


WHITEMARSH TOWNSHIP 
PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING (IN-PERSON) 

AMENDED AGENDA 
JANUARY 13, 2026  

6:30 PM 
 

BUSHONG__ GLANTZ PATCHEN___  KOSTYK___ QUITEL___ SHAW-FINK___  SHULA___ NORBECK___  
MANUELE (BOS) ___ GUTTENPLAN (Staff) ___ HEINRICH (Engineer) ___ SANDER (Solicitor’s Office) ___ 

 
 
 

1. CALL TO ORDER 
 
2. ELECTION OF CHAIR 
 
3. ELECTION OF VICE CHAIR 

 
4.  ANNOUNCEMENTS & CORRESPONDENCE 

• All speakers are requested to speak directly into the microphones. 
• Consider adjusting public comment period to 3 minutes similar to recent change made by the 

Board of Supervisors 

5.  APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

• November 19, 2025 
• December 9, 2025 

 
6.  ZONING HEARING BOARD APPEALS (None) 
 
7.  CONDITIONAL USE APPLICATIONS (None) 
 
8.  SUBDIVISION &/OR LAND DEVELOPMENT APPLICATIONS  
 

• SLD #08-25 608 Germantown Pike Associates LLC; Sketch Plan for 22 Dwelling Units; 604-608 
Germantown Pike 
 

9.  OLD BUSINESS 
 

  10. NEW BUSINESS 
 

• Sewer Module Component 4A; SLD #07-23 Hightop Real Estate & Development, HT 1001 
Washington LLC 

• Initiation of MCPC 2026 Zoning Work Program—Tim Konetchy, AICP 
 

 11. PLANNING COMMISSION MEMBER COMMENTS   
 

12. PUBLIC COMMENT FOR NON-AGENDA ITEMS 
 

13. ADJOURNMENT 
 

 
TENTATIVE AGENDA NEXT MEETING; February 10, 2026 

 
• SLD #07-25 Quaker Park Redevelopment; Version 2 of Sketch Plan for a Mixed-use Building and Zoning Text 

Amendments; 1001 E Hector Street 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
____________________________________________________________________________________ 

 
PUBLIC PARTICIPATION INFORMATION 

 
1. Public meetings of the Commission shall follow a prescribed agenda, which will be available to 

the general public no later than the Friday preceding the meeting. 
2. If members of the public wish the Commission to address a specific item at a public meeting, a 

written request to the Staff Liaison shall be submitted at least one week before the meeting.  
The written request shall specify the item or items the individual desires to be addressed. 

3. The Commission may consider other matters for the agenda as they see fit. 
4. The Commission will entertain Public Comment at the conclusion of the discussion of the item 

and prior to specific action on the item during the meeting, at the discretion of the 
Chair.  Individuals must advise the Chair of their desire to offer such comment. 

5. A Public Comment period will be provided at the conclusion of a meeting for input on any new subject. 
6. The Commission Chair shall preside over Public Comments and may within their discretion: 

 a. Recognize individuals wishing to offer comment. 
 b. Require identification of such persons. 

c. Allocate total available Public Comment time among all individuals wishing to comment. 
d. Allocate up to a five (5) minute maximum for each individual to offer Public 

Comment at a meeting, Township Staff shall time comments and shall announce, 
“one minute remaining” and “time expired” to the Chair. 

e. Rule out of order scandalous, impertinent and redundant comment or any comment the 
discernible purpose of which is to disrupt or prevent the conduct of the business of the 
meeting including the questioning of, or polling of, or debating with, individual 
members of the Commission. 

 
____________________________________________________________________________________ 
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WHITEMARSH TOWNSHIP 

PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING (IN-PERSON) 
MEETING MINUTES 

NOVEMBER 19, 2025 
6:30 PM 

 
Attendees/Participants: Carmen Bushong, Sherri Glanz Patchen, Aaron Kostyk (Chair), Scott Quitel, Elizabeth Shaw-Fink, 

Donald Norbeck, Krista Heinrich (Township Engineer), Charlie Guttenplan, AICP (Director of Planning and Zoning), Deanna 
Williams (Solicitor’s Office), Vince Manuele (BOS liaison), Samantha Zrillo (Township Planner). 

 
 
 

1. CALL TO ORDER Chair Kostyk called the meeting to order at 6:33 PM.  
 
2.  ANNOUNCEMENTS & CORRESPONDENCE 

• All speakers are requested to speak directly into the microphones. 
• This re-scheduled meeting was advertised in the Times Herald on November 7, 2025 

Mr. Guttenplan made the aforementioned announcements and also mentioned a printed email at each 
Commissioner’s seat regarding the first agenda item (SLD #07-23); it was sent by a resident today and 
forwarded to each Commissioner. 

3.  APPROVAL OF MINUTES  

• August 12, 2025 

Ms. Glanz Patchen made a motion to approve the August 12, 2025 meeting minutes. Ms. Shaw-Fink 
seconded the motion. Motion carried unanimously. 

• September 9, 2025 

Ms. Glanz Patchen made a motion to approve the September 9, 2025 meeting minutes. Ms. Shaw-Fink 
seconded the motion. Motion carried 5-0-1. Mr. Norbeck abstained as he was not in attendance at that 
meeting. 

