’ ” Marr Dev. Mifflinville, LLC, 166 A.3d
at 484 [quoting Accelerated Enters., Inc. v. The Hazle Twp. Zoning Hearing Bd., 773 A.2d 824, 827 (Pa.
Cmwlth. 2001)]. Objectors’ speculative testimony regarding teenage drivers fails to meet this standard and,
at all events, would apply to any ordinary high school. Their general concerns regarding potential increased
risk of landslides and water-runoff issues suffer the same deficiency.

10 See also COL 2; R.R. at 16a (“It is an abnormal risk for a school not to implement an emergency management
plan that included an [ ]EOR[ ] if reasonably recommended by the first responders.”).

11 See, e.g., Notes of Testimony (N.T.) 8/20/21 at 17 (testimony of licensed professional engineer Geoffrey
Phillips that the site can be safely developed as a school); N.T. 7/15/21 at 76 (testimony of traffic expert
Charles Wooster that the traffic generated from this school would not be any greater than the traffic that
would be expected from any other typical high school); id. at 184 (testimony of Mr. Wooster: “I wouldn't say
there is anything that unique about [ ] this location.”); id. at 198-99 (testimony of Mr. Wooster indicating he
does not have any additional concerns for neighboring property owners above and beyond those normally
inherent when a new school is built); id. at 203 (opinion of Mr. Wooster that when and if QVSD's proposed
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school is built, Camp Meeting Road will not be materially more dangerous or materially more inconvenient
than it is now).

End of Document © 2024 Thomson Reuters. No claim to original U.S. Government Works.
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and experience in the application of a wide-variety of natural channel design, ecological restoration, and 
bioengineering/bank stabilization project in Pennsylvania and surrounding states. Mr. Szalay has more than 20 years of 
experience designing, permitting, and building stream and riparian restoration projects in Pennsylvania and throughout the 
Mid-Atlantic. Mr. Szalay has served as an invited peer-reviewer for the National River Science Synthesis project. Mr. Szalay 
is currently Urban Stormwater Innovation Lead for Arcadis, Senior Advisor at the University of Pennsylvania Water Center, 
and Adjunct Professor and Civil and Environmental Engineering at Villanova University where he teaches graduate-level 
courses on river engineering and fluvial geomorphology.  

EDUCATION 
 

 University of Minnesota, M.S., Water Resources Science, 1999 
 State University of New York College of Environmental Science and Forestry, B.S., Environmental Forest Biology, 

1995  

SELECTED PROJECTS 

 Geomorphic Assessment for the Wissahickon Creek, Philadelphia, PA Mr. Szalay led the development of a 
geomorphic assessment for 6,000 linear feet of the Wissahickon Creek in Philadelphia, PA.  

 Colebrook Run Stream Restoration, Chester County, PA. Mr. Szalay led the design of a 5,000+ foot natural channel 
design project on a golf course in Chester County, PA. The project involved the full channel relocation, bank 
stabilization, step pool installation, floodplain creation, and riparian restoration.  

 Buck Run Riparian Assessment, Chester County, PA.  Mr. Szalay developed a riparian assessment GIS tool and 
performed a parcel-based inventory and prioritization of riparian parcels within the Buck Run Watershed in 
Chester County, PA. 

 Buck Run Stream Restoration, Chester County, PA.  Mr. Szalay worked with West Marlborough Township to 
develop and implement a 200 foot bank stabilization project along Buck Run, Chester County, PA.    

 Springettsbury Township Wastewater Treatment Plant East Stream Restoration, York County, PA While at 
another firm, Mr. Szalay led the design of a 3,000+ foot zero order floodplain reconnection project for 
Springettsbury Township in York County, PA. Subsequently, Mr. Szalay was retained to develop sediment reduction 
credit calculations for this project.  

 White Clay Creek Stream Restoration Project, Chester County, PA Mr. Szalay led the design of a 3000+ foot 
natural channel design project for the White Clay Creek in Avondale, PA.  

 Cooks Creek Stream Restoration Project, Bucks County, PA Mr. Szalay led the design of a 600+ foot bank 
stabilization project for the Cooks Creek in Bucks County, PA.  

 Tacony Creek Reaches 4/5 Stream Restoration, Philadelphia, PA Mr. Szalay led the design of a 5000+ foot natural 
channel design project for the Tacony Creek in Philadelphia, PA.  

 Gorgas Run Stream Restoration, Philadelphia, PA. Mr. Szalay led the design of a 3000+ foot natural channel design 
project for the Gorgas Run in Philadelphia, PA.  
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 Wises Mill Run Stream Restoration, Philadelphia, PA. Mr. Szalay led the design of a 10,000+ foot natural channel 
design project and constructed wetland project for the Gorgas Run in Philadelphia, PA.  

 Lower Merion Township Stream Restoration Project, Philadelphia, PA. Mr. Szalay led the design of five bank 
stabilization projects for private landowners along Mill Creek for Lower Merion Township, PA.  

 Millersville Stream Restoration, Millersville, MD. Mr. Szalay led the design of a 2,000+ foot regenerative 
stormwater conveyance project in Millersville, MD. 

SELECTED AWARDS AND AFFILIATIONS 
 Sustainable Business Network of Philadelphia, Board Member 
 New Jersey Water Resources Association, Past Board Member  
 River Research Science Synthesis Project, Invited Peer Reviewer 
 U.S. Water Prize, Private Sector, 2019 (with Greenprint Partners) 
 Vancouver Healthy Waters Plan, Expert Advisory Panel 
 Environmental Leadership Network, Senior Fellow.     
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January 27, 2025 

 

Mr. Doug Blazey  
Elliott Greenleaf, P.C. 
925 Harvest Drive, Suite 300 
P.O. Box 3010 
Blue Bell, PA 19422 
 

RE: Geomorphic Assessment of Andorra Run 

 

Dear Mr. Blazey, 

SJS Consulting, LLC conducted a limited visual and desktop geomorphic assessment of 
the Andorra Run, a small stream located in Whitemarsh Township, Montgomery County, 
PA; Springfield Township, Montgomery, PA; and the City of Philadelphia, PA.  The purpose of 
the assessment was to: 1) observe the current condition of the stream with respect to bed 
and bank erosion and geomorphic stability, 2) infer the sensitivity of the stream to future 
changes in hydrology, such as would be associated with land development activities 
proposed on the Smith Farm property, and 3) oƯer commentary on the suƯiciency of the 
conceptual stormwater management plan for the Smith Farm Property in preventing 
downstream impacts, particularly as related to channel change and stream erosion.  

Site Overview 

The study site consists of a small unnamed tributary to the Wissahickon Creek known 
locally as Andorra Run (NHD Flowline 25974910, PA DEP Reach Code 2040203002799).  
Throughout most of its length, which is approximately 0.86 miles, the stream flows through 
a series of low-density residential properties prior to its confluence with the Wissahickon 
Creek near Northwestern Avenue in Philadelphia.  The stream is listed by the Pennsylvania 
Department of Environmental Protection (PADEP) in the 2024 Integrated Water Quality 
Monitoring Report as impaired for aquatic life due to habitat modification, as well as flow 
modification and siltation (see A.  The Wissahickon Creek is also listed as impaired for 
aquatic life due to siltation from urban runoƯ and storm sewers.  A Wissahickon Creek Total 
Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) Plan has been established to reduce inputs of sediment and 
phosphorus to the Wissahickon Creek.  In 2016, a Wissahickon Water Quality Improvement 
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Plan was established through which municipalities and wastewater authorities, including 
Whitemarch Township, would work together to reduce pollutant loading to the creek.    

Visual Assessment  

A visual assessment of the project area was performed on October 31, 2024.  During the 
assessment I performed visual observations of the stream channel at several locations 
between Dileo Drive and the confluence of Andorra Run with the Wissahickon Creek near 
the entrance to Wissahickon Creek Park at Northwestern Avenue.     

Stream Stability Concepts  

Stream channels are routinely classified as either geomorphically stable or unstable. 
Stable streams exist in a state of quasi-equilibrium in which the ability to move sediment 
delivered to the channel is approximately in balance with the hydraulic energy. By contrast, 
a geomorphically unstable stream system is a stream channel for which the amount of 
sediment delivered to the channel over time is out of balance with the available energy 
available in the channel over time.   Geomorphically unstable systems undergo a 
predicable sequence of changes, often referred to as channel evolution, through which 
they eventually attain a new equilibrium state.  This series of adjustments is well 
conceptualized by Lane’s Balance (Lane, 1954), which posits that streams adjust by either 
aggrading or degrading to balance the size and amount of sediment to the slope and 
amount of flow (Figure 1).  Changes to any of these variables will result in a corresponding 
change to one more of the other changes until balance is restored.  More broadly, these 
adjustments have been conceptualized as a channel evolution model (Figure 2).  

Figure 1.  Lane’s Balance (from Lane, 1954) 
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Figure 2. Channel Evolution Model (after Simon and Hupp, 1986) 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Findings  

Observations of the existing stream channel within Andorra Run were strongly diagnostic of 
a geomorphically unstable stream system undergoing early to mid-stage channel evolution 
in response to urbanization. The urbanization process typically increases available 
hydraulic energy by reducing infiltration of precipitation and increasing stormwater runoƯ. 
The most diagnostic geomorphic features suggesting early-stage channel evolution are 
headcuts. Head cuts are nearly-vertical to vertical changes in the stream bed elevation that 
are the active sites of stream bed erosion, a process called incision (see Figure 4) 

During the visit I observed multiple head cuts within the Andorra Run stream bed (see 
example in Figure 3).  The presence of head cuts is highly diagnostic of an actively adjusting 
stream channel in early-stage adjustment.  As head cuts erode in the upstream direction, 
the bed of the stream is progressively lowered, increasing bank height (Figure 4).  This 
process in turn typically results in increased rates of bank erosion, which can lead to 
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channel widening and a reduction in bed slope.  Eventually the channel restabilizes at a 
new slope, as predicted by the Lane relationship discussed above and shown in Figure 1) 
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The Andorra Run channel appears to be in early-stage channel evolution in response to 
urbanization. This suggests that the most aggressive and dramatic changes to the channel 
are likely to occur in the future, as channel evolution proceeds.  Originally used to describe 
channel responses to channelization (Simon and Hupp, 1986), the channel evolution 
model has been widely applied to describe adjustments in channels in urbanizing 
watersheds, with early-stage incision leading to a widening process typified by extensive 
bank failure (Booth and Fischenich, 2015). This occurs as head-cuts migrate upstream, 
increasing bank heights and instigating bank erosion. Head cut processes can initiate 
channel evolution sequences that dramatically increase the size of the channel. As head 
cuts migrate upstream, they often destabilize infrastructure such as bridge and culvert 
crossings.   

Observed bank erosion within Andorra Run was wide-spread and often severe.  Riparian 
vegetation, which can often slow erosion rates, was often limited to shallow-rooting turf 
grasses.  In several locations, boulder or rip-rap bank stabilization measures have been 
installed to arrest streambank and bed erosion.  In some instances, these measures 
appeared in good condition, while in other cases they were failing.   

In other areas, sediment transported from upstream has caused the stream to aggrade, or 
fill with material, creating wetland-like channels that have little or no distinct banks, and 
are prone to flooding.   Zones of aggradation (where sediment builds up) are common 
below active head cuts given the large amount of stream material that is mobilized and 
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transported downstream.  Downstream of these aggregational areas, sediment supply can 
be drastically reduced, leading to the formation of secondary headcuts, which then migrate 
upstream through aggradational areas (Figure 5). 

 

 

 

Implications for Future Management of the Andorra Run Watershed 

Based on field observations, Andorra Run is geomorphically unstable, exhibiting severe 
bank erosion, incision, aggradation, widening, and active headcuts.  In my opinion, 
additional development within the watershed, as is proposed for the Smith Farm, has a 
strong potential to worsen this condition, causing additional instability and exacerbating 
the existing conditions observed.  This could result in property damage from increased 
erosion and flooding, undermining of existing investments made by property owners to 
stabilize channel bed and banks, and increased rates of sediment and nutrient pollution 
delivered to the Wissahickon Creek, a vital ecological and recreational resources that is 
designated as impaired for sediment and phosphorus.  This action would undermine the 
work of the Wissahickon Creek Clean Water Partnership, a multi-jurisdictional partnership 
working to implement the Wissahickon Creek TMDL, of which Whitemarsh Township is a 
part.  

Stormwater Management Considerations: Management of Excess Shear Stress   

The stormwater management requirements imposed by the Whitemarsh Township 
Stormwater Regulations, namely the volume control requirement set forth at §58-14 and 
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the rate control requirement set forth in § 58-15, are insuƯicient to prevent the worsening of 
the geomorphic instability within Andorra Run.  Most concerningly, neither provision 
requires the applicant to demonstrate that the proposed development will not increase the 
hydraulic parameters that predict stream instability, bed erosion, and bank erosion.    

The most important of these parameters is excess shear stress, which has been shown to 
be a driver of both bank erosion and bed erosion, as expressed in myriad incipient motion, 
sediment transport, and bank erosion formula (e.g., Meyer-Peter Müller bedload equation 
(1948), Shield’s relations (Shields, 1936), and excess shear stress bank erosion formula 
(Osman and Thorne, 1988).  Excess shear stress is the diƯerence between the applied 
shear stress (to the bed or banks) during a storm event of interest and the critical shear 
stress, which is defined as the shear stress at which erosion (in the case of cohesive bank 
sediments) or particle movement (in the case of non-cohesive bed sediments) is initiated.  
While the applied shear stress is a hydraulic characteristic (i.e., it is a characteristic of flow 
and does not depend on the bed or bank characteristics), the critical shear stress is an 
intrinsic property of the composition of the bed and bank material. Therefore, to determine 
excess shear stress, an understanding of the composition of the bed and bank material is 
required.  The Whitemarsh Township stormwater regulations do not require any such 
analysis. 

At minimum, given the geomorphically unstable existing condition of the Andorra Run 
Channel, a reasonable requirement would be for an entity proposing development activity 
in the watershed to quantitatively demonstrate that the proposed development will not 
result in an excess shear stress in the channel for a range of storm events.  Regrettably, the 
township’s existing stormwater management requirements do not incorporate concepts of 
excess shear stress, nor do they require any evaluation of the existing stream channel as 
would be required to determine the critical shear stress (and by extension excess shear 
stress).   

Several peer reviewed research papers have clearly demonstrated the perils of not 
explicitly incorporating excess shear stress minimization into stormwater management 
strategies.  Notably, Rohrer and Roesner, 2006, demonstrated through hydrologic and 
hydraulic modeling that the impact of a stormwater management strategy on a 
downstream channel erosion potential was highly dependent on the particle size 
distribution of the receiving stream.  Bledsoe, 2006, reached similar conclusions, also 
noting that many traditional stormwater management systems (i.e., those not specifically 
designed to reduce erosion) result in an increase in eroding events, even though the size of 
the peak flow may be reduced.  Extending the results of these studies to the Smith Farm 
property, one could envision several scenarios in which the Township’s volume and rate 
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control strategies were met, yet the excess shear stress in the downstream channel was 
increased.  

The importance of channel protection is also highlighted in the recently updated version of 
the Pennsylvania Post-Construction Stormwater Management (PCSM) Manual. The 
handbook lists as the first principle of post construction stormwater management the 
following: 

(1) Preserve the integrity of stream channel and maintain and protect the physical, 
biological, and chemical qualities of the receiving stream.  

Section 2.4.6 of the updated manual goes on to state that “a stream stability analysis is 
necessary for any stream where stormwater discharges are anticipated to overburden the 
stream, most notably in headwater streams that are typically the least tolerant to increases 
in magnitude, duration, or frequency of discharges”.  This provision goes on to state that 
“the post-development condition of the stream should be maintained or improved so that 
no significant increase in water surface…is predicted, and so that no increase in sediment 
load is predicted at the downstream cross-section of the analysis…Potential impacts that 
exceed the thresholds established herein should be mitigated prior to construction…”  

Review of Conceptual Post Stormwater Management Plan for the Smith Farm 

I reviewed the Conceptual Post-Construction Stormwater Management Report for Nursing 
Home Use Improvements for the 717 Ridge Pike Tract prepared by Gorski Engineering, Inc. 
and dated November 2024.  I oƯer the following preliminary comments, as specifically 
related to the topics of geomorphic stability and bank stability.  

1. With regards to the protection of the existing stream, the plan oƯers only a single 
sentence, which reads as follows: “The proposed Post Construction Stormwater 
Management Plan will prevent a rate increase in stormwater runoƯ through the use 
of PCSM BMPs and by preventing proposed native trees.”  As described above, rate 
control is commonly insuƯicient to prevent adverse geomorphic consequences (see 
references to Rohrer and Roesner, 2006 and Bledsoe, 2006).   

2. The plan oƯers no substantive review or assessment of the downstream channel.  
As discussed above, given the unstable nature of the receiving stream, the 
stormwater management plan must take into consideration the dynamics of the 
downstream channel.  The lack of documentation of the serious and worsening 
instability within the channel, is in my view, a critical omission, and may suggest a 
lack of awareness on the part of the applicant and their engineer of the vital 
importance of this consideration.  
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3. The plan proposes the use of structural BMPs such as rain gardens and wet ponds to 
oƯset the increase in stormwater volume due to the increases in impervious 
surface1,2. However, as stated above, the plan does not review the adequacy of this 
approach in preventing changes to the hydraulic conditions of the stream, and by 
extension bank erosion and channel evolution.  At minimum, this would require a 
downstream hydraulic and geomorphic analysis to understand how the change in 
the timing of stormwater runoƯ would impact in-stream hydraulic conditions.  This 
type of analysis is required for “any stream where stormwater discharges are 
anticipated to overburden the stream, most notably in headwater streams that are 
typically the least tolerant to increases in magnitude, duration, or frequency of 
discharges” by Section 2.4.6 of the newly developed PA BMP manual.  

4. The plan proposes the use of structural BMPs to provide rate control for various 
recurrence internal storm events.  However, as discussed above, rates of 
downstream erosion can often increase as the result of a reduction in peak flow. 
This occurs because the peak flows are spread out, resulting in a more prolonged 
period where erosive flows can occur.  Again, this points to the need for a 
downstream stability analysis to understand the potential impacts of the proposed 
stormwater management strategy.  

5. The proposed stormwater management plan proposes to provide substantial 
reduction of total suspended solids (TSS).  Paradoxically, the removal of sediment 
from stormwater eƯluent can increase the erosivity of stormwater charges.  This so-
called “hungry water” or “clear water” phenomenon can increase erosion 
downstream, a conclusion that follows logically from the application of Lane’s 
Balance.   

Given the 1) existing condition of the Andorra Run channel, 2) the inadequacy of 
Whitemarsh Township’s stormwater regulations to prevent further degradation of an 
already unstable channel, 3) the lack of consideration of downstream channel impacts in 
the conceptual stormwater management plan submitted, and 4) the inconsistency of the 
provided calculations,  the Township must deny a special exception zoning application for 
the Smith Farm given that the proposed use poses a detrimental threat to the public health, 
safety, and welfare beyond what would normally be anticipated from a use of this type.  

 
1 The level of rate control and volume provided is inconsistently reported. For instance, on Page 3, outflow from BMP 1 is reported to be 
5.22 cfs for the 2-year storm.  This seemingly contracts the peak discharge rate provided on Page 4, which is reported as 0 cfs (for the 
entire project) for the 2-year storm.  Likewise, for volume control, the post-construction stormwater volume (with BMPs) would be 
assumed to be 18,337 cf, which is the post construction volume without BMPs (54,170 cf) minus the total infiltration and ET credits 
(35,803 cf). This would represent a 10.2% reduction in the 2-year storm volume rather, than the 100% reduction reported on the Post-
Construction Stormwater Management Summary found on Page 57.  
 
2 The plan for volume control includes several questionable aspects, including the use of BMPs with very low infiltration rates (i.e., <0.2 
inches per hour) as well as claiming infiltration credit for a wet pond, a BMP that is not considered to be an infiltration BMP.   
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Should a special exception zoning approval be granted, the development must be 
subjected to the most rigorous requirements with respect to minimizing the potential for 
downstream erosion.  In doing so, I would recommend that the Township employ a strategy 
similar to that oƯered by Hawley et al., 2022.  This paper outlines a four-step process that 
consists of: 1) Establishing baseline conditions, 2) Estimating erosion potential, (3) 
evaluating scenarios, and 4) Monitoring and evaluating success.  The Township is also 
referred to the hydromodification management requirements imposed by Orange County, 
CA as a potentially-applicable methodology for evaluating and managing the impacts of 
the proposed Smith Farm development on Andorra Run.  
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Sincerely, 

 

Shandor Szalay  

President, SJS Consulting  
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ALBERT FEDERICO CONSULTING, LLC 610.608.4336   
Traffic Engineering and Mobility Solutions 133 Rutgers Avenue, Swarthmore, PA 19081 
 

 

ALBERT FEDERICO, P.E., PTOE 
Principal 

albert@federico-consulting.com 

 

 

PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE 

For over 30 years Mr. Federico has supported public and private projects to improve 
infrastructure and the built environment.  His current practice focuses on transportation, 
promoting physical infrastructure consistent and supportive of the adjacent land uses. 

 
EDUCATION AND CERTIFICATION 

Registered Professional Engineer: Pennsylvania, Delaware and Florida 
Certified Professional Traffic Operations Engineer 

Chester County Master Planning Program 
B.S. Civil Engineering: The Pennsylvania State University, 1991 

Engineering Intern: Pennsylvania Department of Transportation, 6-0 
 

CURRENT MUNICIPAL APPOINTMENTS AND ENGAGEMENTS 

Appointments 
Township Traffic Consultant, Thornbury Township, Delaware County 
Township Traffic Engineer, West Bradford Township, Chester County 

Township Traffic Engineer, Westtown Township, Chester County 
Township Traffic Engineer, West Vincent Township, Chester County 

 
On-call Traffic Consultant 

Nether Providence Township, Delaware County 
New London Township, Chester County 
Sharon Hill Borough, Delaware County 

Borough of South Coatesville, Chester County 
West Marlborough Township, Chester County 

As a sub-consultant 
Chester Township, Delaware County 

City of Coatesville, Chester County 
Darby Borough, Delaware County 

Lower Frederick Township, Montgomery County  
Upper Chichester Township, Delaware County

VOLUNTEER ACTIVITIES (Current) 

National Society of Professional Engineers, Delaware County Chapter - President  
Institute of Transportation Engineers, Mid-Atlantic Section – Past-President 
Urban Land Institute, Philadelphia Chapter – Technical Advisory Committee 

Zoning Hearing Board, Swarthmore Borough – Chair 
Planning Commission, Swarthmore Borough - Member 

Boy Scouts of America, Troop 112 - Assistant Scoutmaster 
 

FIRM OVERVIEW 

Albert Federico Consulting provides traffic engineering services to public and private 
clients throughout Pennsylvania.  Services focus on overall mobility and the development 
of equitable transportation solutions.  This includes multi-modal projects that emphasize 

transportation infrastructure that supports local and regional goals. 
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June 27, 2025  
 
Matthew J. McHugh, Partner via email only 
Klehr Harrison Harvey Branzburg LLP 
1835 Market Street, Suite 1400  
Philadelphia, PA 19103 
 
Re:  717 Ridge Pike – Supplemental Traffic Review 
 Whitemarsh Township, Montgomery County 
 
Mr. McHugh:  
 
As requested, the plans prepared by Gorski Engineering for the proposed Nursing Home Use 
(three sheets, dated November 15, 2023, last revised February 26, 2024) have been 
reviewed relative to §116-217 of the Whitemarsh Township Code as well as reasonable and 
customary standards of Traffic Engineering practice. 

 

Project Understanding 
It is proposed to redevelop 717 Ridge Pike as a 500-bed Nursing Home.  Access to Ridge 
Pike is proposed via three unsignalized, full movement drives.  Parking is proposed at three 
locations: near the main entrance, within a single structured level beneath the building, and 
in a surface lot behind the building.  As presented, the structured parking can be accessed 
via all three drives.  Sidewalk is proposed along the Ridge Pike frontage.  

 

Ridge Pike along the property frontage was recently widened to provide two travel lanes in 
each direction with a posted speed limit of 35 miles per hour. There is an appreciable 
downgrade along the southern portion of the site frontage.  There is new a sidewalk along 
the west side of Ridge Pike.  There is no sidewalk along the east side of Ridge Pike and 
there are no compliant pedestrian crossings in the vicinity of the property.  The SEPTA 
Route 27 bus travels along Ridge Pike adjacent to the property, with stops on both sides of 
the road. 

 

The property is within the Institutional Overlay Zoning District, and the use is permitted by 
Special Exception subject to review by the Township Zoning Hearing Board.  Per §116-

217.A.3, “In any instance where the Zoning Hearing Board is required to consider a request 
for a special exception … the Board shall determine that the proposed use or change will not 
have a harmful effect on local vehicular or pedestrian traffic due to any of the following: 

*** 

c. Location of entrance and exit drives or new streets.  

d. Design and capacity of off-street parking facilities.” 
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717 Ridge Pike – Special Exception Traffic Review Page 2 
Whitemarsh Township, Montgomery County June 27, 2025 

 

 

Technical Review Comments 

This review is based on the materials presented by the applicant and subject to change 
based on the receipt of revised materials. 

 

1. The limited separation between drives (+270’ between the south and middle drives, 
and +180’ between the middle and north drives) has the potential to result in 
unwarranted conflicts, particularly during peak traffic periods. 

2. Per available data there were 15 reportable mid-block collisions from 2019-2023 
along Ridge Pike between Park and Barren Hill.  Ridge Pike was recently widened to 
add a second southbound lane; however the majority of collisions involved 
northbound traffic, which was and continues to be two lanes. 

3. The SEPTA Route 27 bus provides service between the Plymouth Meeting Mall and 
Borad and Capenter Street in Philadelphia.  Accommodations for employees to access 
the bus in both directions appear warranted. 

4. Ridge Pike is a County Road, and the drives will require a County permit.  Sight 
distance must comply with PennDOT Criteria and 8% is the maximum permitted 
break between road and the drive.  The submitted plan appears to have two-foot 
contours, showing +24’ grade change between primary and middle drives.  It is not 
clear that it is feasible to provide compliant drives accessing a single parking level, 
particularly while maintaining a compliant PAR crossing the proposed sidewalk.  

5. The layout of the structured parking has three dead ends.  Dead ends are 
undesirable from a circulation perspective, particularly if Emergency Services require 
access.   

6. The twelve spaces adjacent to the dead ends do not provide adequate room for 
entering and exiting maneuvers.  

7. There are eight spaces within the structured parking that appear to obstruct access 
to stairs and trash area. 

8. The submitted materials do not show structural elements within the structured 
parking. It is likely the parking yield will change once structural elements are 
considered. 

 

Supplemental Traffic Assessment 

As requested, traffic data was collected along Ridge Pike north of Barren Hill Road and used 
to evaluate the access of the proposed 500-bed Nursing Home.    

 

Existing Traffic Conditions 

Traffic data was collected along Ridge Pike, north of Barren Hill Road, the third week of 
June 2025.  Over the data collection period the 85th percentile travel speeds were measured 
to be 48 miles per hour northbound and 43 miles per hour southbound, both above the 35 
mile per hour speed limit. 

  



 
 

  
  
717 Ridge Pike – Special Exception Traffic Review Page 3 
Whitemarsh Township, Montgomery County June 27, 2025 

On Wednesday June 18th the total daily traffic volume was 24,402 vehicles (12,462 
northbound and 11,940 southbound).  The peak hour volumes were measured to be 1,972 
vehicles during the morning peak hour (1,159 northbound and 813 southbound), and 2,106 
vehicles during the evening peak hour (1,053 northbound and 1,053 southbound). 

 

Sight Distance 

The measured 85th percentile travel speeds along Ridge Pike were 48 miles per hour 
northbound and 43 miles per hour southbound.  Per the applicable criteria, the desirable 
sight distances for the proposed drives are 500 feet to the left and 570 feet to the right.  It 
appears that this will require cutting back the embankment south of the south (“Main”) 
drive and may require easement from the adjacent property owner for the northern drive. 

 

Operations 

The potential traffic generation of the proposed use has been estimated using the 
information provided in Trip Generation Manual, 11th Edition, published by the Institute of 
Transportation Engineers (ITE).  Traffic during the morning and evening peak hours was 
estimated based on the information provided for LU 620: Nursing Home. The Average Rate 
per bed during the “Peak Hour of Adjacent Street Traffic” was used for all calculations. No 
adjustments were made for transit or non-vehicular modes.  Based on the preceding, the 
traffic associated with the proposed use is projected to yield 70 trips (50 entering and 20 
exiting) in the morning commuter peak hour and 70 trips (23 entering and 47 exiting) 
during the evening commuter peak hour.  

 

Post-development traffic volumes for the Main drive were developed by applying 
background growth (0.17% per year to an assumed 2030 buildout) and adding project 
traffic.  For the purposes of this assessment 60% of the project traffic was assigned to the 
Main drive, and project traffic was assumed to be split evenly north and south. 

 

Post-development traffic operations for the Main drive were evaluated based on the 
procedures outlined in the Highway Capacity Manual, 6th Edition using Trafficware Synchro 
version 11 software. The results indicate that the exiting left turn movement from the Main 
drive to Ridge Pike will operate at Level of Service “f”, with significant delays (~ two 
minutes during the morning peak, and ~ two and half minutes during the evening peak).  
Additionally, per the criteria outlined by PennDOT (Publication 46, Chapter 11.16), entering 
traffic will warrant a southbound left turn lane along Ridge Pike. 

 

Summary and Conclusions 

Based on the materials submitted by the Applicant: 

 The drives do not demonstrate compliant slopes, acceptable sight distance or 
acceptable operations. 

 The number of parking spaces and the internal vehicle circulation will be inadequate. 

 



 
 

  
  
717 Ridge Pike – Special Exception Traffic Review Page 4 
Whitemarsh Township, Montgomery County June 27, 2025 

To date, the Applicant has not offered a Traffic Study or other documented assessment 
providing an opinion addressing the harmful effects on vehicular or pedestrian traffic 
associated with these issues. 

 

Please do not hesitate to contact me at 610.608.4336 or albert@federico-consulting.com 
should you have any questions or require additional information.  I look forward to working 
with you. 
   
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Albert Federico, P.E., PTOE 
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Road: Ridge Pike NB
Location: 515 ft N of Barren Hill Rd
Counter: 40596

 
 
 

Site Code: 1
Station ID: 

A to C NB Travel Lane

Latitude: 40' 4.7562 North
Longitude: 75' 15.1011 West

Tri-State Traffic Data, Inc. 
610-466-1469
TSTData.com

 
NB Travel Lane, NB Passing Lane

Start 1 16 21 26 31 36 41 46 51 56 61 66 71 76  85th 95th
Time 15 20 25 30 35 40 45 50 55 60 65 70 75 999 Total Percent Percent

06/17/25 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *
01:00 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *
02:00 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *
03:00 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *
04:00 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *
05:00 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *
06:00 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *
07:00 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *
08:00 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *
09:00 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *
10:00 32 1 5 14 49 167 239 108 32 7 0 0 0 0 654 47 50
11:00 22 0 0 1 38 185 244 124 31 6 2 0 0 0 653 47 51

12 PM 22 0 0 2 35 168 278 119 27 6 1 0 0 0 658 47 50
13:00 18 0 0 7 49 195 251 154 63 16 3 0 0 0 756 48 53
14:00 37 0 3 6 58 182 314 146 42 3 1 0 1 0 793 47 50
15:00 43 0 3 12 57 217 305 178 57 11 0 0 0 0 883 48 52
16:00 45 0 6 33 87 202 299 169 72 17 5 2 0 0 937 48 53
17:00 35 0 4 12 66 207 314 163 59 10 1 0 0 0 871 48 52
18:00 20 0 2 3 24 101 174 161 58 19 5 1 0 0 568 49 54
19:00 13 0 0 1 6 57 167 98 36 9 2 1 0 0 390 49 53
20:00 12 0 0 0 4 63 141 78 24 3 0 0 0 0 325 48 52
21:00 3 0 0 1 7 39 74 82 22 8 1 0 0 0 237 49 54
22:00 3 0 1 0 5 26 46 38 27 4 0 0 0 0 150 51 54
23:00 5 0 0 0 2 17 34 29 16 6 2 0 0 0 111 52 57
Total 310 1 24 92 487 1826 2880 1647 566 125 23 4 1 0 7986   

Percent 3.9% 0.0% 0.3% 1.2% 6.1% 22.9% 36.1% 20.6% 7.1% 1.6% 0.3% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0%    
AM Peak 10:00 10:00 10:00 10:00 10:00 11:00 11:00 11:00 10:00 10:00 11:00    10:00   

Vol. 32 1 5 14 49 185 244 124 32 7 2    654   
PM Peak 16:00  16:00 16:00 16:00 15:00 14:00 15:00 16:00 18:00 16:00 16:00 14:00  16:00   

Vol. 45  6 33 87 217 314 178 72 19 5 2 1  937   

P-13
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Road: Ridge Pike NB
Location: 515 ft N of Barren Hill Rd
Counter: 40596

 
 
 

Site Code: 1
Station ID: 

A to C NB Travel Lane

Latitude: 40' 4.7562 North
Longitude: 75' 15.1011 West

Tri-State Traffic Data, Inc. 
610-466-1469
TSTData.com

 
NB Travel Lane, NB Passing Lane

Start 1 16 21 26 31 36 41 46 51 56 61 66 71 76  85th 95th
Time 15 20 25 30 35 40 45 50 55 60 65 70 75 999 Total Percent Percent

06/18/25 0 0 0 1 0 20 20 8 2 1 0 0 0 0 52 47 51
01:00 0 0 0 0 0 5 8 5 0 1 1 0 0 0 20 49 60
02:00 2 0 0 0 0 9 3 4 0 1 0 0 1 0 20 48 70
03:00 0 0 0 0 1 7 13 12 2 0 2 0 0 0 37 49 60
04:00 5 0 0 0 0 7 15 9 9 5 1 1 0 0 52 54 59
05:00 5 0 0 0 5 29 50 59 31 9 2 0 0 0 190 52 55
06:00 22 0 2 3 11 62 126 162 97 24 7 2 0 0 518 52 56
07:00 37 0 2 14 51 166 336 246 92 23 3 1 0 0 971 49 53
08:00 43 0 1 3 67 231 417 228 78 15 5 2 1 0 1091 48 52
09:00 22 0 2 6 45 146 286 182 59 11 3 0 0 0 762 48 52
10:00 58 0 0 5 27 154 222 151 42 6 1 0 0 0 666 48 51
11:00 177 1 1 3 45 190 194 100 33 6 1 0 0 0 751 46 50

12 PM 49 0 0 8 68 222 233 125 33 6 0 0 0 0 744 47 50
13:00 27 0 0 3 14 175 268 151 49 15 2 0 0 0 704 48 53
14:00 24 0 1 3 29 160 304 211 72 19 6 1 0 0 830 49 53
15:00 65 9 20 76 103 218 306 156 53 11 2 0 0 0 1019 47 51
16:00 148 15 33 56 123 261 237 92 33 7 1 0 0 0 1006 44 49
17:00 87 5 16 71 128 226 306 160 41 10 0 2 0 0 1052 46 50
18:00 27 0 0 8 22 142 258 194 72 24 11 2 0 0 760 49 54
19:00 18 0 0 0 16 58 164 133 42 12 2 1 0 0 446 49 54
20:00 7 0 0 1 18 70 112 61 21 9 4 0 0 0 303 49 54
21:00 4 0 1 0 5 36 94 68 19 7 3 0 0 0 237 49 54
22:00 3 0 0 1 0 22 58 46 17 4 1 0 0 0 152 49 54
23:00 2 0 0 0 3 16 44 29 10 3 1 0 0 0 108 49 54
Total 832 30 79 262 781 2632 4074 2592 907 229 59 12 2 0 12491   

Percent 6.7% 0.2% 0.6% 2.1% 6.3% 21.1% 32.6% 20.8% 7.3% 1.8% 0.5% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0%    
AM Peak 11:00 11:00 06:00 07:00 08:00 08:00 08:00 07:00 06:00 06:00 06:00 06:00 02:00  08:00   

Vol. 177 1 2 14 67 231 417 246 97 24 7 2 1  1091   
PM Peak 16:00 16:00 16:00 15:00 17:00 16:00 15:00 14:00 14:00 18:00 18:00 17:00   17:00   

Vol. 148 15 33 76 128 261 306 211 72 24 11 2   1052   
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Road: Ridge Pike NB
Location: 515 ft N of Barren Hill Rd
Counter: 40596

 
 
 

Site Code: 1
Station ID: 

A to C NB Travel Lane

Latitude: 40' 4.7562 North
Longitude: 75' 15.1011 West

Tri-State Traffic Data, Inc. 
610-466-1469
TSTData.com

 
NB Travel Lane, NB Passing Lane

Start 1 16 21 26 31 36 41 46 51 56 61 66 71 76  85th 95th
Time 15 20 25 30 35 40 45 50 55 60 65 70 75 999 Total Percent Percent

06/19/25 0 0 0 1 1 13 21 15 10 4 0 0 0 0 65 52 55
01:00 0 0 0 0 0 5 13 11 5 1 0 0 0 0 35 50 54
02:00 0 0 0 0 0 1 4 5 2 2 0 0 0 0 14 54 58
03:00 0 0 0 0 1 7 6 7 6 1 1 0 0 0 29 53 57
04:00 0 0 0 0 0 3 12 16 8 4 1 1 1 0 46 55 63
05:00 4 0 0 0 2 13 36 40 39 16 7 3 0 0 160 55 61
06:00 12 0 0 2 3 37 89 112 83 42 17 5 2 0 404 55 61
07:00 25 0 0 0 18 69 184 232 117 21 6 0 0 0 672 51 54
08:00 28 0 0 6 25 141 276 218 96 26 5 0 0 0 821 50 54
09:00 31 0 1 2 22 148 259 210 74 20 7 0 0 0 774 49 54
10:00 25 0 0 3 36 210 310 161 30 6 0 0 1 0 782 47 49
11:00 70 1 1 14 55 229 325 147 39 11 0 2 0 0 894 47 50

12 PM 47 0 0 9 62 232 297 150 52 5 0 0 0 0 854 47 51
13:00 30 0 1 5 45 188 327 194 58 11 2 2 0 0 863 48 52
14:00 33 0 0 2 60 238 321 170 48 10 3 0 0 0 885 47 51
15:00 78 6 15 42 88 212 304 192 72 10 2 1 1 0 1023 48 52
16:00 40 0 1 2 37 114 280 249 90 21 2 1 0 0 837 49 54
17:00 110 1 9 45 74 182 185 102 40 10 1 0 0 0 759 46 51
18:00 37 22 7 42 153 245 217 100 29 7 0 0 0 0 859 45 49
19:00 13 0 3 29 93 205 161 71 24 6 1 0 0 0 606 45 50
20:00 9 0 0 7 44 124 144 56 24 5 0 0 0 0 413 47 51
21:00 7 0 0 8 40 124 110 48 19 3 0 0 0 0 359 46 51
22:00 5 0 0 2 19 70 75 37 17 2 0 0 0 0 227 47 52
23:00 2 0 0 0 13 33 50 33 6 2 1 0 0 0 140 48 51
Total 606 30 38 221 891 2843 4006 2576 988 246 56 15 5 0 12521   

Percent 4.8% 0.2% 0.3% 1.8% 7.1% 22.7% 32.0% 20.6% 7.9% 2.0% 0.4% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0%    
AM Peak 11:00 11:00 09:00 11:00 11:00 11:00 11:00 07:00 07:00 06:00 06:00 06:00 06:00  11:00   

Vol. 70 1 1 14 55 229 325 232 117 42 17 5 2  894   
PM Peak 17:00 18:00 15:00 17:00 18:00 18:00 13:00 16:00 16:00 16:00 14:00 13:00 15:00  15:00   

Vol. 110 22 15 45 153 245 327 249 90 21 3 2 1  1023   
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Road: Ridge Pike NB
Location: 515 ft N of Barren Hill Rd
Counter: 40596

 
 
 

Site Code: 1
Station ID: 

A to C NB Travel Lane

Latitude: 40' 4.7562 North
Longitude: 75' 15.1011 West

Tri-State Traffic Data, Inc. 
610-466-1469
TSTData.com

 
NB Travel Lane, NB Passing Lane

Start 1 16 21 26 31 36 41 46 51 56 61 66 71 76  85th 95th
Time 15 20 25 30 35 40 45 50 55 60 65 70 75 999 Total Percent Percent

06/20/25 1 0 0 1 5 23 27 14 4 2 0 1 0 0 78 48 53
01:00 1 0 0 0 0 14 15 7 1 0 1 0 0 0 39 47 50
02:00 2 0 0 0 1 10 11 11 3 1 0 0 0 0 39 49 53
03:00 1 0 0 0 2 7 21 13 6 0 1 0 0 0 51 49 53
04:00 1 0 0 0 2 22 19 21 7 4 0 0 0 0 76 49 55
05:00 5 0 0 1 12 64 86 55 18 8 0 0 0 0 249 48 53
06:00 15 0 0 8 42 160 213 155 61 20 4 0 0 0 678 49 54
07:00 25 1 2 15 88 269 353 174 44 10 0 1 0 0 982 47 50
08:00 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *
09:00 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *
10:00 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *
11:00 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *

12 PM * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *
13:00 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *
14:00 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *
15:00 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *
16:00 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *
17:00 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *
18:00 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *
19:00 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *
20:00 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *
21:00 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *
22:00 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *
23:00 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *
Total 51 1 2 25 152 569 745 450 144 45 6 2 0 0 2192   

Percent 2.3% 0.0% 0.1% 1.1% 6.9% 26.0% 34.0% 20.5% 6.6% 2.1% 0.3% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0%    
AM Peak 07:00 07:00 07:00 07:00 07:00 07:00 07:00 07:00 06:00 06:00 06:00 00:00   07:00   

Vol. 25 1 2 15 88 269 353 174 61 20 4 1   982   
PM Peak                  

Vol.                  
Total 1799 62 143 600 2311 7870 11705 7265 2605 645 144 33 8 0 35190   

Percent 5.1% 0.2% 0.4% 1.7% 6.6% 22.4% 33.3% 20.6% 7.4% 1.8% 0.4% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0%    
15th Percentile : 35 MPH
50th Percentile : 42 MPH
85th Percentile : 48 MPH
95th Percentile : 53 MPH

  
Stats 10  MPH Pace Speed : 36-45  MPH

Number in Pace : 19575
Percent in Pace : 55.6%

Number of Vehicles > 45  MPH : 10700
Percent of Vehicles > 45  MPH : 30.4%

Mean Speed(Average) : 41 MPH
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Road: Ridge Pike SB
Location: 515 ft N of Barren Hill Rd
Counter: 40610

 
 
 

Site Code: 1
Station ID: 

A to C SB Travel Lane

Latitude: 40' 4.7627 North
Longitude: 75' 15.0755 West

Tri-State Traffic Data, Inc. 
610-466-1469
TSTData.com

 
SB Travel Lane, SB Passing Lane

Start 1 16 21 26 31 36 41 46 51 56 61 66 71 76  85th 95th
Time 15 20 25 30 35 40 45 50 55 60 65 70 75 999 Total Percent Percent

06/17/25 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *
01:00 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *
02:00 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *
03:00 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *
04:00 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *
05:00 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *
06:00 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *
07:00 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *
08:00 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *
09:00 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *
10:00 9 1 4 24 122 222 113 32 4 1 0 0 0 0 532 43 46
11:00 9 0 3 40 153 229 140 33 8 2 0 0 0 0 617 43 46

12 PM 8 4 8 42 125 253 158 28 9 0 2 0 0 0 637 43 46
13:00 7 0 5 39 118 232 164 44 10 1 0 0 0 0 620 43 47
14:00 22 2 5 39 135 253 136 41 8 0 0 0 0 0 641 43 47
15:00 53 12 46 125 211 246 154 67 12 4 0 0 0 0 930 43 47
16:00 100 18 58 155 238 259 152 63 9 2 0 0 0 0 1054 42 46
17:00 92 36 67 158 228 279 163 48 11 5 0 1 0 0 1088 41 46
18:00 31 11 30 109 220 268 166 51 9 4 1 1 0 0 901 42 47
19:00 14 0 1 28 148 228 134 54 9 0 0 0 0 0 616 43 47
20:00 9 1 1 15 98 158 108 37 9 3 2 0 0 0 441 44 48
21:00 0 0 1 12 66 121 67 16 4 1 0 0 0 0 288 43 47
22:00 0 0 0 13 34 63 42 17 5 1 0 0 0 0 175 44 49
23:00 2 0 0 7 30 47 35 12 2 0 0 0 0 0 135 44 48
Total 356 85 229 806 1926 2858 1732 543 109 24 5 2 0 0 8675   

Percent 4.1% 1.0% 2.6% 9.3% 22.2% 32.9% 20.0% 6.3% 1.3% 0.3% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%    
AM Peak 10:00 10:00 10:00 11:00 11:00 11:00 11:00 11:00 11:00 11:00     11:00   

Vol. 9 1 4 40 153 229 140 33 8 2     617   
PM Peak 16:00 17:00 17:00 17:00 16:00 17:00 18:00 15:00 15:00 17:00 12:00 17:00   17:00   

Vol. 100 36 67 158 238 279 166 67 12 5 2 1   1088   
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Road: Ridge Pike SB
Location: 515 ft N of Barren Hill Rd
Counter: 40610

 
 
 

Site Code: 1
Station ID: 

A to C SB Travel Lane

Latitude: 40' 4.7627 North
Longitude: 75' 15.0755 West

Tri-State Traffic Data, Inc. 
610-466-1469
TSTData.com

 
SB Travel Lane, SB Passing Lane

Start 1 16 21 26 31 36 41 46 51 56 61 66 71 76  85th 95th
Time 15 20 25 30 35 40 45 50 55 60 65 70 75 999 Total Percent Percent

06/18/25 0 0 2 5 15 25 13 8 0 0 1 0 0 0 69 44 48
01:00 0 0 0 2 8 7 6 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 24 42 44
02:00 0 0 0 5 6 5 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 17 38 45
03:00 0 0 0 4 5 10 10 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 30 43 44
04:00 0 0 0 2 13 8 8 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 35 44 50
05:00 1 0 1 2 22 46 41 17 7 1 1 0 0 0 139 46 51
06:00 9 0 0 9 44 120 165 83 16 3 1 1 0 0 451 47 49
07:00 23 0 7 28 145 231 168 73 21 6 0 0 0 0 702 44 49
08:00 26 6 13 81 180 248 184 34 6 0 0 0 0 0 778 42 45
09:00 10 1 4 23 81 235 192 68 15 3 0 0 0 0 632 44 48
10:00 27 2 4 22 163 243 154 43 9 3 0 0 0 0 670 43 47
11:00 16 0 12 39 147 237 148 51 7 1 0 0 0 0 658 43 47

12 PM 19 2 9 37 162 256 143 32 8 2 0 0 0 1 671 42 46
13:00 11 1 6 32 153 249 178 43 12 1 1 0 0 0 687 43 47
14:00 18 0 6 45 185 291 177 62 9 3 0 0 0 0 796 43 47
15:00 49 15 47 121 231 273 143 63 17 4 1 0 0 0 964 42 47
16:00 112 27 68 169 263 240 116 29 7 0 0 0 0 0 1031 39 44
17:00 79 17 53 143 268 255 141 48 9 5 0 0 0 0 1018 41 46
18:00 44 9 34 98 180 243 183 62 11 1 1 0 0 0 866 43 47
19:00 8 1 3 30 89 217 137 80 10 3 0 0 1 0 579 45 49
20:00 8 0 1 31 98 155 97 42 9 0 0 1 0 0 442 44 48
21:00 6 1 2 11 85 110 81 19 4 1 1 0 0 0 321 43 47
22:00 3 0 5 16 33 77 53 17 8 1 0 0 0 0 213 44 49
23:00 5 0 0 7 35 71 32 9 2 1 0 1 0 0 163 43 47
Total 474 82 277 962 2611 3852 2570 887 189 40 7 3 1 1 11956   

Percent 4.0% 0.7% 2.3% 8.0% 21.8% 32.2% 21.5% 7.4% 1.6% 0.3% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%    
AM Peak 10:00 08:00 08:00 08:00 08:00 08:00 09:00 06:00 07:00 07:00 00:00 06:00   08:00   

Vol. 27 6 13 81 180 248 192 83 21 6 1 1   778   
PM Peak 16:00 16:00 16:00 16:00 17:00 14:00 18:00 19:00 15:00 17:00 13:00 20:00 19:00 12:00 16:00   

Vol. 112 27 68 169 268 291 183 80 17 5 1 1 1 1 1031   
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Road: Ridge Pike SB
Location: 515 ft N of Barren Hill Rd
Counter: 40610

 
 
 

Site Code: 1
Station ID: 

A to C SB Travel Lane

Latitude: 40' 4.7627 North
Longitude: 75' 15.0755 West

Tri-State Traffic Data, Inc. 
610-466-1469
TSTData.com

 
SB Travel Lane, SB Passing Lane

Start 1 16 21 26 31 36 41 46 51 56 61 66 71 76  85th 95th
Time 15 20 25 30 35 40 45 50 55 60 65 70 75 999 Total Percent Percent

06/19/25 3 0 0 6 10 26 18 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 65 42 44
01:00 0 0 2 1 6 12 4 3 2 0 0 0 0 0 30 45 51
02:00 0 0 0 0 5 2 3 3 1 1 0 0 0 0 15 49 56
03:00 0 0 0 1 5 5 13 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 26 44 46
04:00 1 0 0 2 8 7 4 4 3 0 0 1 0 0 30 49 54
05:00 1 0 2 6 19 45 38 30 2 2 0 0 0 0 145 47 49
06:00 7 0 0 6 22 84 118 67 18 5 2 0 1 0 330 48 52
07:00 7 0 0 12 38 126 176 97 20 2 2 1 0 1 482 47 50
08:00 12 0 2 6 67 145 172 76 19 2 2 1 0 0 504 46 49
09:00 17 0 0 13 97 202 196 84 17 4 0 0 0 0 630 45 49
10:00 18 1 3 36 130 246 191 59 13 8 1 0 0 0 706 44 48
11:00 24 0 9 68 182 273 153 51 9 2 0 0 0 0 771 43 47

12 PM 25 5 12 52 226 303 195 45 10 1 0 0 0 0 874 43 46
13:00 29 0 10 75 185 253 185 51 12 3 0 0 0 0 803 43 47
14:00 25 4 21 98 226 285 151 43 9 0 0 0 0 0 862 42 46
15:00 53 8 45 122 254 246 180 63 16 0 0 0 0 0 987 43 47
16:00 84 10 32 117 250 273 169 70 14 5 1 1 0 0 1026 43 47
17:00 102 19 111 215 208 219 110 38 10 0 0 0 0 0 1032 40 44
18:00 86 17 69 201 292 226 116 30 3 4 0 0 0 0 1044 39 44
19:00 78 19 31 110 198 212 80 16 1 0 1 0 0 0 746 39 43
20:00 13 1 3 66 195 267 112 36 6 1 0 0 0 0 700 42 46
21:00 8 0 12 56 146 147 69 12 1 0 0 0 0 0 451 41 44
22:00 8 0 2 25 103 106 52 21 5 1 0 0 0 0 323 42 47
23:00 4 0 1 7 59 72 41 5 7 2 0 0 0 0 198 43 49
Total 605 84 367 1301 2931 3782 2546 908 198 43 9 4 1 1 12780   

Percent 4.7% 0.7% 2.9% 10.2% 22.9% 29.6% 19.9% 7.1% 1.5% 0.3% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%    
AM Peak 11:00 10:00 11:00 11:00 11:00 11:00 09:00 07:00 07:00 10:00 06:00 04:00 06:00 07:00 11:00   

Vol. 24 1 9 68 182 273 196 97 20 8 2 1 1 1 771   
PM Peak 17:00 17:00 17:00 17:00 18:00 12:00 12:00 16:00 15:00 16:00 16:00 16:00   18:00   

Vol. 102 19 111 215 292 303 195 70 16 5 1 1   1044   
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Road: Ridge Pike SB
Location: 515 ft N of Barren Hill Rd
Counter: 40610

 
 
 

Site Code: 1
Station ID: 

A to C SB Travel Lane

Latitude: 40' 4.7627 North
Longitude: 75' 15.0755 West

Tri-State Traffic Data, Inc. 
610-466-1469
TSTData.com

 
SB Travel Lane, SB Passing Lane

Start 1 16 21 26 31 36 41 46 51 56 61 66 71 76  85th 95th
Time 15 20 25 30 35 40 45 50 55 60 65 70 75 999 Total Percent Percent

06/20/25 0 0 1 3 29 40 26 12 2 0 0 0 0 0 113 44 48
01:00 0 0 3 3 8 14 7 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 36 41 44
02:00 0 0 0 2 15 11 8 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 37 42 44
03:00 0 0 2 1 5 11 5 2 1 1 0 0 0 0 28 44 53
04:00 1 0 0 3 12 13 14 10 1 2 0 0 0 0 56 47 51
05:00 2 0 1 3 20 53 64 28 7 2 0 1 0 0 181 46 50
06:00 7 0 1 3 30 107 124 85 31 5 0 2 0 0 395 48 52
07:00 22 0 4 22 72 200 239 106 22 6 1 1 0 0 695 46 49
08:00 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *
09:00 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *
10:00 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *
11:00 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *

12 PM * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *
13:00 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *
14:00 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *
15:00 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *
16:00 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *
17:00 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *
18:00 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *
19:00 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *
20:00 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *
21:00 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *
22:00 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *
23:00 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *
Total 32 0 12 40 191 449 487 244 64 17 1 4 0 0 1541   

Percent 2.1% 0.0% 0.8% 2.6% 12.4% 29.1% 31.6% 15.8% 4.2% 1.1% 0.1% 0.3% 0.0% 0.0%    
AM Peak 07:00  07:00 07:00 07:00 07:00 07:00 07:00 06:00 07:00 07:00 06:00   07:00   

Vol. 22  4 22 72 200 239 106 31 6 1 2   695   
PM Peak                  

Vol.                  
Total 1467 251 885 3109 7659 10941 7335 2582 560 124 22 13 2 2 34952   

Percent 4.2% 0.7% 2.5% 8.9% 21.9% 31.3% 21.0% 7.4% 1.6% 0.4% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%    
15th Percentile : 29 MPH
50th Percentile : 36 MPH
85th Percentile : 43 MPH
95th Percentile : 48 MPH

  
Stats 10  MPH Pace Speed : 31-40  MPH

Number in Pace : 18600
Percent in Pace : 53.2%

Number of Vehicles > 45  MPH : 3305
Percent of Vehicles > 45  MPH : 9.5%

Mean Speed(Average) : 36 MPH
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Road: Ridge Pike NB
Location: 515 ft N of Barren Hill Rd
Counter: 40596

 
 
 

Site Code: 1
Station ID: 

A to C NB Travel Lane

Latitude: 40' 4.7562 North
Longitude: 75' 15.1011 West

Tri-State Traffic Data, Inc. 
610-466-1469
TSTData.com

 
Start 6/18/2025         Total
Time Wed NB Travel NB Passin        

12:00 AM 13 7 20
12:15 8 3 11
12:30 5 5 10
12:45 6 5 11
01:00 5 5 10
01:15 1 2 3
01:30 2 2 4
01:45 1 2 3
02:00 5 1 6
02:15 2 3 5
02:30 1 2 3
02:45 5 1 6
03:00 6 4 10
03:15 5 4 9
03:30 3 3 6
03:45 3 9 12
04:00 2 2 4
04:15 8 4 12
04:30 7 7 14
04:45 10 12 22
05:00 17 8 25
05:15 17 13 30
05:30 32 22 54
05:45 54 26 80
06:00 50 32 82
06:15 53 49 102
06:30 83 63 146
06:45 98 88 186
07:00 102 86 188
07:15 125 99 224
07:30 149 110 259
07:45 166 133 299

08:00 148 117 265

08:15 162 132 294

08:30 162 139 301

08:45 131 98 229
09:00 124 88 212
09:15 116 75 191
09:30 104 81 185
09:45 119 52 171
10:00 95 76 171
10:15 101 69 170
10:30 91 60 151
10:45 95 77 172
11:00 86 54 140
11:15 101 103 204
11:30 93 76 169
11:45 130 105 235
Total  2902 2214       5116

Percent  56.7% 43.3%        
Peak - 07:45 07:45 - - - - - - 07:45

Vol. - 638 521 - - - - - - 1159
P.H.F.  0.961 0.937       0.963
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Road: Ridge Pike NB
Location: 515 ft N of Barren Hill Rd
Counter: 40596

 
 
 

Site Code: 1
Station ID: 

A to C NB Travel Lane

Latitude: 40' 4.7562 North
Longitude: 75' 15.1011 West

Tri-State Traffic Data, Inc. 
610-466-1469
TSTData.com

 
Start 6/18/2025         Total
Time Wed NB Travel NB Passin        

12:00 PM 120 63 183
12:15 108 72 180
12:30 115 69 184
12:45 103 93 196
01:00 88 68 156
01:15 107 89 196
01:30 93 73 166
01:45 110 73 183
02:00 90 74 164
02:15 124 88 212
02:30 124 81 205
02:45 148 100 248
03:00 129 108 237
03:15 159 115 274
03:30 145 125 270
03:45 139 97 236

04:00 150 110 260

04:15 148 122 270

04:30 171 116 287

04:45 91 96 187
05:00 148 137 285
05:15 160 122 282
05:30 151 111 262
05:45 128 93 221
06:00 111 85 196
06:15 136 99 235
06:30 103 62 165
06:45 97 66 163
07:00 79 44 123
07:15 64 31 95
07:30 70 47 117
07:45 60 49 109
08:00 48 33 81
08:15 35 31 66
08:30 52 36 88
08:45 40 27 67
09:00 39 23 62
09:15 46 28 74
09:30 28 26 54
09:45 30 17 47
10:00 32 24 56
10:15 28 15 43
10:30 16 8 24
10:45 16 13 29
11:00 13 15 28
11:15 18 14 32
11:30 18 14 32
11:45 7 9 16
Total  4235 3111       7346