4.  ZONING HEARING BOARD APPEALS (None) 
 
5.  CONDITIONAL USE APPLICATIONS (None) 
 
6.  SUBDIVISION &/OR LAND DEVELOPMENT APPLICATIONS  
 

• Continued Review: SLD #07-23 Hightop Real Estate & Development, HT 1001 Washington LLC; 
Preliminary Land Development Plan for 46 Townhouses; 1001 Washington Street, 
Conshohocken 
 

In attendance: Rob Lewis, Esquire, Kaplin Stewart, Applicant’s Attorney; Greg Newell, P.E., Nave Newell 
Engineering, Applicant’s Engineer 
 
Rob Lewis returned with follow-up information on the 1001 Washington Street redevelopment. He 
presented a comprehensive chart of all waiver requests, noting which matched relief granted at 901 
Washington, which were needed for the Washington Street extension, or were required for the approved 
riverfront trail; one waiver was no longer needed. Details on tree removal were provided: of 74 trees, 46 
would be removed and 39 replaced, per the arborist and Shade Tree Commission recommendations. A 
full site cross-section showed proposed elevations 3-4.5 feet above the 100-year floodplain. 
Commissioners asked about Hurricane Ida comparisons; Mr. Newell noted Ida would still have been 
about 4.5 below the lowest habitable floors. Mr. Lewis concluded that all requested follow-up information 
had been provided and invited further Commission questions. 
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The Planning Commission continued its review of the 1001 Washington Street redevelopment proposal, 
including the waiver summary chart showing 22 total waivers, one of which is no longer required. 
Commissioners raised questions about emergency planning, including how resident vehicles would be 
relocated during flood events, the adequacy of emergency-vehicle access, and street widths for safe 
circulation. The applicant’s representatives explained that procedures would mirror those used at 901 
Washington, with HOA-managed evacuation plans, coordination with emergency services, and later 
designation of off-site parking. Commissioners expressed concern about building in the floodplain, 
including increased density and whether the development sufficiently exceeds FEMA flood-protection 
standards; the applicant’s representatives noted that the project removes existing floodplain obstructions, 
reduces population relative to prior commercial use, enables completion of Washington Street for 
emergency access, and elevates buildings several feet above FEMA requirements. 
 
Discussion also addressed public access to the river, the adequacy of kayak-launch parking, and whether 
the site represents the community’s last meaningful river-access opportunity. The applicant’s 
representatives responded that the ordinance limits what can be required on private property but that the 
project includes trail extensions, two public access points, and an optional kayak launch with potential 
timed or short-term parking. Commissioners reviewed streetscape standards, including pedestrian 
lighting, benches, varied paving, and trail safety along steep slopes, noting constraints from a drainage 
easement and the need for elevated boardwalks with guardrails along the river. The Commission further 
questioned maintenance responsibilities for public pathways, the narrow private street width, the jog in 
Washington Street, traffic impacts from 46 new homes combined with 901 Washington, and the lack of 
improvements to nearby rail crossings. 
 
Additional discussion focused on the County Planning Commission’s January 23rd review letter, including 
concerns about consistency with the Spring Mill Multimodal Study, pedestrian amenities, riverfront 
orientation, and coordination with SEPTA. The applicant’s representatives stated that improvements on 
SEPTA property were outside the project scope but confirmed that the development will provide new 
continuous pedestrian connections from 901 Washington to the train station and the trail. Commissioners 
also discussed the need for clarification on flood elevations, potential impacts of 10-year storms on 
garages, and which lots may experience minor flooding. With no further Commission questions, the 
discussion moved to public comment. 
 
Public in attendance: Gordon Geasland, Tom Doll, Sydelle Zove, Debra Harris, Steve Kaufman, Joe 
Dougherty, Wes Burns (via email) 
 
Resident Gordon Geasland opposed the project, noting the site’s severe wind tunnel at the river bend 
causes higher stormwater than 901 Washington. Drawing on decades of experience, he described 
recurring flooding, collapses of filled areas, and heavy items being lifted by floodwaters. He argued the 
riverfront is unsuitable for residential use, questioned enforceability of parking restrictions, and urged the 
Commission not to put future residents “in harm’s way.” 
 
Resident Tom Doll expressed concern that the requested waivers could negatively affect future residents. 
He agreed with prior flooding concerns, noting repeated flooding he observed while commuting by train, 
and questioned the impact on quality of life, particularly with HVAC and other equipment in flood-prone 
garages. He urged caution, stating approval could put residents at risk, while acknowledging the decision 
rests with the Board. 
 
Resident Sydelle Zove noted that her photos show flooding overtopping the riverbank and trail, with 
several proposed buildings in the existing floodway. She emphasized that the project is not yet compliant 
with current code, cited past flooding and variances, and argued that placing homes there would 
endanger residents and first responders. She noted unresolved engineering comments, opposed two 
waivers, and urged the Commission to deny the requests and consider a conservation easement (to be 
obtained with Township Open Space funds) to reduce density and protect open space. 
 
Resident Debra Harris opposed widening Washington Street from Lee to Station Avenue, citing the 
Spring Mill study she participated in. She noted the study recommended widening only to Lee Street for 
emergency access, while the rest should focus on pedestrian and bicycle safety, traffic calming, and trail 
access. She cautioned that widening could endanger pedestrians and cyclists and reduce space for trees 
and streetscape improvements, urging the Commission to preserve the narrower roadway. 
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Resident Steve Kaufman noted that the Shade Tree Commission was “aghast” at the extensive Chapter 
55 waivers, with tree replacement fees totaling about $100,000. Unlike 901 Washington, the proposal 
includes no street trees or verge, removing a key neighborhood amenity. He urged the Commission to 
deny the waivers and consider using Township open-space funds. 
 
Resident Joe Dougherty raised concerns about traffic and safety, citing missing stop signs, narrow 
sidewalks, and challenges for emergency and service vehicles. He questioned the traffic study’s 
assumption of SEPTA use, criticized the “S-turn” road layout, and suggested fewer homes could allow a 
safer, straighter Washington Street with more green space. On flooding, he worried that grading could 
redirect water onto neighbors, and he argued the development prioritizes profit over preserving views or 
open space. 
 
The Chair noted correspondence received via email from Wes Burns regarding the development, which 
had been provided to the applicant for review. The Chair entered the correspondence into the record and 
then closed public comment. 
 
Commission members reviewed the Washington Avenue preliminary plan and waiver requests, focusing 
on key concerns. The applicant clarified that the plan now allows two-way traffic to Station Avenue and 
that discussions about conservation easements would be with the Board of Supervisors; need to pass this 
project on to them to continue discussions. Remaining comments from the Township Engineer’s August 
7th review would be addressed if the Commission recommended approval. On trees and landscaping, 46 
of 74 significant trees would be removed for the Riverfront Trail, with replacements on-site and a fee-in-
lieu for those that cannot be replaced. Vehicle circulation was addressed with 24-foot streets and double-
width driveways for fire, delivery, and service vehicles. Floodplain and grading issues were discussed 
extensively; although some areas will be raised for level building sites, the project would not displace 
water onto neighbors and would increase stormwater capacity, with no structures in the delineated 
floodway and FEMA/LOMAR permits required. 
 
Commissioners also examined the waivers, noting many relate to prior zoning relief and township-
required site improvements. Mr. Guttenplan mentioned recommendations should be based on ordinance 
requirements. Traffic, circulation, and site design were discussed, including emergency access, limited 
sidewalks, railway buffering, and public safety in storm events. Density and green space were also key 
topics, with concerns that reducing units or modifying Washington Street could improve riverfront access 
and environmental protection. While the Commission cannot dictate conservation easements, its 
recommendations could guide the Board of Supervisors on these matters. 
 
Throughout the discussion, members emphasized the advisory nature of the Commission’s role, noting 
the importance of separating personal preference from code compliance. It was agreed that the Planning 
Commission should provide a recommendation on the preliminary plan and waivers while incorporating 
concerns raised during public comment and by the Commission, understanding that the plan would return 
for review at the final plan stage and allow further discussion of outstanding issues. 
 
Supervisor Manuele stated that the Board needs guidance from the Planning Commission. 
 
Motions and Votes: 

1. Waivers: A motion was made by Mr. Scott Quitel to not recommend approval of the requested 
waivers for the Washington Avenue project. The motion was seconded by Mr. Norbeck and 
carried with a vote of 6-0. 

2. Preliminary Plan: A motion was made by Mr. Quitel to not recommend preliminary plan approval 
based on concerns raised. The motion was seconded by Ms. Shaw-Fink and carried with a vote 
of 6-0, with no abstentions. It was further recommended that discussions continue for possible 
alternative plans for the property. 

The Commission acknowledged public commentary provided during the meeting and noted that feedback 
would be incorporated in the minutes for the Board of Supervisors’ review. 
 
7.  OLD BUSINESS 
 

• Review Updated Draft of Steep Slope Overlay District Amendments – Tim Konetchy, MCPC 
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Tim Konetchy, Senior Community Planner with Montgomery County Planning Commission, recapped the 
previous month’s work session on the steep slope overlay district and recent ordinance revisions. Key 
updates included clarifying definitions, adjusting permissible disturbance by slope category, and evaluating 
dimensional standards for new versus existing lots. Legal counsel advised against differentiating slope 
thresholds for existing vs. new lots without expert testimony; this feature is therefore not part of the proposed 
draft. The draft added clearer definitions for disturbance and invasive species, aligned conservation features 
with slope categories, refined agricultural exemptions, clarified slope measurement, and included potential 
climate-change mitigation language in the legislative intent section. 
 
Commissioners suggested minor wording changes, including specifying recognition of conservation practices 
and refining exemption language. Commissioners discussed the 15% slope threshold without the two-tier lot 
distinction and agreed to proceed, with a post-implementation review to assess effectiveness. 
 
Public in attendance: Debra Harris, Steve Kaufman,  
 
Debra Harris noted that the definition of invasive species in the draft, drawn from Chapter 55, should 
reference the DCNR invasive plant list rather than DCNR fact sheets, as the list is comprehensive while fact 
sheets provide supplementary information. 
 
Steve Kaufman stressed maintaining policy balance when liberalizing zoning, urging staff to explore 
functional alternatives to avoid unintended consequences. He recommended approving the current draft 
while allowing for future refinements.  
 
Ms. Glanz Patchen made a motion to recommend that the Board of Supervisors authorize a public 
hearing on the draft ordinance with consideration of a change in the first line in the intent section 
and clarification of the term “recognized natural resource”. Mr. Norbeck seconded the motion. 
Motion carried unanimously.  
 
The Commission also discussed reviewing the ordinance one year after implementation to evaluate its 
effectiveness and ensure the intended outcomes are achieved.  
 

   8. NEW BUSINESS (none) 

 9. PLANNING COMMISSION MEMBER COMMENTS (none) 
 

10. PUBLIC COMMENT FOR NON-AGENDA ITEMS 
 
Sydelle Zove noted that staff’s recommendation to open Washington Street fully to Station Avenue 
deviates from the Spring Mill Study, potentially undermining safety, public input, and planned pedestrian 
improvements, and urged careful evaluation of community impacts. 
 

11. ADJOURNMENT  
Mr. Norbeck made a motion to adjourn the meeting. Ms. Shaw-Fink seconded the motion. Motion carried 
unanimously. Meeting adjourned at 9:55 PM.  
 