Percent  57.7% 42.3%        
Peak - 15:45 16:15 - - - - - - 15:45

Vol. - 608 471 - - - - - - 1053
P.H.F.  0.889 0.859       0.917
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Road: Ridge Pike SB
Location: 515 ft N of Barren Hill Rd
Counter: 40610

 
 
 

Site Code: 1
Station ID: 

A to C SB Travel Lane

Latitude: 40' 4.7627 North
Longitude: 75' 15.0755 West

Tri-State Traffic Data, Inc. 
610-466-1469
TSTData.com

 
Start 6/18/2025         Total
Time Wed SB Travel SB Passin        

12:00 AM 7 10 17
12:15 11 14 25
12:30 7 4 11
12:45 9 7 16
01:00 2 3 5
01:15 0 5 5
01:30 4 5 9
01:45 2 3 5
02:00 1 4 5
02:15 2 3 5
02:30 0 2 2
02:45 2 3 5
03:00 4 5 9
03:15 4 3 7
03:30 2 5 7
03:45 4 3 7
04:00 7 3 10
04:15 3 3 6
04:30 6 4 10
04:45 4 5 9
05:00 11 17 28
05:15 19 17 36
05:30 17 16 33
05:45 17 25 42
06:00 42 44 86
06:15 56 56 112
06:30 61 67 128
06:45 63 61 124
07:00 63 75 138
07:15 87 95 182
07:30 82 91 173
07:45 106 101 207

08:00 104 94 198

08:15 114 90 204

08:30 126 78 204

08:45 97 73 170
09:00 92 73 165
09:15 78 78 156
09:30 93 83 176
09:45 78 57 135
10:00 92 82 174
10:15 96 86 182
10:30 70 72 142
10:45 85 86 171
11:00 73 69 142
11:15 74 72 146
11:30 102 85 187
11:45 87 96 183
Total  2166 2033       4199

Percent  51.6% 48.4%        
Peak - 07:45 07:15 - - - - - - 07:45

Vol. - 450 381 - - - - - - 813
P.H.F.  0.893 0.943       0.982
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Road: Ridge Pike SB
Location: 515 ft N of Barren Hill Rd
Counter: 40610

 
 
 

Site Code: 1
Station ID: 

A to C SB Travel Lane

Latitude: 40' 4.7627 North
Longitude: 75' 15.0755 West

Tri-State Traffic Data, Inc. 
610-466-1469
TSTData.com

 
Start 6/18/2025         Total
Time Wed SB Travel SB Passin        

12:00 PM 84 89 173
12:15 81 84 165
12:30 94 91 185
12:45 84 64 148
01:00 99 98 197
01:15 83 79 162
01:30 86 94 180
01:45 77 70 147
02:00 97 82 179
02:15 95 90 185
02:30 116 98 214
02:45 104 114 218
03:00 118 123 241
03:15 121 116 237
03:30 115 112 227
03:45 120 137 257

04:00 131 129 260

04:15 120 136 256

04:30 137 143 280

04:45 120 113 233
05:00 135 118 253
05:15 129 142 271
05:30 134 128 262
05:45 122 108 230
06:00 111 101 212
06:15 126 114 240
06:30 115 102 217
06:45 90 104 194
07:00 86 84 170
07:15 72 75 147
07:30 62 79 141
07:45 70 51 121
08:00 64 54 118
08:15 62 73 135
08:30 49 40 89
08:45 55 45 100
09:00 47 44 91
09:15 49 40 89
09:30 39 25 64
09:45 40 37 77
10:00 34 35 69
10:15 31 25 56
10:30 19 26 45
10:45 15 28 43
11:00 26 27 53
11:15 20 22 42
11:30 20 20 40
11:45 14 14 28
Total  3918 3823       7741

Percent  50.6% 49.4%        
Peak - 16:30 15:45 - - - - - - 15:45

Vol. - 521 545 - - - - - - 1053
P.H.F.  0.951 0.953       0.940



HCM 6th TWSC
3: Ridge & Driveway 6/27/2025

2030 AM - Peak of Adjacent  4:01 pm 06/25/2025 Synchro 11 Light Report
Page 1

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 0.6

Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 6 6 1169 15 15 824
Future Vol, veh/h 6 6 1169 15 15 824
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length 0 75 - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - 0 - - 0
Grade, % -2 - 7 - - -8
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 7 7 1271 16 16 896
 

Major/Minor Minor1 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 1759 644 0 0 1287 0
          Stage 1 1279 - - - - -
          Stage 2 480 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy 8.4 7.2 - - 3.9 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.44 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.44 - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 2.8 2.9 - - 2.4 -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 39 439 - - 554 -
          Stage 1 294 - - - - -
          Stage 2 746 - - - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 37 439 - - 554 -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 37 - - - - -
          Stage 1 294 - - - - -
          Stage 2 703 - - - - -
 

Approach WB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 67.7 0 0.5
HCM LOS F
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBT NBRWBLn1WBLn2 SBL SBT
Capacity (veh/h) - - 37 439 554 -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - 0.176 0.015 0.029 -
HCM Control Delay (s) - - 122.1 13.3 11.7 0.3
HCM Lane LOS - - F B B A
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) - - 0.6 0 0.1 -



HCM 6th TWSC
3: Ridge & Driveway 6/27/2025

2030 PM - Peak of Adjacent  3:28 pm 06/25/2025 Synchro 11 Light Report
Page 1

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 1.2

Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 14 14 1062 7 7 1071
Future Vol, veh/h 14 14 1062 7 7 1071
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length 0 75 - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - 0 - - 0
Grade, % -2 - 7 - - -8
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 15 15 1154 8 8 1164
 

Major/Minor Minor1 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 1756 581 0 0 1162 0
          Stage 1 1158 - - - - -
          Stage 2 598 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy 8.4 7.2 - - 3.9 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.44 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.44 - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 2.8 2.9 - - 2.4 -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 39 486 - - 612 -
          Stage 1 339 - - - - -
          Stage 2 651 - - - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 38 486 - - 612 -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 38 - - - - -
          Stage 1 339 - - - - -
          Stage 2 627 - - - - -
 

Approach WB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 82.6 0 0.3
HCM LOS F
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBT NBRWBLn1WBLn2 SBL SBT
Capacity (veh/h) - - 38 486 612 -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - 0.4 0.031 0.012 -
HCM Control Delay (s) - - 152.6 12.6 11 0.2
HCM Lane LOS - - F B B A
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) - - 1.4 0.1 0 -



Turn Lane Warrant and Length Analysis
Workbook

Municipality: Analysis Date:
County: Conducted By:

PennDOT Engineering District: Checked By:
Agency/Company Name:

Intersection & Approach Description:

Analysis Period: Number of Approach Lanes:
Design Hour: Undivided or Divided Highway:

Intersection Control:
Posted Speed Limit (MPH):

Type of Terrain:

Advancing Volume:
Opposing Volume:
Left Turn Volume:

% Left Turns in Advancing Volume:

Advancing Volume:
Right Turn Volume:

Applicable Warrant Figure: Applicable Warrant Figure:

Warrant Met?:

Intersection Control:
Design Hour Volume of Turning Lane:

Cycles Per Hour (Assumed):
Cycles Per Hour (If Known): Average # of Vehicles/Cycle:

Left Turn Lane Storage Length, Condition A: Feet

Condition B: Feet

Condition C: Feet

Required Left Turn Lane Storage Length: Feet

75

N/A

N/A

N/A
N/A

STUDY LOCATION AND ANALYSIS INFORMATION

VOLUME CALCULATIONS

TURN LANE WARRANT FINDINGS

Movement
864

1220
15

1.74%

Advancing

Opposing
Left

Through
Right

Volume % Trucks PCEV
Left

Through
Right

15
824

UndividedAM Peak Hour

2.0%

Whitemarsh Township 6/27/2025
Montgomery County APF

6
Albert Federico Consulting, LLC

Southbound Ridge Pike and Proposed Driveway

2030 Build

Yes
-

Yes
Yes 0

1169
15

-

Left Turn LaneLeft or Right-Turn Lane Analysis?:

N/A

0.0%

Unsignalized
35

Rolling

0
2.0% 1205
0.0% 15

0

2

Left Turn Lane Volume Calculations

Right Turn Lane Volume Calculations

Unsignalized

Known
15

Figure 7

Yes

Yes

0

Include?

0 0.0% N/A

15
849

0.0%

B or C
A A C B B or C B

TURN LANE LENGTH CALCULATIONS

Type of Traffic Control

High Low High Low High Low
Turn Demand Volume

Speed (MPH)

0.0%

Additional Comments / Justifications:

Include? Volume % Trucks PCEVMovement

Through
Right - 0 0.0% N/A

0.0%

Left Turn Lane Warrant Findings Right Turn Lane Warrant Findings

PennDOT Publication 46, Exhibit 11-6

Signalized
Unsignalized

Warrant Met?:

Advancing
Left Yes 0

50-60

N/A

N/A
N/A
75

A A B or C B or C B or C

25-35

Type of Analysis

40-45

40 1.0

Additional Findings:

-

7/1/2025 717 Ridge - SB L Turn Lane - AM Ajd - 100pct
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Figure 7. Warrant for left turn lanes on four-lane, undivided highways
(unsignalized and signalized intersections)

(L = % Left Turns in Advancing Volume)
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June 5, 2025 
 
Mr. Charles L. Guttenplan, AICP  
Director of Planning & Zoning Officer 
Whitmarsh Township  
616 Germantown Pike  
Lafayette Hill, Pennsylvania 19444 
 
Re:  MCPC #25-0101-001 
Plan Name: Smith Zoning Hearing Board #2024-19 
(1 lot comprising 14.04 acres) 
Situate: 717 Ridge Pike (Parcel No. 65-00-09628-00-9) 
Whitemarsh Township 
 
 
Dear Mr. Guttenplan: 

We have reviewed the above-referenced special exception application as you requested on May 9, 2025. Please 
note that the review comments and recommendations contained in this report are advisory to the Whitemarsh 
Township Zoning Hearing Board (‘ZHB’), in compliance with Section 116-217.D. of the Whitemarsh Township 
Zoning Ordinance, and final disposition for the approval of any proposal will be made by the ZHB. We forward 
this letter as a report of our review.  

BACKGROUND  

James J., Theresa, Mathew, Joseph and Francis V. Smith (collectively the “applicant”) have submitted a special 
exception application to the Whitemarsh Township Zoning Hearing Board to permit nursing home use on a 
14.04-acre (+/-) lot on Ridge Pike that is located within the AA Residential District and the Institutional Overlay 
District. The proposed use, nursing home, is permitted by special exception in the Institutional Overlay District 
pursuant to Section 116-175.L, Special Exception Uses, of the Whitemarsh Township Zoning Ordinance. It is 
important to note that the easternmost portion of the lot features steep slopes; however, due to a calculated 
steep slope ratio of 11.8% of the total lot area, the requirements of the Steep Slope Conservation District do not 
apply (the steep slope ratio threshold is 15%).  

The submitted site plan, which is to be considered a sketch plan for the purposes of this review, would provide 
for the development of a 500-bed nursing home facility. The proposed building occupies much of the property 
frontage along Ridge Pike, and it is irregularly shaped with alternating recesses and protrusions in roughly ‘t’ 
shapes. As proposed, the property would take vehicular access in roughly the same locations as three existing 
curb cuts along Ridge Pike, though it is worth noting that one of the curb cuts does not appear to be in use and 
the others appear to allow only one-way traffic. A total of 279 parking spaces are proposed: 231 parking spaces 
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Mr. Charles L. Guttenplan, Director of Planning & Zoning Officer 

 

June 5, 2025 

 

 are proposed within structured parking underneath the building that would be accessible via four 
entrances/egresses; 26 spaces are proposed in a parking area along the northernmost accessway, and 22 
parking spaces are proposed at the main entrance to the proposed building, which is accessible via a main 
entrance. The northeast corner of the property currently features a roughly 1-acre stormwater detention basin, 
which was constructed by Montgomery County as part of the Ridge Pike Improvement Project. The applicant is 
proposing to install six (6) new stormwater management areas throughout the site. The provided ‘illustrative 
plan’ also provides for extensive landscaping throughout the site.  

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN COMPLIANCE 

Whitemarsh Township’s Selective Comprehensive Plan Update (2020) 

The 2028 Future Land Use Plan for Whitemarsh Township categorizes this area of the township as “Conservation 
District Residential” character area. The intent of the Conservation District Residential is to “facilitate residential 
development that retains open space and larger lot sizes to prevent parcels from being over-developed by 
future subdividing,” (page 31). The plan goes on to state that development within this character area is 
encouraged to provide private open space that maintains important viewsheds, natural features, and 
environmental characteristics. Three potential uses are provided for the Conservation District Residential 
Character Area: open space, large lot residential, and cluster residential. Although the future land use plan does 
not address institutional uses as is proposed, the overall site design appears to align with the goals of the 
conservation district residential.  

Montco 2040: A Shared Vision (2015; amended 2021) 

The proposal appears generally consistent with the Montco 2040: A Shared Vision (2015; amended 2021). The 
Future Land Use Plan for Montgomery County defines this area of the township as a “suburban residential area.” 
These areas are envisioned with variety of housing types with single-family detached homes as the most 
prominent land use; however, other appropriate uses include less dense multifamily development, single-family 
attached uses (e.g., townhomes and twins), and institutional uses. Extensive landscaping, buffers, and street 
trees should be provided by all developments, and recreation facilities (e.g., a central open space) should be 
provided. Buildings should have a ‘residential’ character, with pitched roofs, small building footprints, 
traditionally residential building materials, and appropriately scaled windows and doors. Development in a 
Suburban Residential area should be designed to limit potential adverse impacts of traffic, noise, and light. 

RECOMMENDATION 

The Montgomery County Planning Commission (MCPC) generally supports the applicant‘s proposal, however, in 
the course of our review we have identified the following issues that the applicant and Whitemarsh Township 
may wish to consider prior to review and approval of the required Special Exception by the Township Zoning 
Hearing Board. Our comments are as follows: 

REVIEW COMMENTS  

STEEP SLOPE OVERLAY (ARTICLE XXIII)  
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Mr. Charles L. Guttenplan, Director of Planning & Zoning Officer 

 

June 5, 2025 

 

 A. Section 116-33.2, Overlay Districts, states that “For overlay uses, the requirements of the overlay district 
shall apply, and in the event of a conflict, the overlay district requirements take precedence over those 
of the underlying zoning district(s),” and goes on to state that “Unless otherwise stated in any section of 
this chapter, Steep Slope, Riparian and Floodplain overlay provisions shall take precedence over all 
underlying or overlying provisions.”  The latter section appears to state that the regulations of the Steep 
Slope Overlay District (Article XXIII) takes precedence over all other underlying and overlying zoning 
designations. The applicant should work with the Township Zoning Officer to ensure compliance with 
this Article.  

B. Section 116-169.B., Modification of Regulations, states that any property in any zoning district that 
features slopes exceeding 15% are subject to limitations on grading and vegetation removal. A note on 
the submitted ‘site layout plan’ states that the steep slope ratio of 11.8% would not require compliance 
with Section 116-169; however, this only takes into account subsection A. As previously noted, 
subsection B would limit the amount of disturbance within steeply sloped portions of the property 
regardless of a set steep slope ratio threshold. Our analysis revealed that a significant portion of the 
property features slopes that would trigger compliance with Section 116-169.B. Please see the map, 
below, which highlights slopes of 16-25% and those exceeding 25%. Although this generally aligns with 
the steeply sloped land noted on the submitted site layout plan, the applicant should confirm the limits 
of any slopes that would require compliance with Section 116-169.B in coordination with the township.  

SECTION 116-217, STANDARDS FOR ACTIONS [BEFORE THE ZONING HEARING BOARD] 

The ZHB has sole jurisdiction over review of the criteria set forth in Section 116-217 of the Zoning Ordinance. 
MCPC provides the following comments related to Section 116-217 to aid in the ZHB’s review of the application: 
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Mr. Charles L. Guttenplan, Director of Planning & Zoning Officer 

 

June 5, 2025 

 

 A. Regarding Section 116-217.A., subsection (1), the proposed use, nursing home, is expressly permitted by 
Special Exception in the Institutional Overlay District. Furthermore, the proposal meets all dimensional 
requirements for such use (Section 116-176). Please note that the site plan may be subject to change 
if/when the applicant proceeds with Land Development.  

B. Regarding Section 116-217.A., subsection (2), the proposed use of nursing home is substantially similar 
to the use of the property abutting to the southeast (‘Masonic Village at Lafayette Hill’). Furthermore, 
another institutional use, a place of worship (‘Congregation Or Ami’), is established across Ridge Pike 
from the proposed development site. The ZHB should consider if additional concentration of 
institutional uses in this corridor is appropriate. 

C. Regarding Section 116-217.A., subsection (3), MCPC has identified potential conflicts with vehicular and 
pedestrian traffic, which are outlined in following section (under the heading ‘Transportation and 
Circulation’).  

D. Regarding Section 116-217.A., subsection (4), please refer to our previous section related to 
comprehensive plan compliance.  

E. We make no comment regarding Section 116-217.A., subsections (5) and (6). 
F. Lastly, MCPC would like to acknowledge that Article XXIV, Institutional Overlay District, does include 

specific criteria related to this land use. We encourage the township to consider reviewing this article 
and determining if these unique institutional uses warrant additional standards to aid with the review.  

TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION 

In the course of review, MCPC has identified multiple potential conflicts with the accommodation of vehicular, 
pedestrian, and transit access. 

A. Highway Occupancy Permit required. A Highway Occupancy Permit (HOP) is required for all construction 
within the right-of-way of a county road or adjacent to a county road. Please contact the Montgomery 
County Division of Roads and Bridges to learn more about the HOP process.  

B. Vehicular access and circulation. 
a. Although multiple entrances/exits may appear to provide convenient access to the site, this may 

cause confusion for residents and visitors of the nursing home. It is therefore recommended 
that the applicant consider reducing the number of entrances/exits and/or install signage that 
clearly marks the main entrance for residents and visitors.  

b. Left turns into and exiting the site may cause excessive queuing, delays, and safety concerns for 
travelers on Ridge Pike. Therefore, the applicant, Whitemarsh Township, and the Montgomery 
County Division of Roads and Bridges should discuss options to avoid such conflict (e.g., right-
turn-only for entrance and egress).  

C. Pedestrians and transit users. 
a. Although we commend the applicant for providing sidewalk along the property frontage, this 

section of sidewalk neither connects to existing sidewalk nor does it provide access to nearby 
transit stops. It is therefore recommended that the applicant seek cooperation from neighboring 
property owners to pursue access to nearby transit stops, which are located on the east side of 
Ridge Pike at Park Avenue and Church Road (to the north of the site) and Manor Road (to the 
south of the site) and on the west side of Ridge Pike at Manor Road (to the south of the site) and 
at 700 Ridge Pike (‘Holod’s Garden Center’). A potential option would be the creation of a 
pedestrian crossing at the intersection of Ridge Pike and Barren Hill Road, which would enable 
access to many of the aforementioned bus stops. Alternatively, the applicant could seek 
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 cooperation from neighboring property owners to install new sidewalk to the north and south of 
the site.  

b. It is unclear what is provided within the large grey circle at the main entrance on the submitted 
site plan (i.e., are sidewalks provided?); regardless, this area would appear to pose a potential 
conflict between pedestrian and vehicles entering the site. If it is understood that any 
pedestrians accessing this site must cross an accessway at the main entrance, because there is 
no other sidewalk connecting Ridge Pike to the building, then MCPC must point out that vehicles 
entering the property from Ridge Pike will likely enter at a speed that would pose safety 
concerns for pedestrians. The applicant may wish to reconsider this design, and may also wish to 
provide additional pedestrian connection from the sidewalk along Ridge Pike to the building.  

COUNTY STORMWATER BMP 

Montgomery County owns a drainage easement covering the stormwater management BMP that was installed 
as part of the Ridge Pike Improvement Project and intends to assert their easement rights to ensure continued 
safe drainage of the roadway. The BMP is subject to a joint utility easement with Whitemarsh Township, an 
agreement that ensures access by both parties to the site. This agreement requires that no building or structure 
may be constructed within this area and no ditch or pipe may be connected to this BMP without express 
permission from the Pennsylvania Department of Transportation. We recommend that the applicant work with 
the township to ensure that all required stormwater management for the proposal can be accommodated 
outside of the county’s stormwater easement area. 

OUTDOOR AMENITIES 

MCPC wishes to commend the applicant for the vast areas of open space and landscaping included on the 
submitted concept plan. We would, however, like to acknowledge that the concept plan lacks a defined outdoor 
amenity space for use by future employees and residents of the nursing home. We recommend that the 
applicant consider how outdoor amenities can be accommodated within the open space surrounding the 
proposed building. Examples of such may include an outdoor patio or gathering space, a loop trail, and other 
infrastructure such as benches to allow for the enjoyment of nature by residents and staff. 

CONCLUSION 

We wish to reiterate that MCPC generally supports the applicant’s proposal but we believe that our suggested 
revisions will better achieve the township’s planning objectives for institutional development. Please note that 
the review comments and recommendations contained in this report are advisory to the municipality and final 
disposition for the approval of any proposal will be made by the municipality. Should the Zoning Hearing Board 
approve the application for special exception, the applicant will be required to seek land development approval. 
Please note that MCPC must be afforded an opportunity to review said land development application, pursuant 
to Section 502 of Act 247, "The Pennsylvania Municipalities Planning Code."  
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 Please print the assigned MCPC number (25-0101-001) on any future review requests related to this proposal.  

Sincerely, 

 

Timothy Konetchy, Senior Community Planner 
timothy.konetchy@montgomerycountypa.gov – 610-292-4917 

c: Craig McAnally, Township Manager  
 Aaron Kostyk, Chair, Township Planning Commission  
 Krista Heinrich, PE, Township Engineer 
 David Sander, Esq., Township Solicitor  
 Jessica Buck, District Manager, MCCD 
 John Gallagher, PE, PennDOT 
 Fran Hanney, PE, PennDOT 
 
Attachment A: Aerial Image of Site 
Attachment B: Reduced Copy of Applicant’s Proposed Site Plan 

mailto:timothy.konetchy@montgomerycountypa.gov
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Mr. Charles L. Guttenplan, Director of Planning & Zoning Officer June 5, 2025 

ATTACHMENT A: AERIAL IMAGE OF SITE 
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Mr. Charles L. Guttenplan, Director of Planning & Zoning Officer June 5, 2025 

ATTACHMENT B: REDUCED COPY OF APPLICANT’S PROPOSED SITE PLAN 
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Factual Background 
 
The Applicant has submitted an application for special exception to the Whitemarsh Township 
Zoning Hearing Board to permit a nursing home use. The subject property, 717 Ridge Pike, is 
zoned as the AA Residential District and falls under the Institutional Overlay District. Under the 
Institutional Overlay District, a nursing home use is permitted by special exception. 
 
The subject property consists of approximately fourteen (14) acres of land and has frontage on 
Ridge Pike to the south, abuts single-family residential properties to the west and north, and abuts 
an existing nursing home (Masonic Village at Lafayette Hill) to the east. The Applicant proposes 
to construct a 3-story nursing home with 500 beds and a basement-level parking garage. The plan 
depicts three (3) proposed access driveways to Ridge Pike (County Road) with driveways leading 
to 48 surface parking spaces and 231 parking spaces within the basement-level parking garage. 
Each access drive appears to be interconnected via the building’s basement-level parking garage. 
An 18-foot wide grass paver fire route access is shown to wrap around the eastern half of the 
building.  
 
The plan notes that “Title and topography depicted hereon has been supplied via: Spatial 
Database: aerial photo, contours, roadways – Deed: title boundary plot, parenthesis ( ) indicates 
deed bearings. [A field survey by a state professional licensed surveyor shall be required prior to 
any and all subdivision and/or land development.]” An actual field survey was not utilized by the 
Applicant for preparation of the plans. 
 
 
Findings and Opinion 
 
My findings and opinions as related to the subject matter are described herein: 
 
• Finding #1 – Applicant Plans are Misaligned 
 
The plans submitted to the Township by the Applicant, specifically Sheet 2 of 3 titled “Site Layout 
Plan” include Note #1 stating “Title and topography depicted hereon has been supplied via: 
Spatial Database: Aerial photo, contours, roadways – Deed: title boundary plot, parenthesis () 
indicated deed bearings.” 
 
The Spatial Database referenced by the Applicant’s plan is a publicly available Geo-Referenced 
dataset. Additionally, although our office has not received a copy of the property deed, the deeded 
bearings and distances are depicted on the Applicant’s plan. Our office utilized the same Spatial 
Database data referenced by the Applicant’s plan and prepared overlays for comparison and for 
purposes of reviewing areas of steep slopes. Through these overlays our office verified that the 
topographic contour data downloaded by REBPC exactly matches the contours depicted on the 
Applicant’s plan, however, there are significant issues with spatial alignment of the contour data 
versus the property boundary. 
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Appended to this report is Exhibit #1 which is a copy of the Applicant’s “Site Layout Plan” 
overlaid with property boundary data and topographic data obtained from the same Spatial 
Database that the Applicant claims to reference. As seen in Exhibit #1, when aligning the 
Applicant’s plan with the Geo-Referenced property boundary from the Spatial Database, the Geo-
Referenced topographic data is misaligned with the Applicant’s Plan. 
 
Conversely, Exhibit #2 appended to this report is a copy of the Applicant’s “Site Layout Plan” 
overlaid with the same data as Exhibit #1, however, in Exhibit #2 the Applicant’s plan has been 
aligned with the Geo-Referenced topographic data instead of the property boundary data. As seen 
on Exhibit #2, the contour lines are identical to the Applicant’s plan, however the property 
boundary is misaligned by more than 50-ft along the rear of the property. 
 
As documented by Exhibit #1 and Exhibit #2, the Applicant’s Site Layout Plan (on which the 
Applicant’s steep slope analysis was performed) has a severe alignment issue. This is a significant 
issue which has a trickle-down effect as described further in Findings #2 and #3, below. 
 
 
• Finding #2 – Applicant Plans are not Suitable for Verification of Steep Slope  
 
Per §116-169 of the Whitemarsh Township Zoning Ordinance (Article XXIII – Steep Slope 
Overlay), the ordinance requires slopes of 8% or more to be “delineated on a plan which meets the 
requirements of a preliminary plan as specified in the Whitemarsh Township Subdivision and Land 
Development Ordinance.” 
 
The Preliminary Plan requirements set forth in the Whitemarsh Township Subdivision and Land 
Development Ordinance (SALDO) per §105-21.B.(2)(b) require the plan to depict “Contour lines 
measured at vertical intervals of two feet. Such elevations shall be determined by on-site survey, 
not interpretation of United States Geological Survey maps.” 
 
The plans submitted to the Township by the Applicant include Note #1 stating “Title and 
topography depicted hereon has been supplied via: Spatial Database: Aerial photo, contours, 
roadways – Deed: title boundary plot, parenthesis () indicated deed bearings.” 
 
The Applicant’s plan does not depict contour lines determined by an on-site survey, thus it does 
not meet the Preliminary Plan criteria of the SALDO and thereby not suitable to delineate slopes 
of 8% or greater as prescribed by the Article XXII of the Zoning Ordinance. As any impermissible 
disturbance of steep slopes is a zoning issue, it is my opinion that the Applicant must either provide 
a plan based upon an actual field survey or request a zoning variance. 
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• Finding #3 – Steep Slope Disturbance 
 
Despite the property alignment and contour data issues, our office has reviewed the delineated 
slopes based on the information presented by the Applicant. In the case of both alignment 
scenarios, the amount of steep slopes present on the subject property were found to result in a steep 
slope ratio significantly greater than that reported on the Applicant’s plan. 
 
Whitemarsh Township has very specific criteria defining what constitutes a steep slope and 
instructions for calculating the steep slope ratio as defined in the Article XXIII of the Zoning 
Ordinance. Per §116-169, Whitemarsh Township dictates that “The requirements of the following 
zoning districts shall be modified in accordance with the provisions of this article on all land 
having a slope of 8% or more as delineated on a plan which meets the requirements of a 
preliminary plan as specified in the Whitemarsh Township Subdivision and Land Development 
Ordinance.” 
 
The Applicant’s plan depicts a Steep Slope Conservation Area and provides a calculation for the 
Steep Slope Ratio. However, the calculation for steep slope ratio per Whitemarsh Township 
Zoning Ordinance considers all slopes of 8% or more and does not distinguish between natural 
and man-made slopes. Upon review of the Applicant’s plan, it is not clear how the “Steep Slope 
Conservation Area” was determined, as slopes of 8% or greater exist throughout much of the 
property. 
 
Appended to this report are Exhibit #3 and Exhibit #4 where our office expands upon Exhibits 
#1 and #2 to delineate slope areas as defined by the Zoning Ordinance. Exhibits #3 and #4 define 
areas for slopes from 8% to 15%, 15% to 25%, and 25% or greater. Per Exhibit #3 where the 
Applicant’s plan has been aligned via the parcel boundaries, the total slope area equates to 375,777 
square feet. Per Exhibit #4 where the Applicant’s plan has been aligned via the contour lines, the 
total slope area equates to 378,353 square feet. Calculating the steep slope ratio utilizing the 
Applicant’s “Overall Site Area” of 611,582 square feet, the resultant steep slope ratio in either case 
is greater than 61%.  
 
Per the Maximum Impervious Ground Cover chart under §116-169.A., a steep slope ratio between 
50% and 75% results in a Maximum Impervious Ground Cover of 0.11 in the AA Zoning District. 
Further, per §116-169.B., no more than 30% of the total area containing slopes 15% to 25% is 
permitted to be disturbed and no more than 15% of the total area containing slopes 25% or greater 
is permitted to be disturbed.  
 
It is my opinion that the Applicant has not provided proof that the proposal complies with the 
impervious coverage and disturbance requirements as defined in the Whitemarsh Township Steep 
Slope Overlay. Zoning variances may be required. 
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• Finding #4 – Building Height 
 
The Applicant proposes to construct a 3-story building over a basement parking garage. The 
Zoning Data tabulation listed on the Applicant’s Plan indicated a maximum building height 
requirement of 40 feet (in accordance with §116-176 of the Institutional Overlay District) and a 
provided building height of 40 feet. 
 
Building Height is defined in the Whitemarsh Township Zoning Ordinance as the “building’s 
vertical measurement from the mean level of the ground surrounding the building to a point 
midway between the highest and lowest points of the roof on the highest roof plane”. 
 
Given that the proposed building consists of three stories over a parking garage, and that the plan 
depicts access to the parking garage on multiple sides, the Applicant’s proposal is essentially a 4-
story building. Based on the Applicant’s plan and the testimony from the Applicant’s Engineer, it 
is my opinion that the proposed building will exceed the 40-foot maximum height requirement 
thereby requiring a zoning variance. Specifically: 
 

• The shading of the roof line on the Applicant’s Illustrative Plan, Sheet 1 of 3, indicates a 
pitched roof. Pitched roofs with asphalt shingle coverings commonly have a slope of 4:12 
or greater. Based on a building width of 70 feet depicted on the Applicant’s plan, the height 
of an assumed 4:12 pitched roof would be 11.67 feet. Taking the mean height per the 
Zoning Ordinance definition and accounting for a height of 10 feet for each of the 4-stories 
equates to a building height of 45.8 feet, exceeding the maximum requirement.  
 

• A height of 45.8 feet assumes that the average finished grade elevation around the building 
perimeter is even with the base of the garage-level elevation. However, there are several 
other factors that will further add to the provided building height.  
 
Firstly, the ground slopes from the southeast corner of the building to northwest side of the 
building depicted on the Applicant’s plan documents an elevation difference of 
approximately 68 feet. The Applicant’s Engineer has a testified to various means of 
alleviating this grade difference, one of which was to provide ramps internal to the 
building. Internal ramps to provide a change in elevation from one side of the building to 
the other will increase the overall building height beyond 45.8 feet. 
 
Secondly, an elevation difference of 68 feet is immense. Federal ADA criteria limits ramp 
slopes to a maximum grade of 8.33%. If the Applicant intends to accommodate the 
elevation change via ADA compliant ramps, a total ramp length of over 800 linear feet 
would be necessary. Per the floor plans, the longest straight hallway is less than 400 linear 
feet. In order for internal ramps to provide a significant impact in the overall grading 
scheme, a series of switchback ramps over the entire length of the building would be 
needed. This is not a reasonable solution. 
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Thirdly, a more reasonable approach to make up the grade difference would be to utilize 
retaining features such as utilizing an extended parking garage foundation as retaining 
and/or use of stand-alone retaining walls. These features will affect the mean level of the 
ground surrounding the building and further increase the overall building height above the 
45.8 feet noted above, which already exceeds the maximum of 40 feet required. 

 
 
• Finding #5 – Stormwater Management 
 
The Applicant has submitted a Conceptual Stormwater Management Plan and a Conceptual Post-
Construction Stormwater Management Report, both prepared by the Applicant’s Engineer. In 
addition, the Applicant’s Engineer provided detailed testimony regarding the proposed stormwater 
management plan. 
 
It is my opinion that the Applicant’s Stormwater Management Plan and Report contain numerous 
errors and inappropriate assumptions as discussed herein: 
 

• The footprint of BMP#1 encroaches into the easement area for the “County BMP” located 
in the northwest corner of the property. The Applicant has not provided proof of legal rights 
to modify grading or construct a stormwater management facility within the County 
easement area. 
 

• The stormwater basin footprints shown by the Applicant are overestimated in the report 
calculations. On the Applicant’s Plan, BMP areas are shown which depict the limit of 
proposed above-ground stormwater management facilities (i.e. detention and/or retention 
basins). However, the “Infiltration/Vegetated Area” for each BMP listed on Page 18 of the 
Applicant’s Stormwater Report are inconsistent with the plan and grossly overestimated. 
 
For example, the area of BMP #1 on the Applicant’s Plan measures to approximately 
30,400 square feet, whereas the Infiltration Area is reported as 33,619 square feet in the 
calculation. Due to spatial constraints, it is inferred that the BMP boundary lines on the 
Applicant’s plan are the outermost footprint of the basin area. Therefore, the boundary does 
not account for various grading features as required by Whitemarsh Township Ordinance 
§58-33, such as a minimum berm width of 10 feet, maximum side slopes of 3:1, and 
minimum freeboard of 1 foot. If the Applicant had accounted for these features, the 
Infiltration Area and overall size for each BMP reported in the calculations would be 
significantly smaller. Thus, the size of each BMP and therefore the retention and detention 
potential claimed by the Applicant is overstated. 
 

• The Applicant’s stormwater report lacked critical design calculations necessary to 
demonstrate that the proposed stormwater management system will provide the benefits 
claimed. A proposed grading design is required to verify the size of the six (6) above 
ground basin BMP’s. In addition, the Applicant Peak Rate summary claims that there is 
zero (0) overall discharge for the 2-year and 10-year storms in the post-construction 
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condition, and massive reductions in the discharge for the 50-year and 100-year storms. 
However, basin routing calculations were not provided to support their claims. 
 
In addition, there are inconsistencies with the reported peak rate values. Page 21 indicates 
that BMP #1 has a measured outflow in the 2-year and 10-year storms, but the peak rate 
summary on Page 22 reports zero (0) discharge in those storm events. Also on Page 21, the 
outflow from BMP #1 is lower in the 50-year storm event than it is in the 10-year storm 
event which is not possible. As the Applicant has not provided supporting calculations, the 
claims of reduced discharge are unfounded. 
 

• The Applicant provided NOAA Atlas 14 rainfall data on Page 68 of the report which lists 
a 2-year/24-hour storm depth of 3.28 inches. However, the volume calculations on Pages 
17-18 utilized a depth of 3.26 inches. Therefore, the Applicant’s volume calculations 
underreport the required net change in volume to be managed. The Applicant should clarify 
whether the proposed BMP’s have sufficient storage and infiltration potential to manage 
the full volume requirement utilizing a depth of 3.28 inches, and after accounting for the 
reduced BMP size due to necessary grading features described above.  

 
• On Page 11 of the Applicant’s Stormwater Report, several BMP’s are listed that do not 

appear in the plan or calculations, such as Subsurface Detention and Vegetated Filter Strip. 
The Applicant should clarify whether these BMP’s are proposed and, if so, how they fit in 
with the stormwater management plan scheme. 
 

• Based on the spacing and location of the proposed storm basins, it appears they are intended 
to be connected in series as all will drain to the low point at the rear of the property. 
However, the BMP volume credit calculations on Page 18 of the Applicant’s report do not 
account for the BMP’s draining in series. This may impact the amount of volume credit 
able to be claimed.  

 
 
Conclusion 
 
In my opinion, the Applicant has not provided sufficient information to demonstrate compliance 
with the Whitemarsh Township Ordinances. As a result, there may be several instances where 
zoning relief would be required to support the current proposal. I am not aware of any zoning 
variances requested by the Applicant to date. Regarding the Applicant’s conceptual stormwater 
management plan and report, there are several inconsistencies and a lack of supporting design and 
calculations which are critical. It is my opinion that the Applicant’s stormwater claims are 
unfounded due to the incomplete design information, and because the limited design information 
available is wrought with errors and inconsistencies.  
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My fees are not contingent in any way upon the outcome of this proceeding. I reserve the right to 
amend or supplement this letter should additional documentation and information be provided. I 
further reserve the right to provide a rebuttal to any report or analysis submitted by the Applicant 
or their affiliates, if requested to do so. 
 

Sincerely, 
 
      Robert E. Blue, Consulting Engineers, P.C. 
 

 
 
           By: ____________________________________ 

 Robert E. Blue, Jr., P.E., P.L.S. 
 President 
 

 
 
           By: ____________________________________ 

 Michael Baginski, P.E. 
 Senior Engineer and Project Manager 
 
Attachments: 
REBPC Exhibit #1 – Overlay Aligned by Property Boundary 
REBPC Exhibit #2 – Overlay Aligned by Contour Lines 
REBPC Exhibit #3 – Overlay Aligned by Property Boundary with Steep Slope Hatching 
REBPC Exhibit #4 – Overlay Aligned by Contour Lines with Steep Slope Hatching 
REBPC Exhibit #5 – Robert E. Blue, Jr., P.E., P.L.S. Curriculum Vitae 
REBPC Exhibit #6 – Michael Baginski, P.E. Curriculum Vitae 
 
 
Cc: Client 
 File 
 
M:\Proj\2346-1\Expert Report\2025-09-03 Final Report for Issuance\2025-09-03_(2346-1) REBPC 717 Ridge Pike Review.docx 



REBPC EXHIBIT #1 - OVERLAY ALIGNED BY PROPERTY BOUNDARY

REBPC NOTE
GREEN DASHED LINES DEPICT

CONTOUR LINES FROM THE SPATIAL
DATABASE (SEVERELY MISALIGNED

WITH APPLICANT CONTOURS)

REBPC NOTE
RED LINES DEPICT EDGE OF
ROAD BREAKLINES FROM
THE SPATIAL DATABASE

REBPC NOTE
BLUE LINES DEPICT PARCEL
DATA FROM THE SPATIAL
DATABASE (REASONABLY
ALIGNED AS COMPARED TO THE
APPLICANT PLAN DEED PLOT)



REBPC EXHIBIT #2 - OVERLAY ALIGNED BY CONTOUR LINES

REBPC NOTE
GREEN DASHED LINES DEPICT

CONTOUR LINES FROM THE SPATIAL
DATABASE (COINCIDENT WITH
APPLICANT PLAN CONTOURS)

REBPC NOTE
RED LINES DEPICT EDGE OF
ROAD BREAKLINES FROM
THE SPATIAL DATABASE

REBPC NOTE
BLUE LINES DEPICT PARCEL DATA
FROM THE SPATIAL DATABASE
(SEVERELY MISALIGNED AS
COMPARED TO THE APPLICANT
PLAN DEED PLOT)



REBPC STEEP SLOPES LEGEND

8% TO 15% = 250,968 S.F.

15% TO 25% = 110,648 S.F.

25% OR GREATER = 14,161 S.F.

TOTAL SLOPE AREA = 375,777 S.F.

STEEP SLOPE RATIO = 375,777 S.F. / 611,582 S.F. = 61.4%

REBPC EXHIBIT #3 - OVERLAY ALIGNED BY PROPERTY BOUNDARY WITH STEEP SLOPE HATCHING

REBPC NOTE
GREEN DASHED LINES DEPICT

CONTOUR LINES FROM THE SPATIAL
DATABASE (SEVERELY MISALIGNED

WITH APPLICANT CONTOURS)

REBPC NOTE
RED LINES DEPICT EDGE OF
ROAD BREAKLINES FROM
THE SPATIAL DATABASE

REBPC NOTE
BLUE LINES DEPICT PARCEL
DATA FROM THE SPATIAL
DATABASE (REASONABLY
ALIGNED AS COMPARED TO THE
APPLICANT PLAN DEED PLOT)



REBPC STEEP SLOPES LEGEND

8% TO 15% = 256,113 S.F.

15% TO 25% = 109,726 S.F.

25% OR GREATER = 12,514 S.F.

TOTAL SLOPE AREA = 378,353 S.F.

STEEP SLOPE RATIO = 378,353 S.F. / 611,582 S.F. = 61.9%

REBPC EXHIBIT #4 - OVERLAY ALIGNED BY CONTOUR LINES WITH STEEP SLOPE HATCHING

REBPC NOTE
GREEN DASHED LINES DEPICT

CONTOUR LINES FROM THE SPATIAL
DATABASE (COINCIDENT WITH
APPLICANT PLAN CONTOURS)

REBPC NOTE
RED LINES DEPICT EDGE OF
ROAD BREAKLINES FROM
THE SPATIAL DATABASE

REBPC NOTE
BLUE LINES DEPICT PARCEL DATA
FROM THE SPATIAL DATABASE
(SEVERELY MISALIGNED AS
COMPARED TO THE APPLICANT
PLAN DEED PLOT)



C I V I L E N G I N E E R S • L A N D S U R V E Y O R S • S I T E P L A N N E R S 

1149 Skippack Pike, Blue Bell, Pennsylvania 19422 • Telephone 610-277-9441 • Facsimile 610-277-9897 
www.robertblue.com • e-mail: rblue@robertblue.com 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

r o b e r t e . b l u e  c o n s u l t i n g 
 
e n g i n e e r s , 

 
p . c . 

 
CURRICULUM VITAE 

 
 

EDUCATION 

 

ROBERT E. BLUE, JR., P.E., P.L.S. 

 

TEMPLE UNIVERSITY 
B.S., Civil Engineering - 1972 
A.D., Architectural Design - 1970 

 
PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE 

Robert E. Blue, Consulting Engineers, P.C., President - 1986 - Present 
 

Consulting firm specializing in Civil and Municipal Engineering, Land Development and Land 
Surveying. Responsible for design and review of subdivision and land development plans ranging 
from two lot subdivisions and single lot commercial developments to multi-family developments 
and large commercial developments. Previously affiliated with the representation of municipalities 
in Montgomery, Bucks and Chester Counties, Pennsylvania, including East Norriton Township, 
Lower Gwynedd Township, Hatfield Township, Plymouth Township, Trappe Borough, Doylestown 
Township, Ambler Borough and Elverson Borough. Mr. Blue provided detailed plan reviews of 
projects submitted to municipalities for action by the municipalities. 

 
Mr. Blue has been qualified as an expert witness in civil and municipal engineering matters before 
numerous Zoning Hearing Boards in Bucks, Chester and Montgomery Counties. Mr. Blue has also 
been qualified in Montgomery County Courts as an expert witness in civil and municipal 
engineering matters. Mr. Blue was chosen as an arbitrator for a case which had lasted five years 
(between 1989 - 1994), to determine the validity of claims brought against a Municipal Authority 
by a contractor. 

 
Mr. Blue was appointed by the Montgomery County Courts (1995 – 2001) to be a member of a 
Board of View. His role as a member was to review expert testimony presented before him, and to 
determine and pass judgment on claims presented to the Board of View. 

 
Mr. Blue, in April, 2002, was personally awarded a Certificate Of Honor from Temple University 
for his outstanding achievements in the fields of civil engineering, land planning and land surveying. 

 
Mr. Blue was chosen by the United States Department of the Interior as an expert in the fields 
of civil engineering and land planning to assist in the review of lands to be acquired by the 
Department from a developer who desired to develop sensitive lands adjacent to Valley Forge 
Park in Valley Forge, PA. 

 
Mr. Blue was appointed in 2014 to the Montgomery County Planning Commission by the County 
Commissioner and continues to serve in that capacity. 
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Representing clients in the private sector, who are developers, Mr. Blue is responsible for the land planning, 
land surveying and civil engineering of various projects. Included in these responsibilities is the supervision 
of submissions to Township, County and Federal Agencies relative to permits and approvals required from 
these agencies. Mr. Blue works in conjunction with architects, land developers, and landscape architects to 
design plans that are the basis of land development plans. Over his career, Mr. Blue has personally designed 
the above noted plans. 

 
Chambers Associates, Inc., Project Manager - 1982 through 1986 

 
Responsible for the design of residential, commercial, and industrial development projects. Specific tasks 
included preparation of sketch plans, stormwater management design, floodplain studies, erosion and 
sedimentation control and general civil engineering responsibilities. 

 
Projects ranged in size from ten to two hundred and eighty acres, located in Pennsylvania, New Jersey, 
Massachusetts and North Carolina. 

 
During his tenure with Chambers Association, Mr. Blue also served as Township Engineering Representative 
for Municipalities located in Montgomery County, including Montgomery Township, Lower Providence 
Township, Lower Gwynedd Township, Towamencin Township and Upper Moreland Township. His duties 
included detailed reviews of land development submission. 

 

L. Robert Kimball Associates, Staff Engineer - 1980 through 1982 
 

As the engineer in charge of the civil engineering and land surveying department, Mr. Blue was responsible 
for the supervision of personnel and design and construction management of residential, industrial and 
commercial developments in Bucks and Montgomery Counties. Mr. Blue represented the firm as Municipal 
Engineer for various Municipalities located in Bucks and Montgomery Counties. Mr. Blue was responsible 
for design of various stormwater structures and municipal projects, along with the review of residential 
developments. 

 
 

F. P. Kavanaugh and Son., Inc., Staff Engineer - 1979 - 1980 
 

Mr. Blue served as principal engineer responsible for coordination and supervision of construction of site 
developments and improvements. Representative projects including single family developments ranging in 
size from five (5) to one hundred and fifty (150) units, multi-family developments, industrial parks and 
shopping centers of approximately 500,000 sq. ft. 

 
Yerkes Associates, Inc., Staff Engineer - 1972 - 1979 

 
Mr. Blue served as Staff Engineer responsible for design of single family, multi-family, planned residential 
developments (PRD), commercial and industrial projects. Included in the representative projects is 
Chesterbrook, a large mixed-use project located in Chester County, Pennsylvania. Mr. Blue also represented 
the firm during a 13-million-dollar sanitary sewer construction project located in Chester County. He was 
responsible for obtaining Environmental Protection Agency grants and supervision of seven inspectors, two 
survey crews and staff engineers during construction. 

 
Mr. Blue served as a Staff Engineer at branch offices located in Kennett Square, Pennsylvania, and Hilton 
Head Island, South Carolina. Representative for clients included; Lower Oxford Township, East 
Marlborough Township, Pocopson Township, East Fallowfield Township, Easttown Township, East 
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Vincent Township, Pennsbury Township, Uwchlan Township along with special project consultant to Radnor 
Township. Mr. Blue was appointed by the Chester County Conservation District to review applications and 
to judge engineering adequacy of plans presented to the County Conservation District in matters of erosion 
and sedimentation control. 

 
 
PROFESSIONAL REGISTRATIONS 

 

Registered Land Surveyor, Pennsylvania – 1982 – Present 
Registered Professional Engineer, New Jersey – 1979 – Present 
Registered Professional Engineer, Pennsylvania – 1977 – Present 

 
 
EXPERT WITNESS REFERENCES: 

1. Ruffini v. Megill Construction – Tredyffrin Township, Chester County, Pennsylvania 
                 Theodore Kobus, Esquire 

Marshall, Dennehey, Warner, Coleman                                         
1845 Walnut Street 

                  Philadelphia, PA 19103 
                                                                           (215)-575-2600 
 
2. Burnley v. N. Graham, Inc. – Kitchen Kettle Village, Lancaster County, Pennsylvania 

      Gregory Hirtzell, Esquire  
      1857 William Penn Way 

      P. O. Box 10248 
     Lancaster, PA. 17605-0248 
     (717)-391-4411 

 
3. Lee v. PP & L – Hazelton, Luzerne County, Pennsylvania 

              John M. Popilock, Esquire  
              Cozen, Connor 
              200 Four Falls Corporate Center 
              West Conshohocken, PA 19428 
              (610)-941-2361 

 
4. Lawrence Borda, Esquire  

Powell, Trachtman, Logan, Carrle, Bowman and Lombardo 
                          475 Allendale Road 

Suite 200 
King of Prussia, PA 19406 
610-354-9700 
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5. Valley Forge Overlook – National Parks Service v. Valley Forge, Toll Brothers 

    Lower Providence Township, Montgomery County, 
Pennsylvania Mr. William McLaughlin 

                     National Parks Service 
  U.S. Department of Interior 

                                                                           U.S. Customs House  
                                                                           200 Chestnut Street 

                     Philadelphia, PA 19106 
                          215-597-4940 
 

6. 437 East Burn Road – BBW – Upper Merion Township, Montgomery County, Pennsylvania 
  Amy Farrell, Esquire 

         Kaplan, Stewart, Meloff, Reiter, & Stein 
                Union Meeting Corporate Center 

                    910 Harvest Drive 
  Blue Bell, PA 19422  
  (610) 941-2547 

 
7. Church of the Saviour – Tredyffrin Township, Chester County, Pennsylvania 

Carter Williamson, Esquire Cohen, 
Seglias, Pallas, Greenhall & Furman 
United Plaza, 19th Floor 
30 South 17th Street 
Philadelphia, PA 19103 
(215) 564-1700 

 
8. William Cooper – Gabions – Montgomery Township, Montgomery County, Pennsylvania 

       Douglas R. Blazey, Esquire 
              Elliott Greenleaf and Siedzikowski, PC 

925 Harvest Road Blue 
Bell, PA 19422 
(215) 977-1069 

 
9. Springton Pointe v. Pulte Homes – Newtown Square, Deleware County, Pennsylvania 

Robert Ruggieri, Esquire 
Cohen,Seglias,Pallas,Greenhall & 
Furman United Plaza, 19th Floor 
30 South 17th Street 
Philadelphia, PA 19103 
(215) 564-1700 

 
10. Shops at Montage – Moosic Borough, Pennsylvania 

Douglas R. Blazey, Esquire Elliott 
Greenleaf and Siedzikowski, PC 
925 Harvest Road  
Blue Bell, Pa 19422 

                                                                       (215) 977-1069 
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11. Miller v. Septa – Upper Dublin Township, Montgomery County, Pennsylvania 

Robert Morris, Esquire Morris and Clemm, P.C  
  527 Plymouth Road, Suite 416  
  Plymouth Meeting, PA 19462  
  (610) 825-0500 

 
12. Lobar v. Geotechnical Services – Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 

Steven M. Williams, Esquire Cohen, Seglias,        
Pallas, Greenhall & Furman 

    240 North 3rd Street, 8th Floor  
    Harrisburg, PA 17101 
    (717) 234-5530 

 
13. Methacton School District– Lower Providence Township, Montgomery County, 

   Pennsylvania Robert A. Korn, Esquire 
   Kaplin/Stewart    

    910 Harvest Road  
  Blue Bell, Pa 19422 
  (610) 260-6000 

 
14. Veloric v. Heffler – Whitemarsh Township, Montgomery County, Pennsylvania 

   Neil A. Stein, Esquire 
                                       Kaplan, Stewart, Meloff, Reiter, & Stein,  

   Attorney at Law  
   910 Harvest Road 
   Blue Bell, PA 19422 
  (610)941-2469 

 
15. Petrongolo v. Gloucester County Authority– Harrison Township, Gloucester County, New Jersey 

George E. Pallas, Esquire                                    
Cohen,Seglias,Pallas,Greenhall & Furman 
United Plaza, 19th Floor 
30 South 17th Street Philadelphia, PA 19103 
(215) 564-1700 

 
16. Sullivan v. O’Connor Brothers Construction – Pennsylvania 

    John J. Branigan, Esq Branigan & Ortiz, Inc. 
        Attorneys at Law 

  1122 Locust Street 
                    Philadelphia, PA 19107 
                    (215) 592-9010 

 
17. Gillard v. HSG & Ashlee Thompson v. Alpine Pest Control – Pennsylvania 

                 Jonathan M. Field, Esquire 
  Mintzer, Sarowitz, Zeris, Ledva, & Meyers,  LLP 
   Centre Square, West Tower 

                 1500 Market Street, Suite 4100 
                 Philadelphia, PA 19102 

                                             (215) 735-7200 
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18. Pankiv v. New Plan Realty & Seningen v. Rockbourne – Pennsylvania 

                            Greg A. Ray, Esquire Comeau & Bunker 
1600 John F. Kennedy Blvd.                                                                   
Philadelphia, PA 19103-2808 

         (215) 814-6180 
 

19. Chilton Engineering – Philadelphia - Pennsylvania 
   Mr. Patrick Wolfe, Esquire 
  Zarwin, Baum Devito, Kaplan, Schaer, Toddy, P.C. 

                                                                          1818 Market Street, 13th Floor                                                                  
                                                             Philadelphia , PA 19103-3638 
                                                                          (215) 569-2800 
 

20. Marshall, Dennehey, Warner, Coleman Goggin – Pennsylvania 
                                                                           King of Prussia Mall Levin v. Snyder 

     Matthew Sabatine v. JPC Group, LLC  
     Kreider v. Penndot v. Kirlin 
     Marshall, Dennehey, Warner, Coleman Goggin 
     Mr. Thomas P. Bracaglia, Esquire (215) 575-2600  
   Ms. Brooke R. Ginty, Esquire (610) 354-8250  

        Mr. Timothy G. Ventura, Esquire (215) 575-2582  
        Mr. Thomas P. Bracaglia, Esquire (215) 575-2600  
          Marshall, Dennehey, Warner, Coleman, & Goggin  

            1845 Walnut Street 
             Philadelphia, PA 19103 

 
21. Keystone Custom Homes, Inc. v. Barakod-Landino, Inc/BL Companies 

                        Kaplan, Stewart, Meloff, Reiter, & Stein 
                        910 Harvest Road 

   Blue Bell, PA 19422                        
   (610) 941.2469 

 
22. Smith Property – Blue Bell, Pennsylvania 

 Mr. Louis Sinatra, Esquire 
Blue Bell, PA 19422 

                                                                           (215) 896.7136 
 

23. Comeau & Bunker – Pennsylvania  
Haydens v. Kingsleys        
 Seningen v. Rockbourne  
Pankiv v. New Plan Realty 
 Johnson v. Firsttrust, 
Baker v. CSX v.Reading,                          
Grisson v. Kaufman Corp 
Ms. Karen M. Ashdale, Esquire Four Penn 
Center, Suite 500 Philadelphia, PA 19103 
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24. Merilyn Benedict v. Delaware County Community College  

      The Drafting Room 
             Fisher’s Restaurant 

                 Sprague & Sprague  
Mr. Thomas Sprague, Esquire                 
Mr. Stephen B. Lavner, Esquire 

    The Wellington Building, Suite 
    400 135 South 19th Street 
    Philadelphia, PA 19103 

                                            (215) 561-7681 
 

25. Smith-Route 202 309 Novelties & Gifts 
  Mr. Brian J. Smith & Associates 

                                                                       607 Easton Road, Suite B-1             
                                                                       Willow Grove, PA 19090 
 

26. Lynch v. Solana 
                                                                       Kaplan, Stewart, Meloff, Reiter & Stein, P.C.  
                                                                       Mr. Neil Stein, Esquire. 

Union Meeting Corporate  Center                
   910 Harvest Drive 
   Blue Bell Pa 19422 
  (610) 260-6000 

 
27. Truxell v. Dunkin Donuts 

                 Deasy . Mahoney. Valentini & North LTD 
Ms. Diane McCartney 1601 
Market Street, Suite 3400 
Philadelphia, PA 19103-2301 
 

 
28. All Size Products v. Colson v. Ingrahm  

Cipriani & Werner, P.C 
Mr. Kevin Watson, Esquire  
450 Sentry Parkway, Suite 200  
Blue Bell, PA 19422 

 
 

29. Springfield Township School District v. E.R. Stueb 
      Cassidy, Connor & Pitchford, LLC 

             Ms. Carla E. Connor, Esquire  
       295 East Swedesford Road  
               Wayne, PA 19087 

 
30. Gonzalez v. Kaiserman 

  Kenneth R. Schuster & Associates 
                            Mr. Kenneth R. Schuster,  Esquire                                         
                            334 West Front Street  

  Media, PA 19063 
  (610) 892-9200 

http://www.robertblue.com/
mailto:rblue@robertblue.com


8 

r o b e r t e . b l u e c o n s u l t i n g e n g i n e e r s , p . c . 