 
The Planning Commission is appointed as an advisory group to the Board of Supervisors and the Zoning Hearing Board with 
respect to comprehensive land use planning, existing land use, and various land use and zoning applications in Whitemarsh 
Township. No formal decisions are rendered by the Planning Commission.  Formal decisions are rendered by the Board of 
Supervisors or Zoning Hearing Board, as prescribed by law, based on the type of application. 
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WHITEMARSH TOWNSHIP 

PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING MINUTES 
DECEMBER 9, 2025 

6:30 PM 
 

Attendees/Participants: Carmen Bushong, Aaron Kostyk (Chair), Scott Quitel, Elizabeth Shaw-Fink, Dave Shula, Krista 
Heinrich (Township Engineer), Charlie Guttenplan, AICP (Director of Planning and Zoning), Dave Sander (Township Solicitor), 

Samantha Zrillo (Township Planner). 
 
 

1. CALL TO ORDER Chair Kostyk called the meeting to order at 6:34 PM.  
 
2.  ANNOUNCEMENTS & CORRESPONDENCE 

• All speakers are requested to speak directly into the microphones. 
Mr. Guttenplan asked all speakers to use the microphone for recording purposes. 

3.  APPROVAL OF MINUTES  

• October 20, 2025 (Workshop) 
Mr. Shula made a motion to approve the October 20, 2025 meeting minutes. Ms. Shaw-Fink 
seconded. The motion carried 5-0. 
 

• October 28, 2025 
Mr. Shula made a motion to approve the October 28, 2025 meeting minutes. Ms. Shaw-Fink 
seconded. The motion carried 5-0. 
 
Chair Kostyk said they will start with New Business seeing as the representative for Green Valley 
Country Club was not yet in attendance. 

4.  ZONING HEARING BOARD APPEALS (None) 
 
5.  CONDITIONAL USE APPLICATIONS (None) 
 
6.  SUBDIVISION &/OR LAND DEVELOPMENT APPLICATIONS  
 

• SLD #01-25 Green Valley Country Club; Resubmission for Land Development Waiver; 201 Ridge 
Pike 
In attendance: Darrell Campana, PLA, Eustace Engineering, Applicant’s Consultant  
 
Mr. Guttenplan explained that the update is minor. Last year, the Planning Commission and 
Board approved a land development waiver for two projects at the country club: a pole barn 
replacement along Germantown Pike and new padel courts near the tennis courts. The pole barn 
remains unchanged, while the new courts will now replace the fourth tennis court in the existing 
tennis area, reducing the total number of tennis courts by one. 
 
Mr. Campana explained that relocating the courts preserves the practice golf area, reduces 
impervious surface, lowers stormwater management needs, and cuts costs. He requested the 
Planning Commission consider recommending an amended land development waiver, noting the 
project objectives remain the same. 
 
A commission member asked about the relationship between the padel court surface and the 
cartway, expressing concern that balls could go over the end line into Ridge Pike. Mr. Campana 
stated that trees, a retaining wall, and existing structures, including an outdoor café, walkway, 
vegetation, and tennis court fencing, provide barriers between the padel courts and Ridge Pike. 
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He noted the courts have anchored glass walls, and padel balls are less likely to travel far 
compared to tennis balls.  
 
A commission member asked about visibility from Ridge Pike. Mr. Campana confirmed the area 
has large, mature trees and dense vegetation providing high screening, so the courts will not be 
visible. 
 
There was no public comment.  
 
Mr. Shula made a motion to recommend the amended waiver of land development. Ms. Shaw-
Fink seconded the motion. Motion carried 5-0.  

7.  OLD BUSINESS (None) 
 

   8. NEW BUSINESS 

• Review of Priority Projects as part of the Planning Assistance Work Program – Tim Konetchy, 
MCPC 
Mr. Guttenplan stated that after completing the steep slope ordinance, staff aims to develop a 
year-long program with mid-year and year-end amendments, including smaller and larger 
changes. Tim will review priorities for discussion to establish a full-year plan. 
 
Mr. Konetchy noted that the discussed projects stem from staff input during last year’s planning 
consultant solicitation. The steep slope overlay was addressed first due to urgency, and 
remaining items are now prioritized. He introduced the Village Commercial Districts (VC-1–VC-4), 
highlighting development interest and ordinance issues with permitted uses, shared parking, and 
cross-access. Many uses currently require conditional use approval, which has slowed 
development; staff will review uses, review levels, and design requirements for potential 
adjustment. He also introduced the Open Space Conservation Overlay (OSCO) District, applying 
to subdivisions of five or more lots, noting a draft has previously been substantially completed but 
will require detailed review due to its complexity. 
 
Mr. Guttenplan explained the proposed district as an alternative to the current Conservation 
Subdivision Overlay, which has struggled with smaller developments like Maple Hill. The revision 
aims to ensure meaningful open space, especially for larger projects. 
 
Mr. Konetchy discussed adding accessory dwelling units (ADUs) to the zoning ordinance to make 
it easier for homeowners to house relatives, noting current rules can be burdensome. He cited 
North Wales Borough, where ADUs are allowed in two-family districts, and said design, setbacks, 
and district suitability would need consideration. He noted it could be a relatively short-term 
project. A commission member asked if ADUs could be detached. Tim Konetchy explained they 
can be attached or detached, with detached units needing more design review, and allowed in 
select districts.  
 
Staff also noted reviewing off-street parking to address land use omissions, and the Floodplain 
Conservation Overlay District to assess requirements and permitted residential uses. Mr. 
Guttenplan noted that the Zoning Hearing Board solicitor has long recommended reviewing the 
Floodplain Conservation Overlay District, as variances are often needed for necessary 
improvements like roads and sidewalks, even though houses are permitted. 
 