C I V I L E N G I N E E R S • L A N D S U R V E Y O R S • S I T E P L A N N E R S 

1149 Skippack Pike, Blue Bell, Pennsylvania 19422 • Telephone 610-277-9441 • Facsimile 610-277-9897 
www.robertblue.com • e-mail: rblue@robertblue.com 

 

 

 
 
31.  Harrah’s – Chester, PA 

Saltz, Mongeluzzi, Barrett & Bendesky 
Mr. Joseph Deangelo, Esquire One Liberty 
Place, 52nd Floor Philadelphia, PA 19103 
(215) 575-2967 

 
32. Woodlawn Tract – Concord Township 
  Drinker, Biddle & Reath, LLP 

One Logan Square, Suite 200 
Philadelphia, PA 19103 
(215) 988-1146 

 
 
33. Meridian at Valley Square-Condominium Report –  

 Cipriani & Werner PC 
      Kathryn Pettit, Esquire  

450 Sentry Parkway 
Suite 200 
Blue Bell, PA 19422 
610.567.0700 

 
34. Keith Schmidt vs Vincent Hammond - New Township, Bucks County  

                                                                       Cipriani & Werner, P.C 
Ms. Lois M. Shenk, Esquire 
450 Sentry Parkway 
Suite 200 

   Blue Bell, PA 19422 
   610.567.0700 

 
35. Gail Silver vs Palermos Pizza  Trappe PA  

Cipriani & Werner, P.C – 
Julia M Jacobell, Esquire 
450 Sentry Parkway 
Suite 200 
Blue Bell, PA 19422 
610.567.0700 

 
36.  Albert Kentrus vs Rite Aid Middletown, New Castle, Delaware 

             Cipriani & Werner, P.C 
                 Lois M. Shenk, Esquire 

450 Sentry Parkway 
Suite 200 

      Blue Bell, PA 19422 
610.567.0700 

 
37. Deborah Paschal vs School District of Cheltenham  

Cipriani & Werner, P.C 
Lois M. Shenk, Esquire 
450 Sentry Parkway 
Suite 200 
Blue Bell, PA 19422 
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610.567.0700 
 
 
 

38. DARRYLE C. BANKS VS BOROUGH OF LANSDALE 
MINTZER, SAROWITZ, ZERIS, LEDVA & MEYERS, LLC 
Centre Square, West Tower 
1500 Market Street 
Philadelphia, PA 19102 
215.735.7200 
 

39. Hidden Ponds Associates, L.P. vs Boucher James, Inc                                                                        . 
     Fox Rothschild LLP  

Robert W. Gundlach, Jr., Esq 
Stone Manor Corporate Center 
2700 Kelly Road, Suite 300 
Warrington, PA 18976 
610.397.6500 
 
 

40. Harbor Landing Stormwater Infiltration Basin -  Egg Harbor Township, NJ 
Braverman Kaskey Garber, PC 
David L Braverman, Esq 
1650 Market Street, 56th Floor 
Philadelphia, PA 19103 
215.575.3800 
 

41. Boettger vs Lennar Corporation        
Braverman Kaskey Garber, PC 
Isabella Gray, Attorney at Law 
1650 Market Street, 56th Floor 
Philadelphia, PA 19103 
215.575.3800 

 
42. Gonchar vs Brown Elliot Greenleaf, P.C. 

Elliot Greenleaf, P.C. 
Colin J. O’Boyle, Esq. 
925 Harvest Drive, Suite 300 
Blue Bell, PA 19422 
215.977.1000 
 

43. Kabinoff vs Knopp Brothers Investments, LLC 
Tabakin Wolfe, LLP 
Brad S. Tabakin Esq. 
1000 Germantown Pike 
Plymouth Meeting, PA 19462 
215.525.1616 
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44. Hyland -Twp of Robbinsville vs Mercer MHC 
Hyland Levin Shapiro LLP 
Robert S Baranowski, Jr., Esq 
6000 Sagemore Drive 
Suite 6301 
Marlton, NJ 08053-2901 
856.355.2900 
 

45. Ardmore Septa Station, PECO, and Lower Merion Township 
Connor, Weber & Oberlies  
Jason G Bates, Esq 
171 W. Lancaster Ave 
Paoli, PA 19031 
610.640.2800 
 

46. Stephen Yusem vs. Kenneth F. Sheinen 
 Stephen G Yusem Esq.  
7 Steeplechase Lane  
Blue Bell, PA 19422 
215.557.4447 

 
47. Kristina Stephan Vs Mott MacDonald & Gary Snyder 

     Fox Rothschild LLP  
Beth Weisser Esq. 
980 Jolly Road, Suite 110 
Blue Bell, PA 19422 
610.397.6500 

 
48. Kathleen Holzerman vs Rite Air Corporation    

Donnelly & Associates, PC  
   1001 Conshohocken State Road  

West Conshohocken, PA 19428 
215.529.7848 

 
49. Lapatta vs Rite Aid Pharmacy 

Cipriani & Werner, P.C 
Lois M. Shenk, Esquire 
450 Sentry Parkway 
Suite 200 
Blue Bell, PA 19422 
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Representative Projects - Private Clientele 

Valley Forge Overlook – Toll Brothers – Lower Providence Township, Montgomery County 
Represented National Parks Service in purchase and preservation of lands proposed for development by Toll Brothers within 
Valley Forge National Park boundary. 

 
Marketplace at Plymouth - Plymouth Township, Montgomery County 
700,000 sq.ft. shopping center - performed all engineering and land surveying services for the development of this project. 

 
IKEA – Plymouth Township, Montgomery County 
327,000 sq.ft. retail complex, 100,000 sq.ft. office complex – performed all engineering and land surveying services. 

 
Ashbridge Square – East Caln Township, Chester County 
460,000 sq.ft. shopping center – performed all engineering, land surveying, and construction stakeout services for the 
development of this project. 

 
Valley Forge Marketplace – West Norriton Township, Montgomery County 
450,000 sq. ft. shopping center – performed engineering, land surveying and construction stakeout services for this project. 

 
Six Tower Bridge Complex – Conshohocken Borough, Montgomery County 
Performed engineering and surveying services for a 218,000 sq.ft. hotel and office complex 

 
Eight Tower Bridge – Conshohocken Borough, Montgomery County 
Provided engineering and surveying services for a 300,00 sq.ft. office building. 

 
436 Plymouth Road - Plymouth Township, Montgomery County 
Performed engineering and surveying services for the development of a commercial parcel of land including a hotel, restaurant, 
bank site and office building. 

 
Royal Farms – Pennsylvania and New Jersey various sites 
Performed engineering and land surveying services for project development. 

 
Trappe Village Center – Trappe Borough – Montgomery County 
Land surveying and civil engineering design of a 120,000 square foot multi-use shopping center 

 
Park Ridge Shopping Center – Lower Providence Township – Montgomery County 
Expansion of a shopping center including design of stormwater management facilities, and traffic improvements 
approximately 130,000 square feet. 

 
Wawa – Various sites in Southeastern Pennsylvania 
Performed engineering and surveying for land development of project sites. 

 
CVS – Various sites in Southeastern Pennsylvania 
Engineering and surveying services for land development of project sites. Royal 
Farms – Various sites in Pennsylvania, New Jersey and Delaware. 

 
Walgreens – Various sites in Southeastern Pennsylvania 
Engineering and surveying services for land development of project sites. 
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Eagle Lodge Golf Course – Whitemarsh Township, Montgomery County 
Engineering and surveying services for a new Gary Player Design Group Golf Course. 

 
Montgomery Brook – Limerick Township – Montgomery County 
Performed surveying and engineering services on a 400 unit condominium/townhouse development in Limerick Township. 

 
Yorkshires of Blue Bell – Whitpain Township – Montgomery County 
Designed and performed engineering and land surveying services for a 92 unit townhouse development in Whitpain Township. 

 
Country Commons – Doylestown Township – Bucks County 
Performed engineering services for a 300 unit apartment complex in Doylestown Township. 

 
Rittenhouse Estates – Upper Providence Township, Montgomery County Engineering 
and surveying services for 80 lot residential subdivision 

 
CD Now Headquarters - Fort Washington, Pennsylvania, Montgomery County 
Performed surveying and engineering services for the renovation of a 85,000 sq.ft. office complex building conversion. 

 
Graterford Prison - Skippack Township, Montgomery County 
Proposed 60,000 square foot expansion to the Graterford Prison Facilities, including site design, civil engineering, grading, and 
stormwater management. 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 

http://www.robertblue.com/
mailto:rblue@robertblue.com


 

 

 

 
C I V I L  E N G I N E E R S  •  L A N D  S U R V E Y O R S  •  S I T E  P L A N N E R S  

 
1149 Skippack Pike, Blue Bell, Pennsylvania 19422 • Telephone 610-277-9441 • Facsimile 610-277-9897 

www.robertblue.com  •  e-mail: rblue@robertblue.com 

..p,r cseenignegnitlusnoceulb.etrebor
 

Curriculum Vitae 
 

Michael Baginski, P.E. 
 
EDUCATION 
 
Drexel University Philadelphia, PA (September 2011 to June 2016) 
 Bachelor of Science in Civil Engineering 
 Master of Science in Civil Engineering 
  Concentration:  Water Resources Engineering 
 
PROFESSIONAL REGISTRATIONS 
 
Registered Professional Engineer, Pennsylvania, No. PE095261 (2023 – Present) 

 
CURRENT PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE 
 
Robert E. Blue, Consulting Engineers, P.C. Blue Bell, PA (September 2022 to Present) 
 
Title:  Senior Engineer and Project Manager 

Professional responsibilities include: 
- Design of commercial and residential Land Development projects consisting of siting and layout 

design, general site grading design, detailed ADA grading design, construction material 
specifications and detailing, designs for managing erosion and sedimentation during construction, 
detailed hydraulic design of stormwater conveyance systems, hydrologic design of stormwater 
management facilities and Best Management Practices (BMP’s), and Hydraulic and Hydrologic 
(H&H) studies of existing natural waterways. 

- Land Development permitting and approvals with PADEP and County Conservation Districts 
(E&S/NPDES & SFPM), FEMA, Municipalities, and Utility Authorities. 

- Project management tasks consisting of coordinating with reviewing agencies, municipal 
engineers, attending municipal public meetings as the Site-Civil Engineer representative for the 
development team. 

- Preparation of Expert Reports for arbitration cases and lawsuits consisting of reviewing 
depositions made by claimants/plaintiffs and other case participants, reviewing documents, plans, 
and other relevant data related to the case, and formulating an opinion based on the depositions 
and information reviewed. 
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PAST PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE 
 
Bohler Engineering Chalfont, PA (July 2016 to September 2022)  
 
Title:  Assistant Project Manager (June 2022 to September 2022) 

Professional responsibilities include: 
- Involvement in various Land Development projects ranging from large scale industrial/warehouse 

and mixed-use/town center developments to smaller scale commercial and residential 
developments.  

- Coordinating with Clients and members of the external Land Development project teams 
including developers, contractors, construction management companies, surveyors, traffic 
engineers, geotechnical engineers, etc.  

- Coordinating with reviewing agencies, municipal engineers, and attending municipal public 
meetings as the Site-Civil Engineer representative for the development team. 

- Oversight of the immediate project team including two Senior CAD Designers and two Staff 
Engineers. Oversight consisted of working with the Senior Project Manager to organize the 
project team’s priorities, schedule, and workload. I was also responsible for training and guiding 
the Staff Engineers through various aspects of Land Development designs including grading, 
utility, E&S, and stormwater management. I was responsible for reviewing the completed designs 
and Land Development plans.  

- Preparation of various aspects of Land Development designs consisting of grading, utility, E&S, 
and stormwater management. 

- Preparing proposals and reviewing budgets and invoices. 
 
Title:  Junior Design Engineer/Design Engineer/Senior Design Engineer (July 2016 to June 2022) 

Professional responsibilities include: 
- Assisting with various aspects of Land Development designs while learning from experienced 

Professional Engineers (P.E.) and other senior design engineers.  
- Preparing municipal land development applications and the necessary forms and documents for 

NPDES permit applications. 
- Reviewing submittal packages and shop drawings with oversight from a P.E. or senior design 

engineer. 
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REPRESENTATIVE PROJECTS 
 
Arborcrest Office Campus – Whitpain Township, Montgomery County, PA 
Prepared Land Development Plans, NPDES Permit Application package, and associated stormwater 
management design for a parking lot expansion and office building alterations. 
 
Equus Capital Partners Headquarters Office – Newtown Township, Delaware County, PA 
Prepared Land Development Plans, NPDES Permit Application package, and associated stormwater 
management design for a new office building and associated parking lot. 
 
Wawa – Wyomissing Borough, Berks County, PA 
Prepared Land Development Plans, NPDES Permit Application package, and associated stormwater 
management design for a new Wawa store with gasoline fueling station and associated parking areas. 
 
Wawa – Bern Township, Berks County, PA 
Prepared Land Development Plans, NPDES Permit Application package, and associated stormwater 
management design for a new Wawa store with gasoline fueling station and associated parking areas. 
 
Madison Apartments – Lansdale Borough, Montgomery County, PA 
Prepared Land Development Plans, NPDES Permit Application package, and associated stormwater 
management design for a “transit-oriented” mixed-use development consisting of 6 new apartment 
buildings and associated parking and plaza areas. 
 
Wawa – Penrose Avenue, Philadelphia County, PA 
Prepared Land Development Plans, Individual NPDES Permit Application package, and associated 
stormwater management design for a new extra large Wawa store with gasoline fueling station and a 
second commercial building with drive thru. This project also involved an Act II Cleanup Plan and 
realignment of an existing City street. 
 
Wawa – Frankford Avenue, Philadelphia County, PA 
Prepared Land Development Plans, NPDES Permit Application package, and associated stormwater 
management design for a new Wawa store with gasoline fueling station and associated parking areas. 
 
Amerihealth Headquarters Office – Newtown Township, Delaware County, PA 
Prepared Land Development Plans, NPDES Permit Application package, and associated stormwater 
management design for a new 80,000 square foot office building and associated 3-level parking garage 
and surface parking areas. 
 
Phase II Town Center – Newtown Township, Delaware County, PA 
Worked with a large team to prepare Land Development Plans, NPDES Permit Application package, and 
associated stormwater management design for a mixed-use town center development consisting of a 
multi-story apartment building, several townhome buildings, and a commercial building complex 
including plaza spaces, a 3-story parking garage, and an assembly building.  
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Prickett Preserve – Lower Makefield Township, Bucks County, PA 
Worked with a large team to prepare Land Development Plans, NPDES Permit Application package, and 
associated stormwater management design for a mixed-use development consisting of 9 townhome 
buildings with a central clubhouse and a commercial plaza consisting of a 100,000 square foot grocery 
store and 6 other commercial buildings. This development also included preservation of a historic house 
and barn as the focal point of the development to be repurposed into restaurant and retail uses. 
 
Arbour Square Senior Living – Lower Moreland Township, Montgomery County, PA 
Worked in parallel with the Land Development Plan and NPDES Permit application to prepare a 
Hydraulic & Hydrologic study of the Huntingdon Valley Creek, including the design of a new conspan 
arch culvert and flood storage areas to obtain a Conditional Letter of Map Revision from FEMA. 
 
Amazon Fulfillment Center – Jackson Township, York County, PA 
Worked with a large team to prepare Land Development Plans, NPDES Permit Application package, and 
associated stormwater management design for a 1,000,000 square foot fulfillment center with associated 
truck courts and employee parking facilities. 
 
Dollar General – Marlborough Township, Montgomery County, PA 
Prepared Land Development Plans, Individual NPDES Permit Application package, and associated 
stormwater management design for a new retail store and associated parking areas. 
 
Royal Farms – Lower Pottsgrove Township, Montgomery County, PA 
Prepared Land Development Plans, NPDES Permit Application package, and associated stormwater 
management design for a new Royal Farms store with gasoline fueling station, two pad sites for future 
development, and associated parking areas. 
 
Royal Farms – Plymouth Township, Montgomery County, PA 
Prepared Land Development Plans, NPDES Permit Application package, and associated stormwater 
management design for a new Royal Farms store with gasoline fueling station, associated parking areas, 
and accounting for future development of an adjacent parcel. 
 
Wawa – City of Allentown, Lehigh County, PA 
Prepared Land Development Plans, Individual NPDES Permit Application package, and associated 
stormwater management design for a new Wawa store with gasoline fueling station and associated 
parking areas. 
 
Gunsalus Tract – Worcester Township, Montgomery County, PA 
Prepared NPDES Permit Application package and associated stormwater management design for a 3-lot 
single-family residential subdivision and associated driveways. 
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KLEHR HARRISON HARVEY 
BRANZBURG LLP 
By: Matthew J. McHugh, Esquire 
Attorney I.D. No. 308723 
1835 Market Street, Suite 1400 
Philadelphia, PA 19103 
Telephone: (215) 569-1662 
mmchugh@klehr.com 
Attorney for Ted Lodge, Sarah Lodge, Mario 
Giannini, Ann Laughlin, Richard Eisenberg, 
Amanda Trayes, and Charles Uniatowski 
 

          COZEN O’CONNOR 
          By: Robert M. Careless, Esquire 
          Attorney I.D. No. 311144 
          One Liberty Place 
          1650 Market Street, Suite 2800 
          Philadelphia, PA 19103 
          Telephone: (215) 665-4798 
          rcareless@cozen.com 
          Attorney for Michael Young 
 
 

        
 
 

BEFORE THE ZONING HEARING BOARD  
OF WHITEMARSH TOWNSHIP 

 
 
IN RE: APPLICATION OF JAMES J. SMITH,      :    ZHB No. 2024-19 
THERESA C. SMITH, MATTHEW SMITH,     :      
JOSEPH SMITH, AND FRANCIS SMITH     :    717 Ridge Pike    
            :    Lafayette Hill, PA 19444 
           :    Tax Parcel No. 65-00-09628-00-9 
       
 
 
 

 JOINT FINDINGS OF FACT AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 

 Ted Lodge, Sarah Lodge, Mario Giannini, Ann Laughlin, Richard Eisenberg, Amanda 

Trayes, Charles Uniatowski, and Michael Young submit to the Zoning Hearing Board of 

Whitemarsh Township (“ZHB”) these joint findings of facts and conclusions of law in opposition 

to the Application for a Special Exception filed by James J. Smith, Theresa C. Smith, Matthew 

Smith, Joseph Smith, and Francis Smith (the “Smiths” or collectively, the “Applicant”) for a 

proposed 500-bed nursing home use (the “Application”) of the property located at 717 Ridge Pike, 

Lafayette Hill, Pennsylvania 19444, also known as Montgomery County Tax Parcel Number 65-

00-09628-00-9 (the “Property”).  
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FINDINGS OF FACT 

I. The Parties 

A. Applicant  

1. The Smiths are the current record owners of the Property and the collective 

Applicant before the ZHB. N.T. 12/11/24 pp. 36-37; Exs. A-1, A-2.  

2. During the proceedings in this matter, the Smiths were represented by Craig R. 

Lewis, Esq. of Kaplin Stewart Meloff Reiter and Stein. N.T. 12/11/24 p. 7.  

B. Neighbors oppose the proposed 500-bed Nursing Home Use   

3. Michael Young (“Young”) of 800 Andorra Road, Lafayette Hill, Pennsylvania 

19444 was granted party status without objection. N.T. 12/11/24 p. 15.  

4. During the proceedings, Young was represented by Robert M. Careless, Esquire of 

Cozen O’Connor. N.T. 12/11/24 p. 15.  

5. Ted and Sarah Lodge (together, “Lodge”) of 3 Andorra Hill Road, 730 Andorra 

Road, and 736 Andorra Road, Lafayette Hill, Pennsylvania 19444 were granted party status 

without objection.  N.T. 12/11/24 p. 14.  

6. Mario Giannini and Ann Laughlin (together, “Giannini/Laughlin”) of 5, 6, 7, 8, and 

10 Andorra Hill Road, Lafayette Hill, Pennsylvania 1944 were granted party status without 

objection. N.T. 12/11/24 p. 15.   

7. During the proceedings, Lodge and Giannini/Laughlin were represented by 

Matthew J. McHugh of Klehr Harrison Harvey Branzburg LLP. 12/11/24 p. 15.  

8. Richard Eisenberg and Amanda Trayes (together, “Eisenberg/Trayes”) of 3007 

Park Avenue, Lafayette Hill, Pennsylvania 19444 were granted party status without objection. 

N.T. 12/11/24 pp. 12, 26. 
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9. Charles Uniatowski (“Uniatowski”) of 720 Andorra Road, Lafayette Hill, 

Pennsylvania 19444 was granted party status without objection.  N.T. 12/11/24 pp. 12, 26.   

10. At the commencement of the proceedings, Eisenberg/Trayes and 

Uniatowski were represented by Douglas R. Blazey, Esquire of Elliot Greenleaf, P.C. N.T. 

12/11/24 p. 11.  During the May 7, 2025 hearing, Attorney McHugh entered his appearance 

on behalf of Eisenberg/Trayes and Uniatowski in place of Attorney Blazey.  N.T. 5/7/25 p. 5.1  

11. The Andorra Run Conservancy (“ARC”), a 501(c)(3) non-profit organization 

requested party status.  N.T. 12/11/24 p. 13.  

a. At the commencement of the proceedings, ARC was represented by Attorney 

Blazey. N.T. 12/11/24 p. 11. Attorney McHugh substituted his appearance 

on behalf of ARC at the May 7, 2025 hearing.  N.T. 5/7/25 p. 5.   

b. Uniatowski testified that he is the president of ARC.  N.T. 12/11/24 p. 27. 

c. Uniatowski testified that ARC was formed as a community organization for 

neighbors in the vicinity of the Property who are concerned about the 

Application. N.T. 12/11/24 p. 27. 

d. The Smiths objected to ARC’s request for party status on the basis that the 

organization does not own real property in the Township.  N.T. 12/11/24 p. 

28. 

e. The ZHB denied ARC’s request for party status.  N.T. 12/11/24 p. 30.  

 
1 From the outset of the proceedings, Young, Lodge, and Giannini/Laughlin, although separately represented by 
Attorneys Careless and McHugh, proceeded in a coordinated fashion and presented a joint case in opposition to the 
Application.  Eisenberg/Trayes and Uniatowski developed their case in opposition with Attorney Blazey until 
Attorney McHugh entered his appearance on their behalf at the May 7, 2025 hearing.  In the interest of brevity, 
Young, Lodge, Giannini/Laughlin, Eisenberg/Trayes and Uniatowski are hereinafter referred to collectively as the 
“Represented Neighbors.” 
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f. Before the 28, 2025 hearing, Attorney Blazey filed a motion for 

reconsideration of the ZHB’s denial on the basis that ARC should be granted 

derivative standing.  N.T. 1/28/25 pp. 6-7.   

g. The ZHB heard argument on ARC’s request for reconsideration for party 

status at the September 10, 2025 hearing.  N.T. 9/10/25 pp. 115-120.  

h. The ZHB sustained its denial of ARC’s request for party status at the 

November 12, 2025 hearing.  N.T. 11/12/25 pp. 6-7.   

12. Joselyn Nay (“Nay”) of 4 Andorra Hill Road, Lafayette Hill, Pennsylvania 19444 

was granted party status without objection.  N.T. 12/11/24 pp. 16-17. 

13. Joann Dolchak (“Dolchak”) of 3012 Park Avenue, Lafayette Hill, Pennsylvania 

19444 was granted party status without objection.  N.T. 12/11/24 pp. 18, 21.  

14. Denise Fitzpatrick and John Sheppard (“Fitzpatrick/Sheppard”) of 3009 Park 

Avenue, Lafayette Hill, Pennsylvania 19444 were granted party status without objection N.T. 

12/11/24 p. 32, 34. 

15. John Hough (“Hough”) of 3004 Park Avenue, Lafayette Hill, Pennsylvania 19444 

was granted party status without objection. N.T. 12/11/24 pp. 32, 35.   

a.    During the course of the proceedings, Hough sold his property. N.T. 9/10/25 p. 

114.  

b.   Hough subsequently confirmed the withdrawal of his party status in an email to 

ZHB Solicitor Furey dated November 14, 2025.   

16. Virginia Sabia (“Sabia”) of 2 Andorra Hill Road, Lafayette Hill, Pennsylvania 

19444 was granted party status without objection.  N.T. 12/11/24 pp. 32, 35.  
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17. Jim Toolan (“Toolan”) of 702 Andorra Road, Lafayette Hill, Pennsylvania 19444 

was granted party status without objection. N.T. 9/10/25 p. 124. 

18. Rosemarie DiLeo (“DiLeo”) of 3050 DiLeo Drive, Lafayette Hill, Pennsylvania 

19444 was granted party status without objection.  N.T. 9/10/25 p. 126.  

19. Stuart Bobman (“Bobman”) of 3052 DiLeo Drive, Lafayette Hill, Pennsylvania 

19444 was granted party status without objection. N.T. 9/10/25 p. 128.  

20. As of the date of this submission, Nay, Dolchak, Fitzpatrick/Sheppard, Sabia, 

Toolan, DiLeo, and Bobman were not individually or collectively represented by counsel 

during the proceedings (hereinafter, collectively, the “Pro se Neighbors”). 

II. The Smiths present their case in chief  

21. The Smiths called their civil engineer, Anthony J. Hibbeln, P.E. (“Hibbeln”) of 

Gorski Engineering, Inc. to testify to the Application. N.T. 12/11/24 p. 45. 

22. Hibbeln’s curriculum vitae was marked as Exhibit A-14.   

23. Hibbeln was accepted as an expert in civil engineering and stormwater design. 

N.T. 12/11/24 p. 47. 

24. The Property is just over 14 acres in gross area.  N.T. 12/11/24 p. 49.  

25. The Property was subject to a condemnation proceeding initiated by Montgomery 

County in connection with the Ridge Pike expansion project that resulted in the taking of 

certain frontage along the Property and the installation of a stormwater basin. The use of the 

stormwater basin is exclusive to the County. N.T. 12/11/24 pp. 49, 51-52.   

26. The Property is zoned AA-Residential and subject to the Institutional Overlay 

District. N.T. 12/11/24 p. 55. 
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27. A nursing home use is permitted by special exception in the Institutional Overlay 

District. N.T. 12/11/24 p. 56. 

28. The Smiths’ propose a 3-story, 500-bed nursing home facility with an 

underground parking garage, outdoor surface parking, and other associated site 

improvements. N.T. 12/11/24 pp. 54-55; Exs. A-2, A-4.  

29. The facility is currently proposed to contain 436 single-bed units and 32 double-

bed units. N.T. 1/28/25 p. 40.    

30. Hibbeln testified that the Applicant would accept, as a condition of approval, that 

the proposed 500-bed nursing home facility must be “consistent” with the definition of a 

nursing home under the Whitemarsh Township Zoning Ordinance (the “Zoning Ordinance”). 

N.T. 12/11/24 p. 57.  

31. Hibbeln consulted state regulations to calculate the minimum number of 

employees that are required for a nursing home in Pennsylvania. Hibbeln testified that one 

nurse aide is required for every 10 residents and one registered nurse is required for every 250 

residents or beds. Further, a director of nursing is required. Applying these ratios to the 

proposed 500-bed facility produces a minimum of 53 employees. N.T. 12/11/24 pp. 57, 59. 

32. With respect to the minimum number of employees calculated, Hibbeln noted 

“obviously, an operator could have more employees.” N.T. 12/11/24 p. 59.  

33. Hibbeln was unable to provide a citation to the authority utilized to compute the 

minimum employees beyond the “Pennsylvania state regulations for nursing home.” N.T. 

12/11/24 pp. 60-61. 
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34. Hibbeln calculated the required parking for a nursing home use under the Zoning 

Ordinance pursuant to the following ratio: 1 space per 2 patient beds and 1 space per 2 

employees.   

a.    500 nursing beds requires 250 parking spaces.   

b.   Hibbeln accounted for 56 employees for the 500-bed facility: 1 director of 

nursing, 3 nursing services personnel, 2 registered nurses, and 50 nurse aids.   

c.    56 employees requires 28 additional parking spaces, for a total of 278 spaces 

required.  Hibbeln provided 279 parking spaces on his plan (231 internal spaces 

and 48 surface spaces).  

           Ex A-8.   

35. Hibbeln testified that the proposed building is currently a preliminary design; an 

operator and/or owner of the facility will ultimately take the plans and refine them during land 

development to meet operational specifications. N.T. 12/11/24 p. 63. 

36. Although Hibbeln has not fully engineered the proposed building and layout, he 

testified that the building shown on the zoning drawings meets all applicable bulk and area 

requirements under the Zoning Ordinance.  N.T. 12/11/24 p. 64. 

37. Hibbeln testified that the proposed building would comply with the 40 foot height 

limitation of the Zoning Ordinance. N.T. 12/11/24 p. 65. 

38. Hibbeln offered a considerable about of testimony related to the preliminary 

stormwater management design (approximately 18 pages of testimony). N.T. 12/11/24 pp. 68-

86.   

39. Hibbeln testified that the conceptual stormwater management design will exceed 

the applicable requirements set forth by the Township. N.T. 12/11/24 p. 85. 
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40. Hibbeln offered testimony with respect to the criteria for the grant of a special 

exception under Section 116-217 of the Zoning Ordinance. 

a.    Hibbeln testified that the proposed 500-bed nursing home use will not 

substantially injure or detract from the use of neighboring properties or from 

the character of the neighborhood, and that adjoining uses will be properly 

safeguarded. N.T. 12/11/24 p. 86-87. 

b.   Hibbeln testified that a number of “additional items” will be addressed during 

land development, such as lighting. N.T. 12/11/24 p. 88. 

c.    Hibbeln is not a traffic engineer and did not prepare a traffic impact study, but 

he “has no reason to believe” that safe and efficient ingress and egress can’t be 

achieved. Hibbeln added that the access points will be reviewed during land 

development.  N.T. 12/11/24 p. 89-91.   

d.   Hibbeln does not believe that the surrounding neighborhood would be subjected 

to objectionable noise, light, glare, heat, ventilation, smoke, fumes, vapor, dust, 

dirt, gases, or electrical disturbances. N.T. 12/11/24 p. 90-91. 

e.    Hibbeln testified that there would be no detrimental effect on sanitary, school, 

police, fire, park, or public facilities. N.T. 12/11/24 p. 93. 

f.    Hibbeln testified that there will not be an adverse impact on the general public 

health, safety, or welfare. N.T. 12/11/24 p. 93.  