Tim Konetchy discussed the Spring Mill Mixed Use and Transit-Friendly Overlay Districts, noting 
staff is reviewing regulations to clarify which rules apply in various situations and ensure 
consistency. A prospective developer has raised potential text amendments, which could be 
incorporated during the ongoing review. Mr. Guttenplan added that some provisions have 
produced unintended results, and staff will consider any developer recommendations before 
deciding on changes. 
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Ms. Heinrich proposed amending the solar panel regulations to remove the requirement for 
engineer approval. 
 
The Commission discussed priorities for the 2026 work plan. Staff suggested addressing several 
smaller items in the short term, while devoting more time later in the year to finalize the OSCO 
ordinance. Commissioners emphasized prioritizing the OSCO updates, along with the Floodplain 
Conservation Overlay District, as key items. Minor updates to mixed-use and transit-friendly 
overlay districts, as well as off-street parking corrections, could also be addressed concurrently. 
ADUs were noted as a longer-term project requiring public outreach. The Commission agreed on 
this general approach, with staff to formalize the work plan for the next meeting. 
 
Public Comment: Steve Kaufman 
Resident Steve Kaufman supported reviewing the March 2022 OSCO draft, emphasizing open 
space workshops, considering workforce housing in ADUs, updating parking requirements, and 
briefly revisiting riparian corridors alongside the floodplain discussion. 
 
A commission member emphasized applying a conservation and ecosystem perspective to all 
work of the Planning Commission, consistent with the policies expressed in recent 
comprehensive plan updates. 

 9. PLANNING COMMISSION MEMBER COMMENTS   
 
  Mr. Quitel shared that his nonprofit, the Land Health Institute, nominated the Lower Schuylkill River (from 
Phoenixville to the mouth) for Pennsylvania’s “River of the Year,” a DCNR program that raises awareness 
and provides $15,000 for public programming. He noted the river is underrepresented and emphasized 
the importance of providing recreational access to diverse communities. Voting is online, and he 
encouraged the township and local groups to support the nomination. 
 

10. PUBLIC COMMENT FOR NON-AGENDA ITEMS 
 
Public in attendance: Steve Kaufman 
 
  Steve Kaufman, a member of the public, expressed mild concerns about the process used for adopting 
the Steep Slopes Ordinance. He noted that the final draft went directly to the Board of Supervisors (to 
authorize a public hearing) rather than returning to the full Planning Commission, which was 
understandable given the urgency but may not be suitable for larger projects like OSCO. He also 
mentioned that a proposed revision on new construction in the proposed steep slope amendments was 
dropped due to insufficient rationale and emphasized the need for careful review and clear 
communication to avoid unintentionally losing revisions. He clarified that his comments were not critical 
and expressed appreciation for the open process and public participation. 
 

11. ADJOURNMENT  
 Ms. Bushong made a motion to adjourn the meeting. Ms. Shaw-Fink seconded the motion. Motion carried 
5-0. Meeting adjourned at 7:27 PM.  

 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
 
Charles L. Guttenplan, AICP 
Director of Planning & Zoning 
 

 
 
The Planning Commission is appointed as an advisory group to the Board of Supervisors and the Zoning Hearing 
Board with respect to comprehensive land use planning, existing land use, and various land use and zoning 
applications in Whitemarsh Township. No formal decisions are rendered by the Planning Commission.  Formal 
decisions are rendered by the Board of Supervisors or Zoning Hearing Board, as prescribed by law, based on the 
type of application. 
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December 9, 2025 
 
 
SUBJECT: Tentative Sketch Plan Review – 604-608 Germantown Pike, Whitemarsh Township  

MCPC #21-0192-003 
 
TO:  Mr. Charles L. Guttenplan, AICP, Director of Planning & Zoning  
 
FROM:  Tim Konetchy, Senior Community Planner, Montgomery County Planning Commission 
  Timothy.Konetchy@montgomerycountypa.gov - 610.292.4917    
 

We have reviewed the above-referenced tentative sketch plan, as you requested on November 18, 2025. Please 
note MCPC has previously reviewed two proposals for this site -- 604-608 Germantown Pike, Whitemarsh 
Township -- under MCPC review #21-0912-001 (letter dated August 5, 2021) and review #21-0192-002 (letter 
dated November 26, 2024).  

The applicant, 608 Germantown Pike Associates, LLC, has submitted a tentative sketch plan to significantly 
redevelop 606 and 608 Germantown Pike in Whitemarsh Township. The proposal provides for the construction 
of two 2,400-square foot (30’ x 80’) building additions to the rear of existing buildings located at 606 
Germantown Pike and 608 Germantown Pike, each of which would include 11 dwelling units (apartments). The 
provided material does not specify if the proposed dwelling units will occupy only the proposed building 
additions, or if they will be located throughout the existing buildings as well. The submitted tentative sketch 
plan addresses vehicular access via a one-way entrance and egress, with the egress being located within a drive 
access easement located on 604 Germantown Pike. A 38-space surface parking lot is proposed to the rear of the 
lot, behind the existing and proposed buildings.   

The property appears to be split between the VC-1 Village Commercial District and the B Residential District, 
with the rear portion of the parcel falling within the B District.  Townhomes, apartments, and condominiums are 
permitted by Conditional Use in the VC-1 District. The lot area is roughly 1.23 acres and, with 22 proposed 
dwelling units, the proposed residential density is approximately 18 dwelling units per acre. The proposed 
residential density exceeds the maximum allowance for the VC-1 District and, as such, must pursue variance 
relief from the Township Zoning Hearing Board.  

The Montgomery County Planning Commission (MCPC) has reviewed the sketch plan, and we present the 
following comments to serve as preliminary feedback based on the contents of that plan and the supporting 
documents provided alongside it. We encourage the applicant to consider the following comments as the land 
development process progresses as we believe that they will lead to an improved preliminary plan which better 
achieves the township’s vision for residential development in the Village Commercial District. Please note that 
these comments are preliminary and are subject to change upon the submission of a preliminary plan. Our 
comments are as follows: 
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Mr. Charles L. Guttenplan, AICP December 9, 2025 

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN CONSISTENCY 

The proposal is generally consistent with the future land use plan contained in the county’s comprehensive plan, 
Montco 2040: A Shared Vision (2015). Montco 2040 defines this portion of Whitemarsh Township for future use 
as ‘Suburban-Residential,’ which promotes the lower density multifamily development that is consistent with 
character and type of housing found in the immediate neighborhood. The proposed multifamily development 
provided for in this preliminary sketch plan proposal appears consistent with land uses immediately across 
Germantown Pike (Westaway Apartments). Furthermore, the applicant’s intent to retain existing buildings as 
part of this proposal will ensure that the established character of the community is not interrupted.  

The proposal also appears to be generally consistent with the 2028 Future Land Use Plan recommendations 
contained in the Whitemarsh Township Selective Comprehensive Plan Update (2020). The future land use vision 
for this area is the ‘Mixed-Use Corridor’ Character Area, which promotes high-density, walkable development.  

PROPOSED SITE LAYOUT 

A. Overall Site Plan. We wish to commend the applicant for significantly revising the plan from our last review 
(MCPC #21-0192-001) to retain the existing buildings. Retention and reuse of existing buildings is a key 
aspect of the Village Commercial District. Additional details, which will be required should the applicant 
proceed with a preliminary land development plan, will be necessary to ensure that the proposed building 
and site design align with the township’s vision for the Village Commercial District.  

B. Transportation Concerns: 

1. Neither the proposed entrance nor egress driveway aligns with Westaway Drive, which is located across 
Germantown Pike from the proposed development site. Although the specific location and design will 
require coordination with and approval from PennDOT, as Germantown Pike is a PennDOT roadway, 
MCPC recommends that the applicant and township discuss if a single ingress/egress point can be 
provided that better aligns with Westaway Drive. If one-way ingress and egress are pursued, the nearest 
driveway (presently proposed for ingress) should align more closely with Westaway Drive.  

2. Pedestrian accommodations are lacking in the submitted preliminary sketch plan. As presented, the 
existing buildings and proposed building additions do not connect to the sidewalk along Germantown 
Pike, the proposed sidewalk along the entrance driveway, or the proposed sidewalk connecting to the 
proposed parking area. The applicant is encouraged to revise their site plan to establish additional 
pedestrian connections throughout the site, which will make it easier for future residents to get from 
their apartments to Germantown Pike and to the proposed on-site parking area. 

3. The 97 and 51 SEPTA bus routes stop immediately in front of 608 Germantown Pike. The applicant is 
encouraged to provide suitable amenities for transit users at this bus stop. The recommended bus stop 
treatment can be found within the Delaware Valley Regional Planning Commission’s SEPTA Bus Stop 
Design Guidelines (December 2019; 2nd Edition): https://www.dvrpc.org/reports/18029.pdf.  

ZONING ORDINANCE COMMENTS 

A. § 116-291, of Article XXXVIII, Village Commercial District. The material provided in this submission does not 
include enough detail to determine if the proposal will comply with the various requirements of Section 
291.B., Building Design. Future submissions should include additional detail on the design of the proposed 
buildings to assist the township in ensuring compliance. 
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B. § 116-292, of Article XXXVIII, Village Commercial District: 

1. Section 116-292.A requires that all conditional uses provide a shared driveway with an adjacent 
property, shared parking, or both. The submitted tentative sketch plan does not appear to provide 
shared parking. It is not clear if the proposed drive easement for 604 Germantown Pike, which is also 
under the applicant’s control, is intended to meet the requirement for a shared driveway. The applicant 
is encouraged to consider additional interconnection to adjacent properties outside their control, 
potentially via a designed location for future interconnection (i.e., a stub street).   

2. Section 116-292.C requires the provision of no less than one tree (2.5-inch caliper) per 5 parking spaces 
in single bays and 2 trees for every 10 parking spaces in double bays. With 22 parking spaces in double 
bays, four trees would be required. With 16 parking spaces in single bays, an additional three trees 
would be required. It is unclear if the calculation of the requirement requires rounding up or down, so 
an additional two trees may be required if remainders are rounded up to the nearest whole number. 
The required trees are recommended to be planted within and surrounding the proposed parking area.   

3. Section 116-292.D states that a maximum of eight dwelling units per acre are permitted in the VC 
District. With 22 dwelling units on between 1.23 acres, the maximum permissible residential density is 
exceeded in the submitted tentative sketch plan. This inconsistency may necessitate approval of a 
variance by the Whitemarsh Township Zoning Hearing Board. 

C. § 116-294, of Article XXXVIII, Village Commercial District. The site plan should be revised to accommodate 
pedestrian connections (i.e., sidewalk) between the proposed multifamily buildings on both 606 and 608 
Germantown Pike and the parking area, refuse area, and to sidewalk along Germantown Pike. These 
additional sections of sidewalk will likely require a recalculation of the proposed impervious surfacing.    

D. § 116-118.3, of Article XXVI, Off-Street Parking and Loading. Section 118.3 requires the provision of two 
electric vehicle charging stations for new, expanded, or reconstructed parking areas with 20 to 50 parking 
spaces. The required electric vehicle charging stations must be publicly accessible, pursuant to Subsection 
D.(2).  