41. During Board-examination, Hibbeln admitted that he did not study the traffic 

patterns of Ridge Pike, and thus, could not opine on the burden placed on traffic flow in the 

area. N.T. 12/11/24 p. 96. 
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42. Hibbeln admitted that he did not study the expected 9-1-1 call volume for a 

proposed 500-bed nursing home facility. N.T. 12/11/24 p. 97 

43. Hibbeln admitted that he did not study police calls or fire calls.  N.T. 1/28/25 p. 

115.  

44. Hibbeln did not know how many nursing homes beds are currently in the 

Township, and further, he did not conduct a study with respect to the demand for a nursing 

home use.  N.T. 12/11/24 p. 99. 

45. Hibbeln is aware of the Masonic Village community immediately adjacent to the 

Property but does not know how many beds are provided at the community. N.T. 12/11/24 p. 

99. 

46. The Application has not been discussed with Masonic Village or Atria Senior 

Living. N.T. 1/28/25 p. 63.  

47. Board Member Weinstein confronted Mr. Hibbeln with a letter from Rebecca 

Werner, Chief of Operations for the Whitemarsh Community Ambulance Association 

(“WCAA Letter”) raising concerns about the Application given the existing nursing home and 

continuing care uses already within the Township.  The WCAA Letter was read into the record 

by Solicitor Furey.  The WCAA Letter states, inter alia:  

a. “Whitemarsh Community Ambulance Association, WCAA, has many curiosities 

and some concerns regarding a 500-bed facility being placed on the Smith 

Property.  Our primary concern is the sudden demand on emergency services.” 

N.T. 12/11/24 p. 107. 

b.“The Hill at Whitemarsh, THAW, 470 current beds occupied, and Masonic 

Village, 277 current beds occupied, are two facilities that come somewhat close 
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to this size.  These facilities did not begin at this size. They were developed 

much smaller with room to grow and the opportunity to grow at a controlled 

rate.” N.T. 12/11/24 pp. 107-108. 

c.   “The 9-1-1 call volume for THAW in 2023 was 186 and the year to 12/1/24 is 

182 9-1-1 calls.  The 9-1-1 call volume for Masonic Village in 2023 was 154 

and for the year to 12/1/24 is 149 9-1-1 calls.” N.T. 12/11/24 p. 108. 

d.“The expected 9-1-1 volume coming from a 500-bed facility will be, at minimum, 

comparable, if not exceeding, these facilities.” N.T. 12/11/24 p. 108.  

48. Hibbeln has never engineered a 500-bed nursing home facility. N.T. 1/28/25 p. 

62. 

49. Hibbeln admitted that he is not familiar with any comparably-sized nursing home 

facilities nor did he undertake any effort to study the facilities discussed in the WCAA Letter. 

N.T. 12/11/24 p. 100. 

50. Hibbeln admitted that the Smiths will not be the ultimate developers of the 

Property nor will they operate the facility.  N.T. 1/28/25 p. 10. 

51. Hibbeln testified that an operator for the proposed 500-bed facility has not been 

identified. N.T. 1/28/25 p. 9. 

52. As a result, Hibbeln had no input whatsoever from an operator when preparing 

his zoning plan and proposed building layout. N.T. 1/28/25 p.10 

53. Hibbeln has no knowledge of the number of employees an operator will 

ultimately staff at the facility. N.T. 1/28/25 p. 10. 

54. Hibbeln did not know how trash collection will be handled. N.T. 1/28/25 p. 11. 
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55. Hibbeln did not have any information on delivery operations (i.e., loading, 

unloading, volume, frequency, or cargo). N.T. 1/28/25 pp. 10-11.  

56. Hibbeln did not know the square footage of the proposed building and, as a result, 

could not compare it to the size of other nursing home facilities in the area. N.T. 1/28/25 p. 

38-39. 

57. Hibbeln agreed that the amenities such as a gym, bank, or other features currently 

shown on the plan are purely speculative until an operator is involved. N.T. 1/28/25 p. 41. 

58. Hibbeln agreed that the services ultimately provided by an operator will dictate 

how the space within the facility is delineated. N.T. 1/28/25 p. 42. 

59. Hibbeln admitted he doesn’t know the frequency at which residents of the facility 

will need to be transported from the Property. N.T. 1/28/25 p. 42. 

60. Hibbeln did not know how many specialists will need to be brought to the facility. 

N.T. 1/28/25 p. 43. 

61. Hibbeln opined that the operational elements of the proposed use would be better 

addressed during land development. N.T. 1/28/25 p. 43. 

62. The only means of access to the proposed 500-bed nursing home are from Ridge 

Pike; there is no secondary means of access from any other roadway. N.T. 1/28//25 p. 48. 

63. The sidewalks proposed for the front of the Property will dead-end as there are 

no sidewalks fronting the neighboring properties. N.T. 1/28/25 p. 46. 

64. Hibbeln acknowledged that there will be employees relying on public 

transportation.  N.T. 1/28/25 p. 48. 

65. Hibbeln calculated employee parking for the 500-bed facility based on just 56 

employees. N.T. 1/25/28 pp. 13-14. 
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66. Hibbeln did not account for any kitchen staff in his employee parking count. N.T. 

1/28/25 p. 14. 

67.   Hibbeln did not account for any staff to bus tables or serve meals. N.T. 1/28/25 

p.  15. 

68. Hibbeln did not account for any staff of the proposed rec room, spa, physical 

therapy, gym, or a lounge, despite showing those amenities on the zoning plan. N.T. 1/28/25 

p. 15-16. 

69. Hibbeln did not account for occupational therapists. N.T. 1/28/25 p.16-17. 

70. Hibbeln did not account for nutritionists. N.T. 1/28/25 p. 17. 

71. Hibbeln did not account for housekeeping. N.T. 1/28/25 p. 18. 

72. Hibbeln did not account for maintenance crew. N.T. 1/28/25 p. 18. 

73. Hibbeln did not account for a receptionist.  N.T. 1/28/25 p. 18-19. 

74. Hibbeln did not account for staff dedicated to religious programs or activities. 

N.T. 1/28/25 p. 19. 

75. Hibbeln did not account for overflow visitor parking. N.T. 1/28/25 p. 22. 

76. Hibbeln agreed that more parking spaces will be required for additional 

employees that are currently omitted in the parking calculations. N.T. 1/28/25 pp. 103-104. 

77. In addressing how additional parking will be added for the omitted employees, 

Hibbeln testified “we’ve provided areas on the site at the rear and inside the garage if we 

needed to have more parking to accommodate more employees. Once we have an operator to 

share those employee counts, we believe the site can handle those employees as well.” N.T. 

12/11/24 pp. 111-112. 
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78. Hibbeln admitted that the underground parking garage is still conceptual and will 

have to be fully designed from a structural perspective.  N.T. 1/28/25 p. 20. 

79. Hibbeln confirmed that the Smiths have not applied for a County Highway 

Occupancy Permit (HOP) or submitted a scoping application for the three full access drives 

with full turning movements along Ridge Pike. N.T. 1/28/25 p. 23-24. 

80. Hibbeln agreed that the Township Code estimates 1,300 daily trips will be 

generated for the 500-bed nursing home use. Hibbeln did not compare that estimated trip 

generation against the current Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Manual. N.T. 

1/28/25 p. 27. 

81. Hibbeln did not prepare a lighting plan showing the placement of the internal 

lights on the site or the height of the lighting poles. N.T. 1/28/25 p. 48. 

82. On cross-examination, Hibbeln testified to a “stepped” structure for the building 

due to the grade changes of the Property but confirmed that architectural plans have not been 

developed.  N.T. 1/28/25 p. 87. 

83. Although not shown on the plans submitted to the ZHB, Hibbeln testified that 

retaining walls will be needed for the structure. N.T. 1/28/25 p. 53. 

84. Hibbeln’s plan was prepared utilizing public data made available through the 

Pennsylvania Spacial Database (“PASDA”). N.T. 12/11/24 p. 129. 

85. Hibbeln testified that the topographic data available through PASDA does not 

include slopes created by the County in connection with the Ridge Pike expansion project; as 

such, those slopes are not accounted for on the Smiths’ plans. N.T. 1/28/25 p. 35. 

86. A topographic survey of the Property has not been prepared. N.T. 12/11/24 p. 

129; N.T. 1/28/25 p. 32. 
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87. Hibbeln conceded that the stormwater analysis will be impacted by a topographic 

survey and grading plan. N.T. 1/28/25 p. 54. 

88. Hibbeln did not conduct an off-Property assessment of the downstream 

conditions on the Andorra Run tributary. N.T. 12/11/24 p. 139. 

89. Hibbeln opined that the Township’s Comprehensive Plan “forgot” the Property 

in their future land use plan but later admitted that the location of the Property is situated in 

the “Conservation District Residential” future land use category. N.T. 1/28/25 pp. 55-56; Ex. 

P-1.  

90. Following the cross-examination of Mr. Hibbeln, the Smiths called no other 

witnesses in support of the Application and rested their case.  N.T. 1/28/25 p. 101. 

III. The Represented Neighbors present their Case in Opposition to the Application  
 

A. Fred Albert 

91. Eisenberg/Trayes and Uniatowski called Fred Albert of Fred Albert Design, 

Landscape Architecture, Interiors, and Building Solutions (“Albert”).  N.T. 1/28/25 p. 123; 

Ex. P-2.  

92. Albert’s curriculum vitae was marked as Exhibit P-2.  

93. Albert’s professional experience includes work on a project involving grading 

across 500 acres, and his expertise regularly includes roadway and slope design for access to 

parking areas. N.T. 3/5/25 p. 56. 

94. Albert has experience with the design of nursing homes, hospitals, and medical 

clinics. N.T. 3/5/25 p. 70. 

95. Albert was admitted as an expert in landscape architecture.  N.T. 1/28/25 p. 133. 
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96. Albert prepared a report dated March 3, 2025 that was marked as Exhibit P-4; his 

revised expert report dated March 24, 2025 was marked as Exhibit P-7.  

97. Based on his expertise and qualifications, Albert analyzed how the site conditions 

of the Property can be married to the proposed 500-bed nursing home building. N.T. 3/5/25 

pp. 45-46, 55. 

98.  Albert testified that he visited the outer perimeter of the Property and studied the 

drawings submitted by the Smiths. N.T. 3/5/25 p. 20. 

99. Albert testified that the drawings submitted by the Smiths show a proposed 

building with a constant floor elevation with no breaks, no stairs, no steps, and no ramps. N.T. 

3/5/25 pp. 21, 54. 

100.  However, when analyzing the grade changes of the Property, there is an 

approximate 72 foot sloping fall from the south (high point) to north (low point). N.T. 3/5/25 

p. 22. 

101. Albert utilized the construction drawings prepared by Gannett Fleming, the 

engineers for the Ridge Pike roadway expansion project, to ascertain the topography of the 

Property.  Albert later testified that the topographic information shown on Hibbeln’s drawings 

are the same as shown on the Gannett Fleming drawings.  N.T. 3/26/15 p. 17.   

102. Albert calculated the existing and proposed elevations at the north and south ends 

of the proposed building according to the Gannett Fleming topography and concluded that the 

south end of the building will be 13 feet below existing grade at the southeast wing and 21 

feet below existing grade at the southwest wing; by contrast, the north end will be 50 feet 

above existing grade to the first level of the building.  N.T. 3/5/25 p. 41, Ex. P-7.  
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103. As a result, a massive retaining wall and 50 feet of fill or the construction of 

elevated structures will be required to raise the existing grade of the northern end of the 

proposed building due to the significant drop in grade.  N.T. 3/5/25 p. 42, Ex. P-7.  

104. Albert contested Hibbeln’s testimony with respect to the proposed building being 

“stepped” to deal with the grade changes. Albert highlighted that this critical information is 

not shown on the Smiths’ drawings.  N.T. 3/5/25 pp. 73-74.   

105. Albert explained that townhomes have party walls; the proposed nursing home 

building is shown to have a constant corridor like a hospital which will require a 150 foot long 

ADA ramp, and thus, six modules stepping 12 feet to account for the 72 foot drop in grade 

which is not possible with the proposed parking garage. N.T. 3/5/25 pp. 73-74 

106. In addition, Albert analyzed the height of the proposed building in relationship to 

the topography of the site and amount of fill needed to address the grade change of the 

Property, and concluded that the building at the northern end will be 91.67 feet above the 

existing grade, far exceeding the 40 foot height limitation (i.e., once the 3-story building is 

placed on top of the 50 feet of fill needed, the structure will be 91.67 feet above the existing 

grade). N.T. 3/5/25 pp. 42-43, N.T. 3/26/25 p. 22, Ex. P-7. 

107. Albert opined that there will be a detrimental effect on the community due to the 

proposed building being approximately 90 feet above the existing grade with the amount of 

fill that will be needed for support (i.e., the building will have the impact of 9 stories). N.T. 

3/5/25 p. 98, N.T. 3/26/25 p. 29. 

108. Albert opined that the slopes leading into the parking garage from the main 

entrance are unworkable. N.T. 3/5/25 p. 59-60.  
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109. Albert testified that the proposed driveway designs are not in line with standard 

design practice. N.T. 3/5/25 p. 60.   

110. Albert’s opined that the 500-bed nursing home building cannot be constructed on 

the Property as proposed. N.T. 3/5/25 pp. 29, 55.  

111. Albert opined that the building proposed to house the 500-bed nursing home use 

is inappropriate for the Property. N.T. 3/26/25 p. 29.  

B. Shandor Szalay 

112. Eisenberg/Trayes and Uniatowski called Shandor Szalay of Arcadis (“Szalay”).   

113. Szalay’s resume marked as Exhibit P-5.  

114. Szalay was accepted as an expert in fluvial geomorphology.  N.T. 3/5/25 p. 105. 

115. Fluvial geomorphology is the study of streams and rivers and their physical 

forms.  Szalay conducts an applied form of that study to analyze the effect of changes to the 

landscape, development, and other features of nature on river and stream systems. N.T. 3/5/25 

p. 104. 

116.  Szalay prepared a report that was marked as Exhibit P-6.  N.T. 3/5/25 p. 106. 

117. Szalay conducted a field assessment of the unnamed tributary to the Wissahickon 

Creek known as the “Andorra Run” which lies downstream from the proposed 500-bed 

facility.  N.T. 3/5/25 p. 107; Ex. P-6.  

118. Andorra Run has severe signs of instability.  N.T. 3/5/25 p. 108. 

119. Andorra Run is in “active adjustment” and has multiple “head cuts” (i.e., a 

vertical change in the stream bed elevation, more commonly understood as a water fall).  This 

means the stream is in an erosive process and susceptible to collapse. N.T. 3/5/25 pp. 111-

112; Ex. P-6. 
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120. Szalay observed bank erosion which causes the surrounding area to be flood 

prone.  N.T. 3/5/25 p. 115. 

121. The development of impervious surfaces leads to a more forceful runoff into the 

stream, resulting in channel evolution. N.T. 3/5/25 pp. 115-116. 

122. Szalay reviewed the post-construction management plan for the proposed nursing 

home and is concerned that there will be a significant problem for the stream and impact for 

the surrounding property owners. N.T. 3/5/25 pp. 118-119. 

123. In Szalay’s professional opinion, the Smiths’ Stormwater Plan does not take into 

account the instability of the stream and factors surrounding its evolving erosion.  N.T. 3/5/25 

p. 123. 

124. In Szalay’s professional opinion, the surrounding properties and residents will 

suffer when the Andorra Run falls apart.  N.T. 3/5/25 pp. 144, 146. 

C. James Press 

125. Eisenberg/Trayes and Uniatowski called James Press of Aterra Solutions 

(“Press”).  

126. Press’ curriculum vitae was marked as Exhibit P-8. 

127. Press was admitted as an expert in professional engineering with a specialty in 

geotechnical engineering. N.T. 3/26/25 p. 41. 

128. Press prepared a report that was marked as Exhibit P-9. 

129. Press testified that he analyzed the existing slope conditions of the Property 

utilizing Light Imaging Detection and Ranging (“LiDAR”) data which is made available 

through the PASDA database. N.T. 3/26/25 pp. 42, 84.  
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130. The Township regulates the permissible disturbances (i.e., regrading and/or the 

stripping of vegetation) of certain percentages of slopes within all zoning districts. N.T. 

3/26/25 p. 50.  

131. Press testified that the Township does not permit more than 30% of steep slopes 

of 15% and 25% on the Property to be disturbed.  N.T. 3/26/25 p. 57. 

132. Press testified that the Township does not permit more than 15% of steep slopes 

of 25% or more on the Property to be disturbed.  N.T. 3/26/25 p. 57.  

133. Press identified slopes on the Property outside of Hibbeln’s “steep slope 

conservation area” shown on his drawings, particularly those of 15 percent or greater. N.T. 

3/26/25 pp. 49, 53; Ex. P-9. 

134. Press identified 38,235 square feet of the proposed developed area of the project 

to have slopes between 15% and 25%.  N.T. 3/26/25 p. 52; Ex. P-9. 

135. As a result, Press concluded that 32.7% of the total land area of the Property 

having grades of 15-25% will be regraded and/or stripped of vegetation pursuant to the 

proposed plan.  N.T. 3/26/25 pp. 54-56, 58; Ex. P-9. 

136. Press identified 4,979.2 square feet of the proposed developed area of the project 

to have slopes of 25% or greater. N.T. 3/26/25 p. 52; Ex. P-9.    

137. As a result, Press concluded that 46.4% of the total land area of the Property 

having grades of 25% or more will be regraded and/or stripped of vegetation pursuant to the 

proposed plan.  N.T. 3/26/25 pp. 56, 58; Ex. P-9. 

138. Press relied on the Application and materials submitted therewith along with the 

same public topographic data available to and utilized by the Applicant.  N.T. 3/26/25 pp. 81-

82.   
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139. Press opined that the Smiths’ Exhibit A-10 does not offer a complete steep slopes 

analysis because Hibbeln did not analyze the Property as a whole.  N.T. 3/26/25 p. 101. 

140. Press disagrees with Hibbeln’s testimony that there will be no steep slope 

disturbance under the proposed nursing home structure.  N.T. 3/26/25 p. 113.  

141.  Based on the information submitted by the Smiths and the publicly available 

data, Press opined that the Application does not comply with the Zoning Ordinance with 

respect to the disturbance of steep slopes. N.T. 3/26/25 pp. 82, 90-91. 

D. Thomas Comitta 

142.  Young, Lodge, and Giannini/Laughlin called Thomas J. Comitta of Thomas 

Comitta Associates, Inc. (“Comitta”). 

143. Comitta’s curriculum vitae was included as Appendix C within his report marked 

as Exhibit P-10. 

144. Comitta has represented 149 municipalities, mostly in Pennsylvania, for the last 

51 years as a municipal planning consultant.  N.T. 5/7/25 p. 15.  

145. Comitta’s firm currently represents 26 municipalities in Pennsylvania. N.T. 

5/7/25 p. 15. 

146. Comitta was accepted as an expert in land use planning and zoning and landscape 

architecture. N.T. 5/7/25 p. 18. 

147.   Comitta testified to the standards under Section 116-217 of the Zoning 

Ordinance.  N.T. 5/7/25 p. 20. 

148. Comitta opined that the proposed use will substantially detract from the character 

of the surrounding neighborhood due to the “massive size of the proposed 500-bed nursing 
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home and the associated driveways, parking areas, and related structures on the existing 

significantly sloping site.” N.T. 5/7/25 p. 22; Ex. P-10. 

149. Comitta reviewed the sizes of other facilities in the area and other nursing homes 

in Pennsylvania.  N.T. 5/7/25 p. 23.  

150. Within the surrounding area of the Property, Comitta reviewed Masonic Village, 

Atria, and The Hill at Whitemarsh (“The Hill”).  N.T. 5/7/25 p. 23.  

151. Masonic Village is an active retirement community with 60 nursing beds.  N.T. 

5/7/25 p. 23; Ex. P-10. 

152. Masonic Village and Atria are “set back more substantially from Ridge Pike” as 

compared to the proposed 500-bed facility. N.T. 5/7/25 p. 24.   

153. Comitta testified to Appendix A of his report which catalogs nursing homes for 

the Pennsylvania, New Jersey, and Delaware region. Comitta then focused on the nursing 

homes within Montgomery County.  N.T. 5/7/25 p. 26. 

154. Comitta identified 48 nursing homes and rehabilitation facilities within 

Montgomery County.  40 percent of the nursing homes have fewer than 100 nursing beds; 58 

percent have fewer than 196 nursing beds; and only one facility had 470 nursing beds.  The 

average amongst the 48 facilities is 115 nursing beds.  Further, 98% of the existing nursing 

homes in Montgomery County have less than 196 beds. N.T. 5/7/25 p. 26; Ex. P-10.   

155. No existing nursing home in Montgomery County has 500 beds.  N.T. 5/7/25 p. 

27. 

156. Comitta opined that the proposed 500-bed facility is monolithic and out of 

character with the surrounding area. N.T. 5/7/25 p. 28.  
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157. Comitta reviewed the Township’s Comprehensive Plan and identified the 

Property to be within the future land use category of Conservation District Residential. N.T. 

5/7/25 pp. 33-35.  

158. Comitta recited the intent of the Conservation District Residential to “facilitate 

residential development that retains open space and larger lot sizes to prevent parcels from 

being overdeveloped.” N.T. 5/7/25 p. 33. 

159. Comitta opined that the proposed 500-bed nursing home is not consistent with 

the Comprehensive Plan because it does not include open space preservation or conservation 

area, is a parcel being proposed for overdevelopment, and proposes a massive 500-bed 

building.  N.T. 5/7/25 p. 36; Ex. P-10.  

160. Comitta explained that he could not formulate an opinion with respect to Section 

116-217(5) of the Zoning Ordinance because the Smiths failed to provide information on the 

operational aspects of the proposed development (e.g., there is no or incomplete data on the 

number of employees, shifts, medical supply and food deliveries, frequency of ambulances, 

and lighting).  As such, Comitta was foreclosed from opining on the impact of the 

development on the surrounding neighborhood as it relates to objectionable noise, light, and 

other nuisances.  N.T. 5/7/25 pp. 37-40; Ex. P-10.  

161.  With respect to Section 116-217(6) Comitta opined that the proposed 500-bed 

nursing home will unduly burden emergency medical services.  N.T. 5/7/25 p. 40. 

162. Comitta conferred with Rebecca Werner, Chief of Operations at the Whitemarsh 

Community Ambulance Association and obtained factual information that The Hill has 200 

ambulance visits per year. N.T. 5/7/25 p. 44; Ex. P-10. 
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163. Further, Comitta learned that the addition of a 500-bed nursing home would 

require the addition of an additional ambulance, stretchers, a cardiac monitor, and personnel. 

N.T. 5/7/25 p. 44; Ex. P-10.  

164. Comitta testified that he has reviewed “countless” plans for conformance with 

similar language as contained Section 116-217(6); some specific examples of his experience 

with proposed skilled nursing and/or continuing care facilities include White Horse Village in 

Edgmont, Riddle Village in Middletown Township, and Morris Grove in Concord Township.  

N.T. 5/7/25 p. 53.  

165. Comitta testified that the Smiths’ application, as proposed, should be denied.  

Comitta elaborated that “it’s enormous.  It’s too much.  There is nothing like it.  It’s not 

normative.  It’s aggressive for the site.  It’s overdevelopment.  It’s high density.”  N.T. 5/7/25 

p. 61. 

166. Comitta opined that, if the ZHB were inclined to grant a special exception for a 

nursing home use, the amount of beds should be limited to 115 as the normative size. N.T. 

5/7/25 pp. 56-57.  

E. Albert Federico  

167.  Young, Lodge, and Giannini/Laughlin called Albert Federico of Albert Federico 

Consulting, LLC (“Federico”). 

168. Federico has been in the practice of transportation engineering for more than 30 

years.  Federico works with municipalities and developers. N.T. 7/2/25 pp. 23-24. 

169. Federico’s curriculum vitae was marked as Exhibit P-11. 

170. Federico was accepted as an expert in traffic planning and design. N.T. 7/2/25 p. 

25. 
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171. Federico prepared an expert report that was marked as Exhibit P-12 (“Federico 

Report”).  The data supporting the Federico Report was marked as Exhibit P-13.   

172. Federico testified that the Smiths have not submitted a traffic study, gap study, or 

sight distance analysis for the proposed 500-bed nursing home use. N.T. 7/2/25 p. 27. 

173. The Smiths have not submitted any information regarding the traffic operations 

for the 500-bed nursing home facility. N.T. 7/2/25 p. 28.   

174. With respect to the requirements for the grant of a special exception, Federico 

reviewed Section 116-217.A(3) and focused on subsections (c) and (d) – the location of 

entrance and exist drives on the street and the design and capacity of off-street parking 

facilities. N.T. 7/2/25 p. 28.   

175. Federico determined that the proposed driveways for the facility are closely 

spaced, particularly the middle and northern driveways.  N.T. 7/2/25 p. 29.  

176. Federico opined that “overlapping left turns in such close proximity would be 

considered undesirable from an operations perspective.” N.T. 7/2/25 p. 29. 

177. Federico reviewed the historic collision data for the site area.  Federico testified 

that there were 15 reportable mid-block collisions between 2019 and 2023 along Ridge Pike 

between Park Avenue and Barren Hill Road, with the majority of collisions involving 

northbound traffic. N.T. 7/2/25 p. 29; Ex. P-12.  

178. Federico is unaware of any proposed accommodations to get pedestrian bus riders 

to the Septa bus route along Ridge Pike; as such, bus riders will have to attempt to cross Ridge 

Pike. N.T. 7/2/25 pp. 29-30. 

179. Federico identified issues with Hibbeln’s subsurface parking plan due to the grade 

changes of the Property. N.T. 7/2/25 p. 30.  
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180. Federico identified three dead-ends within the sub-surface parking area which 

will pose an undesirable condition for emergency services. N.T. 7/2/25 p. 30. 

181. In order to address the circulation issues due to the dead-ends and other identified 

spaces which appear to block stairways within the parking area, parking spaces will have to 

be removed, thus resulting in a lower internal parking count than what is currently represented 

on the zoning plan. N.T. 7/2/25 p. 31. 

182. Federico identified 12 spaces that will be lost because of inadequate 

maneuverability and 8 spaces that will be lost because they obstruct access to stairs or other 

areas. N.T. 7/2/25 p. 31.  

183. In addition, Federico observed that the parking layout does not show any 

structural elements. As such, additional spaces may be lost once the structural elements are 

added. N.T. 7/2/25 p. 31. 

184.  If the insufficient interior parking areas cannot be reconfigured, those spaces will 

need to be shifted to the outdoor surface lot to maintain the current parking count. Federico 

noted that these relocated spaces would be in addition to those Hibbeln already acknowledged 

were necessary to account for the employees omitted from his parking calculations. N.T. 

7/2/25 p. 32.  

185. Federico conducted a supplemental assessment of the actual site conditions and 

sight distance on Ridge Pike. N.T. 7/2/25 p. 32. 

186. In connection with the assessment, Federico requested a traffic count to be 

performed.  N.T. 7/2/25 p. 34; Ex. P-12.  

187. On Wednesday, June 18, 2025, the total daily traffic volume was 24,402 vehicles 

– 12,462 vehicles traveling northbound and 11,940 vehicles traveling southbound.  The peak 
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hour volumes were measured to be 1,972 vehicles during the morning peak hour (1,159 

northbound and 813 southbound) and 2,106 vehicles during the evening peak hour (1,053 

northbound and 1,053 southbound). N.T. 7/2/25 p. 35; Exs. P-12, P-13.   

188. During the period studied, northbound vehicles traveled at a speed of 48 mph for 

the 85th percentile speed.  Southbound vehicles traveled at a speed of 43 mph. The speed limit 

in this section of Ridge Pike is 35 mph.  N.T. 7/2/25 p. 34; Ex. P-12.  

189. To meet PennDOT’s standards, the proposed driveways will need sight lines of 

500 feet for turns to the left and 570 feet for turns to the right. N.T. 7/2/25 p. 34; Ex. P-12. 

190. Federico identified challenges with complying with PennDOT standards for sight 

lines. The northern driveway sight line is proposed to go through the adjacent property.  For 

the southern driveway, in order to achieve adequate sight lines there will need to be additional 

disturbance of the embankment that was recently regraded by the County. N.T. 7/2/25 p. 35. 

191. The volume data collected by Federico allowed for the preparation of an analysis 

of anticipated driveway operations using the procedures set forth in the Highway Capacity 

Manual along with the estimated traffic based on the most current edition of the ITE Trip 

Generation Manual. N.T. 7/2/25 p. 36. 

192. Because the operations of the driveways have not been made clear by the 

Applicant, Federico applied an assumption that 60% of the traffic would use the main 

driveway and the remaining traffic coming to and from the site would be split evenly from the 

north and south. N.T. 7/2/25 pp. 37-38. 

193. Federico identified that left turning movements out of the site would operate at a 

deficient level of “Service F” with delays which will cause drivers to become impatient with 

delays and making risky driving maneuvers. N.T. 7/2/25 p. 38. 
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194. Federico opined that the location of the entrance and exit drives are undesirable 

and will create “overlapping” left turns, meaning that there will be conflicts amongst vehicles 

trying to turn left into the site and left out of the site.  Moreover, this will lead to lockages in 

the flow of southbound traffic on Ridge Pike.  N.T. 7/2/25 p. 56. 