SUBDIVISION AND LAND DEVELOPMENT ORDINANCE COMMENTS 

The application material provided to MCPC includes a statement that no waivers are being requested from the 
requirements of the Township Subdivision and Land Development Ordinance; however, MCPC has identified 
several sections of the Subdivision and Land Development Ordinance that do not appear to be met by the 
submitted tentative sketch plan. Should the applicant choose to proceed with a preliminary plan, the application 
must either come into compliance with the identified issues or request waiver relief from each inconsistency. 
Please note that the regulations discussed below are not exhaustive, but rather a list of discrepancies that may 
alter the ultimate site layout. Our comments regarding compliance with the Subdivision and Land Development 
Ordinance are as follows:  

A. § 105-39 of Article V, Design Standards. Section 105-39 requires that a minimum of one tree for every two 
parking spaces be provided in order to provide shade to parked vehicles. This section also requires that no 
less than 10% of a parking lot facility be devoted to landscaping. These requirements do not appear to have 
been met in the submitted tentative sketch plan.  

B. § 105-41 of Article V, Design Standards. Section 105-41 requires that a stormwater management plan be 
prepared for a land development. The submitted tentative sketch plan does not appear to allocate any space 
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for stormwater management facilities. The applicant is encouraged to begin exploring how stormwater 
management will be accommodated on site, as this may necessitate modification of the proposed layout.  

C. § 105-48 of Article V, Design Standards. Section 105-48 requires the installation of street trees along existing 
and proposed streets where suitable street trees do not exist. With a SEPTA bus stop immediately in front of 
the proposed development site, we recommend that street trees be planted in a manner that would offer 
shade to those waiting for the bus.  

D. § 105-54 of Article V, Design Standards. Section 105-54 requires the provision of open space suitable for 
recreation, including lawn, natural areas, and recreation areas. The applicant is encouraged to 
accommodate usable recreation space for residents on the property, which may include lawn, seating, and 
picnic areas. The green space behind the proposed refuse area may be suitable for the provision of such. 
Future submissions should indicate where such facilities will be provided.  

E. § 105-56.1 of Article V, Design Standards. The provided tentative sketch plan does not include enough detail 
to confirm if the requirements of Section 105-56.1, Additional Design Standards for the VC-1 and VC-2 
Village Commercial Districts, are met. Future submissions should include additional details to address if/how 
these requirements will be met.  

1. Subsection A requires the submission of architectural drawings for evaluation of the proposed principal 
building expansion, including building elevation and colored renderings. Suitable documentation has not 
been provided.  

2. Subsection B requires that parking areas be split into parking areas of no more than 20 spaces, while the 
proposal includes a 22-space parking area and a row of 16 parking space (these may be considered one 
parking area or two, depending on interpretation).  

3. Subsection C requires that future shared access be provided for, which is not accommodated on the 
submitted tentative sketch plan. 

4. Subsection G requires that a 6-foot-wide sidewalk be provided along the street line and primary 
accessways. The submitted tentative sketch plan lacks sidewalks on both sides of the proposed egress 
driveway and along one side of the proposed entrance driveway. 

5. Subsection H requires that crosswalks be provided at all driveway intersections.  Crosswalks are not 
provided for in the submitted tentative sketch plan. 

6. Subsection I requires that street lighting be provided; however, no details on such has been provided. 

7. Subsection J requires that landscape buffering be provided. The submitted tentative sketch plan does not 
include detail on proposed landscaping.  

BIKE MONTCO: THE BICYCLE PLAN FOR MONTGOMERY COUNTY (2018) 

The development site is located on Germantown Pike, which is identified in Bike Montco : The Bicycle Plan for 
Montgomery County as a ‘Principal Arterial’ route connecting Butler Pike, the City of Philadelphia, and the 
nearby Wissahickon Valley Park (pg. 71). The plan, adopted by the Montgomery County Board of Commissioners 
in June 2018, seeks to improve bicycle mobility, connectivity, and safety throughout the county. The township 
and applicant are encouraged to discuss if bicycle infrastructure can be accommodated as part of this proposal, 
whether that be through on-site infrastructure (i.e., bicycle storage and/or maintenance facilities) or through 
on-street signage or pavement markings (e.g., sharrows, “share the road” signage, etc.).  
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PENNDOT HIGHWAY OCCUPANCY PERMIT REQUIRED 

Germantown Pike is a PennDOT roadway and, as such, a PennDOT highway occupancy permit will be required 
for any work within the right-of-way. The township and applicant are encouraged to begin coordination with 
PennDOT early on in the process to ensure that ingress/egress points are properly planned for and to avoid 
future revisions. We have copied PennDOT staff on this letter. 

CONCLUSION 

MCPC wishes to convey our desire to assist the township as they continue to review and consider this proposal. 
MCPC recommends that the township work with the applicant to address the identified issues included in our 
review comments. Please note that the review comments and recommendations contained in this report are 
advisory to the municipality. Please also note that MCPC must be afforded the opportunity to review any 
subsequent submissions for preliminary land development plan review, pursuant to Section 502 of the 
Municipalities Planning Code.  

 
c: J.B. Reibstein, Applicant 

Timothy P. Woodrow, PE, Woodrow & Associates, Inc., Applicant’s Representative 
 Craig McAnally, Township Manager 

David Sander, Esq., Township Solicitor 
Krista Heinrich, PE, Township Engineer 
Aaron Kostyk, Chairman, Township Planning Commission 
John Gallagher, PennDOT  
Mirlene Saintval, PennDOT 
Fran Hanney, P.E., PennDOT District 6-0 