195. A new left turn lane would require a further widening of Ridge Pike.  N.T. 7/2/25 

p. 61.  

196. Federico opined that the driveways do not demonstrate compliant slopes, 

acceptable sight distance, or acceptable operations. Moreover, Federico opined that the 

number of parking spaces and internal vehicle circulations are inadequate. N.T. 7/2/25 p. 42; 

Ex. P-12. 

197. Federico opined that the propose project will have a harmful effect on the traffic 

elements that are identified in the Zoning Ordinance. N.T. 7/2/25 pp. 42-43. 

198.   Federico opined that the proposed project will have a harmful effect on 

circulation, traffic, and parking. N.T. 7/2/25 p. 43. 

F. Rebecca Werner 

199. Young, Lodge, and Giannini/Laughlin called Rebecca Werner (“Werner”) who is 

the Chief of Operations for the Whitemarsh Community Ambulance Association (“WCAA”).  

WCAA is the “9-1-1 squad” for the Township.  N.T. 8/13/25 p. 6. 

200. Werner has been with WCAA for 15 years and in her current role as the Chief of 

Operations for 8 years. N.T. 7/2/25 p. 6. 

201.  Werner is still active on emergency calls. N.T. 7/2/25 pp. 6-7. 
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202. Werner testified that WCAA handles approximately 5,000 calls per year, the 

majority of which are 9-1-1 calls.  WCAA also handles non-emergency transports for facilities 

like The Hill and Masonic Village. N.T. 7/2/25 p. 7. 

203. Werner explained that WCAA’s ambulances are comprised of “ALS Squads” 

(Advanced Life Support) and “BLS Squads” (Basic Life Support) – ALS Squads have a 

paramedic and an emergency medical technician (“EMT”) on each ambulance and are able to 

provide advanced skills; BLS Squads have two EMTs on each ambulance. N.T. 7/2/25 p. 7. 

204. WCAA currently has five fully equipped ALS ambulances. N.T. 7/2/25 p. 8. 

205. WCAA currently has a total of 43 employees; 15 of the employees are full time; 

9 are paramedics and the remainder are EMTs.  N.T. 7/2/25 p. 8.  

206. WCAA is the primary emergency responder for Whitemarsh Township, but can 

and will be called to respond to other areas of Montgomery County. N.T. 7/2/25 p. 9. 

207.  Werner has extensive experience with nursing homes, independent living 

facilities, assisted living facilities, and senior living centers. N.T. 7/2/25 pp. 10-11. 

208. Werner explained that Whitemarsh Township has the second highest amount 

Medicaid/Medicare beds in Montgomery County. N.T. 7/2/25 p. 10. 

209. Werner explained that residents of nursing facilities are those with co-

morbidities, meaning that they have multiple medical conditions with multiple medications 

and therefore utilize the 9-1-1 system at a higher rate. N.T. 7/2/25 p. 12. 

210. There are no facilities in Whitemarsh Township that have 500, 400, or even 300  

nursing beds. N.T. 7/2/25 p. 13.   

211. As an example, The Hill has 400 independent living beds but just 56 nursing beds 

and 14 memory care beds. N.T. 7/2/25 p. 11. 
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212. Werner testified to the number of 9-1-1 calls to which WCAA responded in 2023 

and/or 2024 for Masonic Village, The Hill, and Atria. N.T. 7/2/25 p. 14: 

a.   Masonic Village: WCAA responded to 154 calls in 2023 and 165 calls in 2024.  

b.  The Hill: WCAA responded to 186 calls in 2023 and 204 in 2024. 

c.   Atria: WCAA responded to 190 calls in 2024.  

213. The data on calls reported by Werner are just for WCAA-responses (i.e., it’s not 

how many 9-1-1 ambulances responded to the facilities per year because other outside squads 

will cover calls when WCAA is active on another emergency). N.T. 7/2/25 p. 40.   

214. Werner further explained that this data does not include lift assist calls or when 

WCAA is cancelled on the scene because a patient refused the emergency service. N.T. 7/2/25 

p. 41.   

215. Werner testified that senior facilities, including nursing homes, have specific 

rules and regulations dictating when calls must be made for emergency services: for example, 

there are many facilities that require a 9-1-1 call when a patient is found on the ground because 

staff is not permitted to lift the patient.  N.T. 7/2/25 p. 43.  

216. Werner is not aware of any other facility in the area that has subsurface parking 

like that of the proposed 500-bed facility. N.T. 7/2/25 p. 15. 

217. Werner testified that ambulances require at least nine feet of clearance to enter a 

parking garage. Inadequate clearance prevents ambulances from accessing the parking area, 

forcing WCAA personnel to stage outside and proceed on foot to reach the patient, thus 

increasing response times. N.T. 7/2/25 pp. 15-16. 

218. Werner testified that the Applicant has not consulted with WCAA regarding the 

proposed 500-bed facility.  N.T. 7/2/25 p. 17. 
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219. Werner testified that the impact of the 500-bed will result in a significant increase 

in 9-1-1 calls. N.T. 7/2/25 p. 18. 

220. If the 500-bed facility is approved, Werner testified that WCAA will need 

additional personnel and an additional response truck due to the increase of 9-1-1 calls 

originating from the 500-bed facility. N.T. 7/2/25 p. 18. 

221. Werner explained that there is a national shortage of paramedics which will 

contribute to the challenge of responding to the new 500-bed facility. N.T. 7/2/25 p. 18. 

222. A paramedic’s salary is $80,000; an EMT’s salary is approximately $50,000. N.T. 

7/2/25 p. 19.   

223. The cost associated with adding a new, fully equipped, ambulance would be over 

$500,000.  N.T. 7/2/25 p. 44.  

224. Only a portion of the cost incurred by WCAA to respond to a call is covered by 

insurance.  N.T. 7/2/25 p. 21. 

225. On an average bill from WCAA of $2,000-$3,000 for a response, Werner testified 

that the average return is between $400-$700.  WCAA will attempt collection, but Werner 

testified that WCAA often will not be reimbursed for the remaining portion of the bill. N.T. 

7/2/25 p. 37.   

226. The reimbursement rate for calls with Medicaid and Medicare patients is lower.  

Nursing homes are typically filled with people on Medicaid and Medicare as opposed to 

private insurance. N.T. 7/2/25 p. 51.  

227. There is no contract with any of the nearby facilities to reimburse WCAA for the 

cost of responding to calls. N.T. 7/2/25 p. 24. 
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228. Werner testified that the addition of the 500-bed nursing home would be a major 

burden on WCAA.  N.T. 7/2/25 p. 28. 

229. Werner is concerned over the lack of information on the proposed nursing home 

use – for example, “is this going up to hospice level?  Are they going to accept vent-

dependable patients? There’s a whole realm of possibilities here as Clara Burke is a vent-

dependent facility.  If we had another Clara Burke pop up, we’re in a lot of trouble overnight.  

We have to gain something quickly because they’re all ALS or Advanced Life Care patients.  

If it’s a nursing home not vent-dependent, then we’d have to consider, are they going up to 

hospice? Are these patients that are going to be nearing the end of life, pending that kind of 

stuff, what all does that entail.  But a large facility of that many nursing home beds initially is 

a big shock to us.” N.T. 7/2/25 p. 29. 

230.  Werner testified that call volumes and response times will increase overnight due 

to the 500-bed nursing home. N.T. 7/2/25 pp. 31, 43.  

231. WCAA does not have the capacity to take on the additional calls from a 500-bed 

nursing home facility. N.T. 7/2/25 pp. 43-44. 

232. Using Atria as a reference point (125 beds with a corresponding 190 calls), 

Werner testified a 500-bed nursing home could produce upwards of 600 calls per year.  N.T. 

7/2/25 p. 33. 

233. As another reference point, Werner testified that WCAA responded to 175 calls 

at Clara Burke in 2024 with only 60 beds.  N.T. 7/2/25 p. 35. 

234. Werner testified that based on the capacity of WCAA, the addition of the 500-

bed nursing home facility will be injurious to the health, safety and welfare of the community.  

N.T. 7/2/25 p. 46.   
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G. Timothy Konetchy 

235. Young, Lodge, and Giannini/Laughlin subpoenaed Timothy Konetchy 

(“Konetchy”) who is a senior planner with the Montgomery County Planning Commission 

(“MCPC”).  N.T. 7/2/25 p. 55.  

236. Konetchy handles the MCPC plan reviews for Whitemarsh Township. N.T. 

7/2/25 p. 55. 

237. Konetchy issued an advisory plan review letter dated June 5, 2025 in connection 

with the zoning application filed by the Smiths for the 500-bed nursing home. N.T. 7/2/25 pp. 

55-56; Exhibit T-4.   

238. Konetchy was provided with the Smiths’ zoning application, site plan, 

stormwater report, zoning map, and tax map for purposes of his review.  N.T. 7/2/25 p. 57. 

239. Konetchy did not review any of the notes of testimony from the hearings before 

the ZHB. N.T. 7/2/25 p. 57. 

240. Konetchy did not review any of the exhibits submitted to the ZHB beyond the 

plans filed by Smiths. N.T. 7/2/25 p. 57. 

241. Konetchy was not aware that an operator hasn’t been identified for the facility 

and that the facility is therefore being developed on spec.  N.T. 7/2/25 p. 58. 

242.  Konetchy was not aware of Hibbeln’s admissions that the employee parking 

count is insufficient and that additional surface parking spaces will need to be added.  N.T. 

7/2/25 p. 59. 

243. Konetchy was not aware of Hibbeln’s testimony that the proposed structure will 

need to be stepped in order to deal with the topography of the Property.  N.T. 7/2/25 p. 59. 
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244. Konetchy did not have the benefit of topographic survey when reviewing the 

steep slopes of the Property. N.T. 7/2/25 p. 60. 

245. With respect to the Township’s Comprehensive Plan, Konetchy admitted that the 

proposed nursing home use of the Property does not fit within the three enumerated uses of 

the future land use category of Conservation District Residential. N.T. 7/2/25 p. 61. 

246.  Konetchy is not including the County’s stormwater facility on the Property as 

part of an available “open space” area as shown on the Smiths’ plans (i.e., green space area);  

Konetchy admitted that the available areas for open space will be reduced when a developer 

must add additional surface parking to address the number of employees for the facility.  N.T. 

7/2/25 pp. 62-63. 

247. Konetchy testified to certain concerns related to pedestrian connectivity from the 

site to the nearby Septa bus stops.  N.T. 7/2/25 pp. 63-64. 

248. Konetchy agreed that it is important to have information regarding how the 

facility is going to be operated in order to make a full determination with respect to the criteria 

for approving a special exception.  N.T. 7/2/25 p. 65.   

H. Robert Blue 

249. Young, Lodge, and Giannini/Laughlin called Robert E. Blue, Jr. (“Blue”) who is 

a professional engineer, a registered land surveyor, and the President of Robert E. Blue 

Consulting Engineers, P.C. N.T. 9/10/25 pp. 6-7.  

250. Blue prepared a report marked as Exhibit P-14 (“Blue Report”), and his 

curriculum vitae was appended as Exhibit 5 thereto.   

251. Blue was accepted as an expert in civil engineering, land surveying, and land 

development.  N.T. 9/10/25 p. 8. 
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252.  Hibbeln did not utilize a field survey.  N.T. 9/10/25 p. 11. 

253. The topographic information contained within Hibbeln’s survey is derived from 

PASDA which collected its data on the Property from the time period of 2008-2012. N.T. 

9/10/25 p. 11. 

254. The Applicant’s plans are misaligned, which is a product of not having a current 

field survey.  N.T. 9/10/25 pp. 12-13.   

a.   Blue prepared an overlay plan based on the Smiths’ drawings and publicly 

available data.  N.T. 9/10/25 p. 14. 

b.  Exhibit 1 to the Blue Report demonstrates the misalignment of the contour lines 

of Hibbeln’s plans against the property boundaries. N.T. 9/10/25 p. 16. 

c.    Exhibit 2 to the Blue Report depicts the misalignment of the Property boundary 

by approximately 50 feet, which is a significant discrepancy.  Blue aligned the 

contours of the Smiths’ plan and the PASDA data and the corresponding result 

is that the boundaries are not matching. N.T. 9/10/25 pp. 17-18. 

d.   The significance of this exhibit illuminates to the ability to properly account for 

the steep slope disturbance attributable to the proposed 500-bed nursing home 

facility.  N.T. 9/10/25 p. 16; Ex. P-14.   

255. Blue opined that the Smiths’ plans are not suitable to verify compliance with the 

steep slope disturbance requirements of the Zoning Ordinance. N.T. 9/10/25 pp. 19-20. 

256. As such, Blue opined that the drawings are not compliant with the Zoning 

Ordinance because of the inability to properly identify the slopes on the Property, and thus, 

compliance with the disturbance limitations.  N.T. 9/10/25 pp. 22-23. 
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257.  Notwithstanding the insufficiency of PASDA data for purposes of complying 

with the Township’s steep slope requirements, Blue opined that the Smiths nevertheless 

miscalculated the steep slopes as shown on the drawings submitted to the ZHB. N.T. 9/10/25 

pp. 24-25. 

a.   Exhibits 3 and 4 of the Blue Report demonstrate that the Smiths significantly 

understated the amount of steep slopes on the Property.  Exhibits 3 and 4 expand 

on Exhibits 1 and 2 to delineate slope areas as defined by the Zoning Ordinance.  

Blue testified that the Smiths represented a ratio of 11.8 percent whereas he 

believes the ratio to be 61.9%.  N.T. 9/10/25 pp. 27-28, 30.   

b.  The significance of this understatement is that the proposed development will 

therefore exceed the limitation of steep slope disturbance and a variance is 

required.  N.T. 9/10/25 p. 27.   

258.   Blue opined that the proposed building exceeds the height limitation of the 

Zoning Ordinance.  N.T. 9/10/25 p. 35.  

a.    The Township defines building height as the building’s vertical measurement 

from the mean level of ground surrounding the building to a point midway 

between the highest and lowest point of the roof.  N.T. 9/10/25 p. 33. 

b.   The height limitation for the 500-bed facility is 40 feet pursuant to Section 116-

176 of the Zoning Ordinance. N.T. 9/10/25 p. 34.  

c.   Blue is not aware of any elevations submitted by the Smiths to demonstrate 

compliance with the height limitation.  N.T. 9/10/25 p. 33. 

d.  Blue testified that there is a significant drop in grade on the Property.  N.T. 

9/10/25 pp. 34, 36. 
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e.   Blue’s opinion is that the height of the proposed structure will be approximately 

45.8 feet based on his analysis of the materials submitted.  N.T. 9/10/25 p. 35. 

f.   Blue also testified that retaining walls will be required to support the 

construction of the proposed facility, but that information has not be provided 

by the Smiths.  N.T. 9/10/25 p. 37. 

259. Blue opined that the Smiths’ plans are not substantial enough to show the detail 

and clarity to accurately reflect what will be built or erected based on the lack of information 

provided. N.T. 9/10/25 p. 75. 

I. Michael Baginski  

260.  Young, Lodge, and Giannini/Laughlin called Michael Baginski (“Baginski”) 

who is a senior professional engineer and project manager at Robert E. Blue Consulting 

Engineers, P.C. N.T. 9/10/25 p. 77. 

261.   Baginski’s curriculum vitae was included within the Blue Report as Exhibit 6.  

Exhibit P-14. 

262.  Baginski was accepted as an expert in civil engineering, land development and 

stormwater management.  N.T. 9/10/25 pp. 78-79.  

263. Hibbeln testified at length about regarding his proposed stormwater management 

plan during his direct examination.  N.T. 9/10/25 p. 97. 

264. Baginski testified that the basin footprints shown by Hibbeln in his stormwater 

report are overstated, especially with BMP#1.  N.T. 9/10/25 pp. 84-86.   

265. Baginski testified that the stormwater report lacks certain design calculations 

necessary to demonstrate that the proposed stormwater management system will provide the 

benefits claimed by Hibbeln during his direct testimony.  N.T. 9/10/25 pp. 87-88.   
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266.  Baginski testified to certain discrepancies with Hibbeln’s volume calculations.  

The importance of reconciling these issues is to ensure that the stormwater management 

system proposed by the Applicant has sufficient storage and infiltration potential. N.T. 

9/10/25 pp. 88-89; Ex. P-14.  

267. Baginski identified several BMPs listed within Hibbeln’s stormwater report that 

do not appear in the submitted plans or stormwater calculations.  The missing BMPs must be 

accounted for because they’ll take up additional space on the Property. N.T. 9/10/25 pp. 89-

90. 

268. Baginski identified a lack of clarity with respect to an apparent system of having 

the proposed storm basins drain in a series. The importance of this information relates to the 

overall impact on volume credit, peak rate control, and the capacity of each facility. N.T. 

9/10/25 pp. 90-92.  

269. Baginski opined that the stormwater management plan will change significantly 

in land development from what was presented to the ZHB by Hibbeln.  N.T. 9/10/25 p. 92. 

270. Baginski opined that the significant changes to the stormwater plan will have the 

corresponding effect of reducing the volume and peak rate controls. N.T. 9/10/25 pp. 92-93. 

271.   Following the conclusion of Baginski’s testimony, the Represented Neighbors 

rested their case and moved their exhibits P-1 through P-14 into evidence.  N.T. 9/10/25 pp. 

109-110. 

IV. The Pro se Neighbors present their respective Cases in Opposition to the 
Application 
 
272. Nay, Dolchak, Fitzpatrick, Sheppard, and Toolan testified in opposition to the 

Application. 
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273. Nay constructed her home in the Township in 1968 and has resided there since. 

N.T. 11/12/25 pp. 11, 13.  

274. Nay testified to historical issues with stormwater, which have increased over time 

as development has occurred. N.T. 11/12/25 p. 11.   

275. Nay testified that when Masonic Village was built, stormwater issues became 

substantially worse notwithstanding the developer’s assurances about stormwater control. 

N.T. 11/12/25 pp. 11-12.  

276. Nay is concerned about lighting and noise from ambulances. N.T. 11/12/25 p. 13. 

277. Dolchak was an employee of the Pennsylvania Department of Environmental 

Protection (“DEP”) for 14 years, working in operations and was in “the field” during that time 

period. N.T. 11/12/25 p. 25.   

278. Dolchak testified to her experience witnessing many sewage overflows. N.T. 

11/12/25 p. 25.  

279. Dolchak testified that the 500-bed facility will double the flow of sewer to the 

nearest pump station to the Property (i.e., pump station 8). N.T. 11/12/25 pp. 17-19. 

280. Dolchak testified that doubling the flows to this pump station will increase the 

operation and maintenance needs, leading to more expense and liability for the Township.  

N.T. 11/12/25 p. 20.  

281. Dolchak marked the following exhibits in support of her testimony to the ZHB: 

a.    Exhibit D-1, which is a letter dated April 18, 1975 from Dolchak’s predecessor 

in title with a copy of a drawing depicting a force main traversing her property.  

b.   Exhibit D-2, which is the Chapter 94 report submitted by Whitemarsh 

Township to DEP, dated March of 2025.  
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c.    Exhibit D-3, which is a one-page plan with pump station locations that was 

received from DEP.   

282. Based on her experience, Dolchak is concerned about sewage overflow on her 

property as a result of the proposed 500-bed nursing home use. N.T. 11/12/25 p. 25.   

283. Fitzpatrick testified to the impacts to her home which was constructed before the 

Revolutionary War. N.T. 11/12/25 pp. 29-30. 

284. Sheppard testified that the proposed 500-bed facility is out of character with the 

community. N.T. 11/12/25 pp. 30-31.  

285. Toolan testified to stormwater management concerns noting that Andorra Road 

is flood-prone.  Toolan also testified to concerns over sanitary sewer overflow, ventilation 

from the subsurface garage being directed toward Andorra Road, trash, lighting and buffering.  

N.T. 11/12/25 pp. 34-35.   
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DISCUSSION 

I. INTRODUCTION 

The Smiths’ objective in this case should be recognized for what it is: an attempt to secure 

zoning approval for the use so they can sell the Property to a developer at a higher value. The 

record is clear that the Smiths are seeking approval for the proposed facility “on spec” and they 

will not serve as the developer.  Moreover, there is no identified operator for the proposed 500-

bed facility.  Despite this, the Smiths ask the ZHB to grant a critical approval for a use where the 

operation and corresponding impacts are entirely undefined.     

The evidence offered in support of the Application is woefully inadequate to justify the grant 

of a special exception. Board Member Nester characterized the zoning plan submitted by the 

Smiths as “eyewash” during the first hearing (N.T. 12/11/24, p. 126).  After this statement was 

aptly made, the zoning plan was never modified for clarity or bolstered.  The Smiths rested their 

case solely on the testimony of their civil engineer.  Not only was Hibbeln unable to answer any 

questions regarding how the nursing home facility will be operated, he confirmed that no such 

information would be provided in this case.  The Smiths ask the ZHB to allow this information to 

be provided later. The ZHB is entitled to this information now in order to evaluate the impacts of 

the use. Beyond their inability to provide operational information, the Smiths failed to provide the 

necessary testimony and evidence to carry their burden with respect to the criteria required for the 

grant of a special exception for the 500-bed nursing home use under Section 116-217 of the Zoning 

Ordinance. 

Assuming, arguendo, that the Smiths met their initial burden, the record overwhelmingly 

demonstrates that the proposed 500-bed nursing home will be detrimental to the health, safety, and 

welfare of the community, well beyond the impacts typically associated with a nursing home use.  
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The Smiths propose the largest nursing bed facility in Montgomery County. Both Werner and 

Comitta testified that no comparable nursing facility exists in terms of scale or number of beds.  

Werner further testified that the 500-bed nursing home will have a significant, immediate adverse 

impact on emergency services. Werner’s testimony highlights that while the Smiths failed to 

identify even the most fundamental aspects of the proposed operation, there are critical, 

unanswered elements such as whether hospice care and/or ventilator-dependent services will be 

provided which have an additional impact.   

From a traffic standpoint, Federico opined that the proposed project will have a harmful effect 

on circulation, traffic, and parking.  Hibbeln admitted that once an operator is involved and the 

actual number of employees are identified, more parking will have to be added to the site. These 

operational details are essential to the ZHB’s review now so that the impacts from the use can be 

fully evaluated. Even with the scant information from the Applicant, the Represented Neighbors 

revealed detrimental impacts beyond what would be expected from a typical nursing home use.  

Additionally, the Represented Neighbors demonstrated that the building proposed to house 

the 500-bed nursing home use does not comply with the Zoning Ordinance and will also cause 

immediate adverse impacts to the surrounding community. Despite the fact that the Smiths have 

not obtained a field survey as required by the Zoning Ordinance in order to adequately assess 

compliance with the steep slope regulations contained therein, Press presented clear and 

convincing evidence, utilizing the same data sources as the Applicant, that the proposed building 

will exceed the limitations allowed for steep slope disturbance on the Property. As discussed 

herein, the Township regulates such disturbances to prevent the very types of inappropriate site 

development and excess grading that will occur here. Albert and Blue testified that the proposed 

building will exceed the maximum height limitation due to the incredible amount of fill that will 
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be required to address the approximate 70 foot sloping fall from the south to the north side of the 

Property, thus resulting in a towering structure above the existing grade.        

The testimony and evidence presented by the Represented Neighbors’ stands unrebutted. 

II. ARGUMENT 

A zoning application seeking relief in the nature of a special exception “is properly denied if 

the applicant fails to carry its burden of establishing that the proposed use satisfies the requirements 

of the ordinance or where, even if such requirements are met, protestants can show that the 

proposed use would be adverse to the public health, safety and welfare.” Hannon v. Zoning 

Hearing Bd. of City of Wilkes-Barre, 379 A.2d 641, 642 (Pa. Cmwlth. 1977).  To obtain a special 

exception, an applicant must demonstrate more than the intention to pursue a permitted use. 

Council Rock Sch. Dist. v. Wrightstown Twp. Zoning Hearing Bd., 709 A.2d 453, 459 (Pa. 

Cmwlth., 1998).  

An applicant for a special exception “has both the persuasion burden and the initial evidence 

presentation duty to show that the proposal complies with the ‘terms of the ordinance’ which 

expressly govern such a grant.” Bray v. Zoning Bd. of Adjustment, 10 A.2d 909, 910 (Pa. Cmwlth. 

1980).  In Bray, the Commonwealth Court explained that an applicant bears the initial presentation 

burden and evidentiary duty with respect to the “specific requirements, e. g., categorical definition 

of the special exception as a use type or other matter, and objective standards governing such 

matter as a special exception and generally.” 410 A.2d at 913.  Protestants to a special exception 

have the burden and evidentiary duty with respect to “general detrimental effect, e.g., to the health, 

safety and welfare of the neighborhood.” Id.  The express terms of an ordinance can place the 

burden of persuasion with respect to health, safety and welfare on the applicant but cannot relieve 

the protestant of the duty of evidentiary presentation as to the general detrimental effect. Id.   
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It is incumbent on the applicant to establish compliance with the requirements necessary to 

obtain a special exception. Evidence is not a promise that the applicant will comply.  Edgmont 

Twp. v. Springton Lake Montessori Sch., Inc., 622 A.2d 418, 420 (Pa. Cmwlth. 1993). The 

Commonwealth Court has held that:  

[a] self-serving declaration of a future intent to comply is not sufficient to 
establish compliance with the criteria contained in the ordinance. If we were to 
adopt a rule that to obtain a special exception all that would be required is for an 
applicant to promise to come into compliance at some future date, it would make 
Board approval meaningless because once an applicant promises it is entitled to 
receive the special exception. 
 

Id. (emphasis supplied). 
 

Once the applicant meets its initial burden, a presumption arises that the use is consistent with 

the public health, safety, and welfare.  The burden then shifts to the protestant(s) to prove that the 

impact(s) from the proposed use will affect the health, safety, and welfare of the community to a 

greater extent than ordinarily expected from that type of use. Cogan Properties, LLC v. E. Union 

Twp. Zoning Hearing Bd., 318 A.3d 981, 986 (Pa.Cmwlth. 2024).  Protestants to an application 

for a special exception cannot meet this burden by merely speculating as to possible harm; they 

must show a high degree of probability that the proposed use will substantially affect the health, 

safety, and welfare of the community. Id. See also Siya Real Estate LLC v. Allentown City Zoning 

Hearing Bd., 210 A.3d 1152, 1160 (Pa.Cmwlth. 2019) (holding that a protestant “must 

demonstrate more than unsubstantiated concerns or vague generalities…”). Where protestants 

show that the proposed use would substantially affect the health, safety, and welfare of the 

community to an extent greater than expected of the proposed use, a special exception must be 

denied. Accelerated Enterprises, Inc. v. Hazel Township Zoning Hearing Board, 773 A.2d 824 

(Pa. Cmwlth. 2001). 
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Finally, any argument by the Applicant that the ZHB’s review of the proposed 500-

bed facility must be confined solely to comparisons with other 500-bed nursing homes is 

without merit. In cases such as Manor Health Care Corp. v. Lower Moreland Township, 

590 A.2d 65 (Pa. Cmwlth. 1991), and Rexrode v. Zoning Hearing Bd. of North Coventry 

Township, 36 Pa. D. & C. 521, 1984 WL 2545 (CCP Chester County 1984), the courts held 

that evidence showing a lower impact from a smaller permitted use, by itself, is insufficient 

to defeat a special exception. However, these decisions do not establish a right to an 

“apples-to-apples” comparison for a 500-bed nursing home. In any event, the Smiths are 

proposing the largest nursing home in the County, creating an island of one.  In Accelerated 

Enterprises, the Court was clear that the comparison is whether the impacts of the proposed 

use are greater than that normally posed by other uses of the same type. 773 A.2d at 827 

(holding that “the important comparison under the law is whether the danger posed by AE’s 

proposed use is greater than that normally posed by other uses of the same type, that is, 

commercial recreational facilities”). The comparison is not a size or density bar that gets 

to be set by an applicant from which a zoning hearing board must then measure impacts in 

rigid, lateral fashion. The grant or denial of a special exception must be based on the 

evidence presented in view of the objective requirements of the Zoning Ordinance and the 

impact to the welfare of the community based on the totality of the proposed use.   

A. THE SMITHS FAILED TO CARRY THEIR INITIAL BURDEN OF 
PERSUSION AND DUTY OF EVIDENTIARY PRESENTATION 

 
The Application submitted by the Smiths states, inter alia, “[a]s will be demonstrated 

through exhibits and testimony at the hearing in this matter, the Proposed Development complies 

with all objective criteria for special exception approval.” Ex. A-2.  The Smiths failed to meet this 

threshold.   
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Pennsylvania law has long defined a special exception as “one allowable where requirements 

and conditions detailed in the ordinance are found to exist.” Cogan, 318 A.3d at 988 (citing Bray, 

410 A.2d at 911-12). The Zoning Ordinance requires the Applicant to satisfy the objective criteria 

set forth under Section 116-217 for the grant of a special exception. These standards are not land 

development issues; rather, they fall within the Applicant’s burden in this matter to present 

testimony and evidence sufficient for the ZHB to determine whether the initial burden of 

persuasion and duty of presentation are met.  Any argument by the Smiths that they’re excused 

from their initial burden and duty in this matter because the Zoning Ordinance does not set forth 

an additional set of criteria relative to a nursing home use is erroneous.  Stated differently – if the 

Smiths are excused from their initial burden and duty under Section 116-217 where there is no 

additional set of criteria for a nursing home use, a future applicant could simply appear before the 

ZHB, note the absence of objectors, and the board would be compelled to grant approval.  The 

flaws in that rationale are apparent.  The Smiths were required to carry their initial burden and 

duty with respect to Section 116-217 of the Zoning Ordinance such that the ZHB can make specific 

findings on the Application.   

The Represented Neighbors will discuss the requirements of Section 116-217 in seriatim.   

Determine that the proposed change will not substantially injure or detract from 
the use of neighboring property or from the character of the neighborhood and 
that the use of property adjacent to the area of the proposed use or change is 
adequately safeguarded 
 

Section 116-217(2) required the Smiths to present evidence that the 500-bed facility will not 

substantially injure or detract from the use and character of the surrounding area and that the use 

of property adjacent to the proposed redevelopment is adequately safeguarded.  The Smiths 

presented nothing beyond their engineer’s testimony about buffering (See N.T. 12/11/24, pp. 87–

88). 
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In Cogan, a similar standard of compatibility with the adjoining development and character 

of the neighborhood was deemed to be a specific objective criteria placed within the applicant’s 

burden and duty. Id. at 995.  Cogan involved an application for a recreational facility in the form 

of a gun range which was permitted by special exception.  In that case, despite the applicant calling 

numerous expert witnesses - a professional engineer/land surveyor, an environmental scientist, an 

architect, and an acoustical consultant – the Commonwealth Court held that that the evidence 

presented by applicant was insufficient to demonstrate compatibility with the adjoining 

developments, character of the neighborhood, and underlying zoning district. Id.  The Smiths’ 

showing in support of their Application is far weaker.   

Moreover, the record in this matter is clear that the “buffer” area cited by the Smiths will 

shrink. Hibbeln acknowledged that additional surface parking will be required to accommodate 

the employees omitted from his parking calculations. These changes will directly alter the impacts 

of the proposed use and exemplify precisely the kind of detail the ZHB must evaluate now, not 

later.      

Determine that the proposed use or change will not have a harmful effect on local 
vehicular or pedestrian traffic due to any of the following: (a) size or bulk of the 
proposed use or change, (b) expected daily and peak hour traffic generated by 
the proposed use or change, (c) location of entrance and exit drives or new streets, 
(d) design and capacity of off-street parking facilities. 

 
Section 116-217(3) required the Smiths to present evidence that the proposed 500-bed 

facility will not have a harmful effect on local vehicular or pedestrian traffic due the size facility,  

the expected daily and peak hour traffic generated by the use, the location of entrance and exit 

drives, or the design and capacity of the parking areas.   

The Smiths presented no credible testimony or evidence on traffic.  Hibbeln, admittedly not 

a traffic engineer, testified to his belief that adequate sight distances can be achieved but submitted 
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no plans or studies to corroborate his statement.  Further, Hibbeln did not study the traffic patterns 

of Ridge Pike or conduct any analysis to opine on the burden that will be placed on traffic flow in 

the area.  As noted, Hibbeln further admitted that employee counts, and therefore parking needs, 

are understated, overlooking key staffing categories such as kitchen, dining room, gym, physical 

and/or occupational therapy, housekeeping, maintenance, and administrative.   

The Applicant’s failure to fill these evidentiary voids should be fatal.  The Smiths ask this 

ZHB to allow the largest nursing home use in Montgomery County, but the record is missing the 

necessary basic operational information sufficient for the ZHB to even determine that the Property 

can handle the parking needs of the 500-bed facility.  Failure to adequately address parking for the 

proposed use justifies the denial of the special exception. See Lafayette Coll. v. Zoning Hearing 

Bd. of City of Easton, 588 A.2d 1323, 1326–27 (Pa. Cmwlth. 1991).  Moreover, denial of a special 

exception application is warranted when testimony to an application is “premised on erroneous 

data and unfounded assumptions.” See Elizabethtown/Mt. Joy Assocs., L.P. v. Mount Joy Twp. 

Zoning Hearing Bd., 934 A.2d 759, 766 (Pa. Cmwlth. 2007).  Here, the Applicant acknowledges 

that the parking calculations omit entire staffing categories. The ZHB should not set a precedent 

allowing such fundamental omissions to be rehabilitated later.   

Determine that the proposed use or change is consistent with the policies 
contained within the Whitemarsh Township Comprehensive Plan. 
 

Section 116-217 (4) required the Smiths to present evidence that the 500-bed nursing home is 

consistent with the Comprehensive Plan.  On cross-examination, Hibbeln conceded that the 

Comprehensive Plan designates the Property as Conservation District Residential, yet speculated 

that the Comprehensive Plan “forgot” to include this Property.  No other witness corroborated that 

view.  In any event, this conjecture falls far short for the necessary presentation of evidence.   
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Determine that the surrounding neighborhood will not be subjected to 
objectionable noise, lighting, glare, heat, ventilation, smoke, fumes, vapors, dust, 
dirt, gases or radioactive or electrical disturbances by the proposed use or change 
 
Section 116-217(5) required the Smiths to present evidence that the surrounding 

neighborhood will not be subjected to objectionable noise, lighting, or other enumerated 

disturbances and nuisance by the proposed 500-bed nursing home facility.  The Smiths presented 

none. Instead, the Smiths took the position that these matters will be addressed in land 

development.   

The lack of information prohibits anyone from being able to understand the adverse impacts 

on the surrounding area which stem entirely from the use of the Property.  For example, the 

Represented Neighbors cannot create a plan for how ambulances will utilize the site or place lights 

on the Smiths plan. Hibbeln offered testimony that “we will work with the ambulance providers 

and medical providers and volunteer fire groups to make sure that there’s no need to have sirens 

once on the site.” (N.T. 12/11/24 p. 92). Hibbeln also testified that “lighting will be pointed 

inwards” but there was no plan or other evidence presented to corroborate these statements. (N.T. 

12/11/24 p. 92). These promises of compliance later are insufficient for the grant of a special 

exception. See Springton Lake Montessori Sch., Inc. 

Determine that the proposed use or change does not unduly burden sanitary, 
school, police, fire, park or other public facilities 
 

Section 116-217(6) required the Smiths to present evidence that the 500-bed facility will not 

unduly burden public facilities or emergency services.  Much to the contrary, the Smiths have not 

discussed the Application with WCAA, Township Police, or the local Fire Companies.  Hibbeln 

did not study the impact of the 500-bed facility on the emergency responders.  Presumably, the 

Smiths believe these issues are better suited to be addressed in land development.     
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With respect to their approach to the Application, the Smiths rely on Quaker Valley School 

District v. Leet Township Zoning Hearing Board, 309 A.3d 279 (Pa. Cmwlth. 2024).  In that case, 

the School District applied for a special exception to construct a new public high school. The 

zoning hearing board denied the application but the lower court reversed on the basis that the 

ordinance at issue “does not set forth any specific or general criteria for review of an application 

for special exception and merely requires that an application address certain topics.” Id. at 285.  

The Court outlined the applicable criteria to the subject application:    

2. Approval of uses by special exception. The Z[HB] shall hear and decide requests 
for uses by special exception. The Z[HB] shall not approve an application for a use 
by special exception unless and until: 

A. A written application for approval of a use by special exception is submitted 
to the Township. The application shall indicate the section of this chapter under 
which approval of the use by special exception is sought and shall state the 
grounds upon which it is requested. The application shall include the following 
.... 

R.R. at 38a. Ordinance No. 2019-02 then lists 13 items to be included in an 
application for special exception, such as a current property survey, the application 
fee, and a traffic impact study when appropriate. R.R. at 38a-39a. What Ordinance 
No. 2019-02 does not include is express criteria which must be considered by the 
ZHB when reviewing an application for special exception. 

 
Id. at 287 (emphasis in the original). The Commonwealth Court characterized the 

ordinance provision as one that “merely provides what must be included in an application 

before it can be considered by the ZHB.” Id. That is not the case here as the Zoning 

Ordinance clearly sets forth standards which must be addressed by the Applicant. 

Moreover, the standards of the Zoning Ordinance ask for more than demonstrating that 

there will be no general impact to the health, safety, and welfare to the community.  The 

lack of additional, supplemental criteria specific to a nursing home use under the Zoning 

Ordinance does not result in an amorphous burden for the Applicant.    
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Accordingly, for the reasons discussed, the record shows that the testimony and 

evidence offered by the Smiths in support of the Application is deficient and inadequate to 

carry their burden and duty for the grant of a special exception.  

B. THE REPRESENTED NEIGHBORS PROVED THAT THE PROPOSED 500-
BED NURSING HOME FACILITY WILL SUBSTANTIALLY AFFECT THE 
HEALTH, SAFETY, AND WELFARE OF THE COMMUNITY TO A 
GREATER EXTENT THAN WOULD BE EXPECTED FROM A TYPICAL 
NURSING HOME USE  

 
Assuming, arguendo, that the Smiths met their burden and evidentiary duty for the 

Application, and a presumption therefore arose that the 500-bed facility is consistent with the 

health, safety and welfare of the community, the Represented Neighbors rebutted the presumption 

with substantial testimony and evidence as to the detrimental impacts that will occur far beyond 

those normally associated with a nursing home.  

Rebecca Werner, Chief of Operations for the WCAA, testified that there are no facilities in 

Whitemarsh Township and the surrounding area that approach 500 nursing beds. Indeed, Hibbeln, 

the Smiths’ sole witness in this matter, admitted that he neither knew the number of existing 

nursing home beds in the Township nor conducted any study regarding the demand for additional 

beds.  Hibbeln did not discuss the Application with Atria or Masonic Village.  Hibbeln also 

conceded that he conducted no analysis of anticipated emergency call volumes, further 

undermining his statement on direct examination that the proposed facility will not impose an 

operational burden.  Werner testified unequivocally that the addition of a 500-bed facility will be 

injurious to the health, safety, and welfare of the community. WCAA lacks the staffing and 

equipment capacity to absorb the significant increase in emergency and non-emergency calls that 

such a facility will generate.  Werner was clear that the overwhelming strain on WCAA caused by 
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the 500-bed facility will adversely impact response times, thus resulting in a clear harm to those 

in need of medical attention.       

 Although offered as a fact witness, Werner clearly possessed a level of expertise given her 

extensive experience with nursing homes in the Township and surrounding municipalities.  

Werner’s testimony went well beyond lay concerns; she stated definitively that the proposed 

facility will result in an immediate shock to WCAA’s ability to respond to emergencies.  Werner 

further explained that nearby facilities, such as The Hill, expanded gradually and in a coordinated 

manner. Given that the record lacks any information from the Applicant on the pace of the 

proposed facility, an approval in this matter would be for an immediate, large-scale use which 

contrasts sharply with the growth of a facility like The Hill.  Werner also highlighted certain critical 

operational features that should be identified now, such as whether hospice care and ventilator-

dependent services will be provided at the 500-bed facility, as these elevated levels of care will 

have an additional demand on emergency responders. 

The Represented Neighbors presented seven (7) experts to testify in opposition to the 

Application. Comitta, an expert land planner, opined that the proposed use will substantially 

detract from the character of the surrounding neighborhood due to the “massive size” of the 

proposed 500-bed nursing home. Comitta further opined that the proposed 500-bed facility is out 

of character with the surrounding area and is not consistent with the Comprehensive Plan, adding 

that it’s overdevelopment and not normative. Comitta’s opinions are in lock-step with Werner’s 

testimony regarding the enormous size of the proposed facility.  Comitta testified that 40 percent 

of the nursing home and rehab facilities in Montgomery County have fewer than 100 nursing beds 

and 58 percent have fewer than 196 nursing beds.  The average across the County is 115 nursing 
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beds, further solidifying the Represented Neighbors’ case that a 500-bed nursing home will cause 

detrimental impacts beyond normative expectations.   

Federico, an expert in traffic engineering, opined that the proposed facility will have a harmful 

effect on circulation, traffic, and parking. Federico opined that the driveways do not demonstrate 

compliant slopes, acceptable sight distance, or acceptable operations. Federico opined that the 

number of parking spaces and internal vehicle circulations are inadequate. Federico highlighted 

that the Smiths have not submitted any information regarding how the proposed 500-bed facility 

will operate from a traffic standpoint.  Notwithstanding the lack of information from the Smiths, 

Federico identified deficient entrance and exit drives with undesirable turning movements.  In 

addition, Federico identified dead-ends within the structured parking area posing issues related to 

circulation, especially for emergency service vehicles.  

Albert, an expert landscape architect, analyzed the proposed building relative to the 

topography and amount of fill needed to address the sloping grade changes of the Property, and 

concluded that the building at the northern end of the Property will be more than 90 feet above the 

existing grade. Albert opined that there will be a detrimental effect on the community due to the 

proposed building having the effect of 9 stories.  Albert also identified that the proposed driveway 

designs are not in line with standard design practice for dealing with the grade changes.   

Szalay, a fluvial geomorphologist, reviewed the post-construction management plan for the 

proposed nursing home and opined that it does not account for the instability of the Andorra Run.  

Szalay opined that when the Andorra Run collapses, the surrounding properties and residents will 

suffer as a result.     

Three civil engineers, Press, Blue, and Baginski testified to the incomplete nature of the 

Smiths’ zoning plan and inconsistencies of Hibbeln’s testimony with respect to steep slope 
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disturbance, building height and stormwater management (the former two matters being zoning 

issues which the Applicant has endeavored to kick to the eventual developer of the Property).  

Utilizing the same source of topographic information as the Smiths, Press opined that the 

Application does not comply with the Zoning Ordinance with respect to the disturbance of steep 

slopes.  The Township makes a clear statement in Section 116-168 of the Zoning Ordinance that 

the intent of the regulation of steep slope disturbance is:  

To conserve and protect those areas having steep slopes, as defined herein, from 
inappropriate development and excessive grading. 
 
To minimize stormwater runoff, accelerated soil erosion and resultant stream 
siltation which may create a danger to life and/or property. 
 
To relate the intensity of development to the steepness of terrain in order to 
minimize grading, the removal of vegetation, runoff and erosion. 
 
To protect the Township from development in areas of steep slopes which may 
cause a subsequent expenditure for public works and disaster relief, which affects 
the welfare of the Township and its residents. 
 
To implement Article I, § 27, of the Constitution of the Commonwealth of 
Pennsylvania, which decrees that the people have a right to clean air, pure water 
and to the preservation of the natural, scenic, historic and aesthetic values of the 
environment. 

 
Article XXIII, § 116-168.   
 

The Smiths ask the ZHB to ignore the issues clearly plaguing the building for the proposed 

use. The Township provides that no more than 30% of the total areas of the Property having slopes 

between 15% and 25% can be regraded and/or stripped of vegetation.  Press presented clear and 

credible evidence that the proposed facility will exceed the limitation of disturbance for such areas.  

In addition, the Township provides that no more than 15% of the total areas of the Property having 

slopes greater than 25% can be disturbed.  Again, Press presented clear and credible evidence that 
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the proposed facility will exceed the limitation of disturbance for such areas by more than 30%.  

The testimony and evidence presented by Press went unrebutted by the Smiths.  

Blue also testified that the amount of steep slopes represented by the Smiths is far understated. 

In addition, like Albert, Blue opined that the proposed building exceeds the height limitation of 

the Zoning Ordinance due to the amount of fill that will be necessary to deal with the approximate 

70 foot fall from the south end of the Property to the north. Again, this testimony was unrebutted 

by the Smiths.  

Hibbeln testified at length about his conceptual stormwater management plan in an effort to 

assuage the concerns of neighbors who already contend with a flood-prone area.  Yet, the 

testimony in this matter is clear that the stormwater management design presented by Hibbeln is 

untenable for several reasons.  First, Hibbeln admitted that additional surface parking must be 

added. Further, Baginski testified that the basin footprints shown by Hibbeln in his stormwater 

report are overstated and the stormwater program proposed by Hibbeln lacks certain information 

necessary to demonstrate that the system will actually provide the claimed benefits. Baginski 

opined that the stormwater management plan presented at length to the ZHB will change 

significantly in reduced manner for volume and peak rate controls.  

The record contains overwhelming evidence proving that the proposed 500-bed facility will 

pose risks to public health, safety, and welfare that far exceed what is ordinarily anticipated from 

a nursing home use.  Curiously, the Smiths elected not to present any additional evidence to 

supplement or correct the identified deficiencies in the record despite being provided the 

opportunity to do so in rebuttal.  
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C. THE PRO SE NEIGHBORS CORROBORATE THE CASE IN OPPOSITION 
PRESENTED BY THE REPRESENTED NEIGHBORS 

 
Nay has resided at her property for close to 60 years and, based on her historical knowledge, 

testified to the stormwater impacts on an already-flood prone area. Nay specifically testified to the 

adverse impacts that occurred from the development of Masonic Village notwithstanding the 

developer’s promise of stormwater control.  Toolan similarly testified that the surrounding area is 

flood prone.  Dolchak, a 14-year employee of DEP, testified that sewer flows will double with the 

construction of the 500-bed facility.  Sheppard testified that the proposed facility is out of character 

with the surrounding community.   

Even when not coupled with expert testimony as in this case, Courts have relied upon  factual 

testimony from surrounding neighbors to support denial of a special exception. Tuckfelt v. Zoning 

Bd. of Adjustment of City of Pittsburgh, 471 A.2d 1311 (Pa.Cmwlth. 1984).  Here, the testimony 

from the Pro se Neighbors bolsters the case presented by the Represented Neighbors that, even 

with the limited amount of information offered by the Applicant, the proposed 500-bed nursing 

home use will cause detrimental impacts to the health, safety, and welfare of the surrounding area 

well beyond the expectations of normative nursing home use. 
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CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 

1. The Smiths failed to carry their burden and duty of evidentiary presentation in order 

to be granted a special exception for the proposed 500-bed nursing home use of the Property 

pursuant to Section 116-217 of the Zoning Ordinance.  

2. Even if the Smiths met their burden and duty, the Represented Neighbors proved 

that the proposed 500-bed nursing home use will be detrimental to the health, safety, and 

welfare beyond what would be expected from a typical nursing home use.   

3. The Smiths failed to rebut the Represented Neighbors’ case in opposition to the 

Application.   

   

Respectfully submitted, 

KLEHR HARRISON HARVEY 
BRANZBURG LLP 

 
By: Matthew J. McHugh, Esquire 
Attorney I.D. No. 308723 
1835 Market Street, Suite 1400 
Philadelphia, PA 19103 
Attorney for Ted Lodge, Sarah Lodge, Mario 
Giannini, Ann Laughlin, Richard Eisenberg, 
Amanda Trayes, and Charles Uniatowski 
 

          COZEN O’CONNOR 
          
 

           
          By: Robert M. Careless, Esquire 
          Attorney I.D. No. 311144 
          One Liberty Place 
          1650 Market Street, Suite 2800 
          Philadelphia, PA 19103 
          Attorney for Michael Young 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

The undersigned certifies that on November 26, 2025 he served a true and correct copy of 

the foregoing Joint Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law via electronic mail upon the 

following: 

 
Michael E. Furey, Esq. 
Mike@fbpclaw.com 
Solicitor to ZHB 

Craig R. Lewis, Esq. 
rlewis@kaplaw.com 
Attorney for the Smiths  

Joselyn Nay 
joselynney@gmail.com 
Pro se 
 

Joann Dolchak 
jovon@netzero.com 
Pro se 

Stuart Bobman 
stubobman@gmail.com 
Pro se 

Virginia Sabia 
gingersabia@comcast.net 
Pro se 

 
Jim Toolan 
jim.toolan@gmail.com 
Pro se 

 

Rosemarie DiLeo 
rodileo925@gmail.com 
Pro se 

 

Denise Fitzpatrick 
deniseffitzpatrick@hotmail.com 
Pro se 

 
John Sheppard  
john@shepshop.net 
Pro se 
 
 

  

 
 

        
   Robert M. Careless, Esquire 
   On behalf of the Represented Neighbors  

 





















 
 

MEMORANDUM 
 
Date: 
     

October 3, 2025 

To: 
      

Charles L. Guttenplan, AICP - Director of Planning and Zoning 

From:  
 

Krista Heinrich, P.E., Township Engineer 

Reference:
     

318 Whitemarsh Valley Road 
ZHB #2025-38 
G&A Project No. 2021-01088 

 
In reference to the above-mentioned property, we have reviewed the application prepared by the 
applicant and offer the following comments for your consideration.  
 
The granting of any relief should be conditioned that: 

1. Any structures, including fencing and mechanical equipment, shall be elevated and/or 
adequately anchored to prevent flotation, collapse, or lateral movement.   

2. Any new construction must be in full compliance with 44 CFR 60.3(a) through (d) of the 
National Flood Insurance Program regulations.   

3. Any new construction must be in full compliance with Chapter 101 ‘Floodplain 
Management’ of the Whitemarsh Township Code. 

4. Within any floodway area, no encroachments, including fill, new construction, substantial 
improvements, or other development shall be permitted unless it has been demonstrated 
through hydrologic and hydraulic analysis performed in accordance with standard 
engineering practice that the proposed encroachment would not result in any increase in 
flood levels within the community during the occurrence of the base flood discharge. 

5. Within any floodway area, no new construction or development shall be allowed, unless 
the appropriate approvals are obtained from the Army Corps of Engineers, Federal 
Emergency Management Agency, Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection 
and approved by the Township. 

6. Within any identified floodplain area, no new construction or development shall be located 
within the area measured 50 feet landward from the top-of-bank of any watercourse, 
unless the appropriate permit is obtained from the Department of Environmental 
Protection regional office. 

7. In accordance with Section 101-32(F) of the Township Code, the applicant is hereby 
notified that (1) The granting of any variance may result in increased premium rates for 
flood insurance. (2) Such variances may increase the risks to life and property. 

 
Please note, the applicant will require an Earth Disturbance Permit as required by Ordinance 
Section 58-13(A)(4), since the increase in impervious surfaces would exceed 1,000 square feet.  
These comments are only in reference to impacts of the proposed features within the Floodplain 
and Riparian Corridor Conservation Districts and do not reflect engineering considerations related 
to the Subdivision and Land Development, Chapter 58 and or any other aspect of the Township 
Code.   
 
Should you have any questions or need further information regarding this matter, please do not 
hesitate to contact me at this office. 

 

 

 
401 Plymouth Road, Suite 150 

Plymouth Meeting, PA 19462 
610.489.4949 

Fax  610.489.8447 
www.gilmore-assoc.com 
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WINDOW SCHEDULE

MARK COUNT WIDTH HEIGHT COMMENTS

01 4 3' - 0" 7' - 0" CASEMENT
02 11 3' - 0" 7' - 0" FIXED
03 6 2' - 8" 8' - 0" CASEMENT
04 3 2' - 8" 8' - 0" FIXED
05 2 2' - 4" 4' - 6" CASEMENT
06 4 2' - 8" 7' - 0" <varies>
07 1 2' - 8" 7' - 0" FIXED
08 2 2' - 8" 5' - 6" CASEMENT
09 1 2' - 0" 4' - 6" CASEMENT
10 5 2' - 8" 4' - 6" CASEMENT
11 2 3' - 0" 6' - 0" CASEMENT
12 1 3' - 0" 6' - 0" FIXED
13 2 2' - 8" 4' - 0" CASEMENT
14 1 2' - 8" 4' - 0" FIXED
15 7 2' - 8" 5' - 0" CASEMENT
16 1 2' - 8" 5' - 0" FIXED
17 1 2' - 0" 2' - 0" FIXED - CIRCLE

DOOR SCHEDULE

MARK COUNT WIDTH HEIGHT COMMENTS

01 1 4' - 0" 8' - 0" PIVOT FRONT DOOR
02 1 18' - 0" 8' - 0" DOUBLE GARAGE DOOR
03 1 9' - 0" 8' - 0" SINGLE GARAGE DOOR
04 1 15' - 0" 8' - 0" 5 PANEL FOLDING DOOR
05 1 3' - 0" 8' - 0" SIDE ENTRY
06 14 2' - 8" 8' - 0" SINGLE - PANELED
07 9 2' - 6" 8' - 0" SINGLE - PANELED
08 2 2' - 4" 8' - 0" SINGLE - PANELED
09 1 2' - 8" 8' - 0" SINGLE - PANELED
10 1 2' - 4" 8' - 0"
11 1 2' - 8" 8' - 0" SINGLE - PANELED
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SAFETY GLAZING SAFETY GLAZING SHALL BE INSTALLED IN 
HAZARDOUS LOCATIONS AND SHALL MEET 
THE REQUIREMENTS of NCRC R308. NCRC R308.
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WINDOW SCHEDULE

MARK COUNT WIDTH HEIGHT COMMENTS

01 4 3' - 0" 7' - 0" CASEMENT
02 11 3' - 0" 7' - 0" FIXED
03 6 2' - 8" 8' - 0" CASEMENT
04 3 2' - 8" 8' - 0" FIXED
05 2 2' - 4" 4' - 6" CASEMENT
06 4 2' - 8" 7' - 0" <varies>
07 1 2' - 8" 7' - 0" FIXED
08 2 2' - 8" 5' - 6" CASEMENT
09 1 2' - 0" 4' - 6" CASEMENT
10 5 2' - 8" 4' - 6" CASEMENT
11 2 3' - 0" 6' - 0" CASEMENT
12 1 3' - 0" 6' - 0" FIXED
13 2 2' - 8" 4' - 0" CASEMENT
14 1 2' - 8" 4' - 0" FIXED
15 7 2' - 8" 5' - 0" CASEMENT
16 1 2' - 8" 5' - 0" FIXED
17 1 2' - 0" 2' - 0" FIXED - CIRCLE

DOOR SCHEDULE

MARK COUNT WIDTH HEIGHT COMMENTS

01 1 4' - 0" 8' - 0" PIVOT FRONT DOOR
02 1 18' - 0" 8' - 0" DOUBLE GARAGE DOOR
03 1 9' - 0" 8' - 0" SINGLE GARAGE DOOR
04 1 15' - 0" 8' - 0" 5 PANEL FOLDING DOOR
05 1 3' - 0" 8' - 0" SIDE ENTRY
06 14 2' - 8" 8' - 0" SINGLE - PANELED
07 9 2' - 6" 8' - 0" SINGLE - PANELED
08 2 2' - 4" 8' - 0" SINGLE - PANELED
09 1 2' - 8" 8' - 0" SINGLE - PANELED
10 1 2' - 4" 8' - 0"
11 1 2' - 8" 8' - 0" SINGLE - PANELED

SAFETY GLAZING SAFETY GLAZING SHALL BE INSTALLED IN 
HAZARDOUS LOCATIONS AND SHALL MEET 
THE REQUIREMENTS of NCRC R308. NCRC R308.
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	 ZHB #2025-38: Cadence Development Partners, LLC; 318 Whitemarsh Valley Road, Fort Washington, PA  19034; Parcel #65-00-12916-00-6; Block 049D, Unit 009; AAA-Residential District; The Applicant is proposing to construct a new single-family home and r...
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	Background
	Comprehensive Plan Compliance
	Recommendation
	Review Comments
	Steep slope overlay (article xxiii)
	Section 116-217, standards for actions [before the zoning hearing board]
	A. Regarding Section 116-217.A., subsection (1), the proposed use, nursing home, is expressly permitted by Special Exception in the Institutional Overlay District. Furthermore, the proposal meets all dimensional requirements for such use (Section 116-...
	B. Regarding Section 116-217.A., subsection (2), the proposed use of nursing home is substantially similar to the use of the property abutting to the southeast (‘Masonic Village at Lafayette Hill’). Furthermore, another institutional use, a place of w...
	C. Regarding Section 116-217.A., subsection (3), MCPC has identified potential conflicts with vehicular and pedestrian traffic, which are outlined in following section (under the heading ‘Transportation and Circulation’).
	F. Lastly, MCPC would like to acknowledge that Article XXIV, Institutional Overlay District, does include specific criteria related to this land use. We encourage the township to consider reviewing this article and determining if these unique institut...

	transportation and circulation
	A. Highway Occupancy Permit required. A Highway Occupancy Permit (HOP) is required for all construction within the right-of-way of a county road or adjacent to a county road. Please contact the Montgomery County Division of Roads and Bridges to learn ...
	B. Vehicular access and circulation.
	a. Although multiple entrances/exits may appear to provide convenient access to the site, this may cause confusion for residents and visitors of the nursing home. It is therefore recommended that the applicant consider reducing the number of entrances...
	b. Left turns into and exiting the site may cause excessive queuing, delays, and safety concerns for travelers on Ridge Pike. Therefore, the applicant, Whitemarsh Township, and the Montgomery County Division of Roads and Bridges should discuss options...
	C. Pedestrians and transit users.
	a. Although we commend the applicant for providing sidewalk along the property frontage, this section of sidewalk neither connects to existing sidewalk nor does it provide access to nearby transit stops. It is therefore recommended that the applicant ...
	b. It is unclear what is provided within the large grey circle at the main entrance on the submitted site plan (i.e., are sidewalks provided?); regardless, this area would appear to pose a potential conflict between pedestrian and vehicles entering th...
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