 
Attachments: A.  Aerial Image of Site 
   B.  Applicant’s Submitted Sketch Plan
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401 Plymouth Road, Suite 150 | Plymouth Meeting, PA 19462│Phone: 610-489-4949│Fax: 610-489-8447 

 

 
January 7, 2026 
 
File No. 2025-01099 
 
Craig T. McAnally, Township Manager 
Whitemarsh Township Municipal Building 
616 Germantown Pike 
Lafayette Hill, PA  19444 
 
 
Reference: Sketch Plan Review 

604 - 608 Germantown Pike 
Whitemarsh Township, Montgomery County, Pennsylvania 
SLD #08-25 

 
 
Dear Mr. McAnally: 
 
As requested, we have reviewed a 1-Sheet Plan for the above referenced Sketch Plan submission, 
prepared by Woodrow & Associates, Inc., dated October 31, 2025, and last revised November 4, 2025.  
Please note that we have incorporated select Preliminary Plan requirements into this review to provide 
the applicant with guidance in the preparation of future plan submissions.  The following comments are 
offered for your consideration:  
 
 
SUBDIVISION AND LAND DEVELOPMENT ORDINANCE 
 
 Section Description 

 
1. 105-20(A)(4)(a) The Zoning Summary Table must be revised to include the dimensional 

requirements for the B-Residential Zoning District, as well as the proposed 
dimensions.   

 
2. 105-20(A)(4)(d) The Zoning Summary Table lists the impervious coverage as 59.7±%, and the 

‘Concept Layout Statistics’ lists the same to be 53.0±%.  This discrepancy must 
be resolved. 

 
3. 105-20(A)(11) The plans must be revised to label and dimension the Ultimate and Legal rights-

of-way of Germantown Pike. 
 

4. 105-20(A)(16) The Zoning Summary Table indicates that a total of 22 Dwelling Units (DU) are 
proposed, however, the plans appear to show 22 Dwelling Units, in two proposed 
11-Unit buildings, and two existing buildings to remain.  The plans must be 
revised to clarify the use of the two existing buildings to remain, and whether the 
total of 22 proposed dwelling units is inclusive of uses within those buildings.  
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 Section Description 

 
5. 105-20(A)(12), 

105-21(B)(1)(n) 
The plans must be revised to show existing principal buildings (and their 
respective uses) and driveways on the peripheral strip. Sewer lines, storm drains, 
culverts, bridges, utility easements, quarries, railroads, and other significant man-
made features within 500 feet of and within the site, including properties across 
streets. 

 
6. 105-20(A)(19) The plans must be revised to include dimensions for all parking areas, in 

compliance with the requirements of Section 105-38. 
 

7. 105-20(A)(21) The plans must be revised to show topographic, physical, and cultural features 
including but not limited to fields, pastures, meadows, woodland, trees with a dbh 
of six inches or more, hedgerows and other significant vegetation, steep slopes, 
rock outcrops, soil types, ponds, ditches, drains, storage tanks, streams within 
200 feet of the tract, and existing rights-of-way and easements, and historical and 
cultural features such as all structures, foundations, walls, wells, trails, and 
abandoned roads. 

 
8. 105-20(A)(22) The plans must be revised to include a general description of proposed methods 

of water supply, sewage disposal, and stormwater management. 
 

9. 105-20(B) This section of the ordinance requires the provision of a natural features map, 
showing contour lines, Floodplain areas, Floodplain soil areas, Steep slopes. 
Limestone areas subject to sink conditions, Forest areas, Streams, Lakes and 
ponds and Wetlands. 

 
10. 105-21(B)(1)(e)(6) The plans must be revised to list the size of units, in bedrooms, if known. 

 
11. 105-21(B)(1)(k), 

105-72(A) 
The plans must be revised to show all existing and proposed property 
monumentation. 

 
12. 105-21(B)(1)(o)[3] The applicant is advised that the provision of elevations and perspective 

sketches of proposed buildings are encouraged. 
 

13. 105-21(B)(2) The plans must be revised to include a delineation of the soil types within the site, 
based on maps contained in the Soil Survey of Montgomery County, 
Pennsylvania, United States Department of Agriculture Soil Conservation 
Service, 1967, as amended.  A table shall be included which indicates each soils 
limitation for community development. 

 
14. 105-21(B)(3), 

105-21(B)(7) 
Proposed landscaping must be shown on the plans, including existing and 
proposed grades for the entire site, existing vegetation to be removed or 
preserved, and the proposed planting schedule indicating the locations, species 
and sizes of plantings as required by sections 105-39, 105-48, 105-52 and 
Chapter 55. 

 
15. 105-21(B)(10) The applicant must provide a letter indicating the availability of public sanitary 

sewer facilities, and a letter of commitment or agreement indicating the 
availability of central water supply from the appropriate utilities.  
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 Section Description 

 
16. 105-21(B)(12) The Preliminary Plan submission shall include a map showing the location of the 

proposed subdivision within its neighborhood context. 
 

17. 105-21(B)(13) The Preliminary Plan submission shall include an Existing Resources and Site 
Analysis Plan (ERSAP), to provide a comprehensive analysis of existing 
conditions, both on the proposed development tract and within 500 feet of the 
tract boundaries.  Conditions beyond the tract boundaries may be described on 
the basis of existing published data available from governmental agencies and 
from aerial photographs. 

 
18. 105-21(B)(15) The Preliminary Plan submission shall include a Preliminary Resource Impact 

and Conservation Plan (the “Preliminary Impact Plan”) to categorize the impacts 
of the proposed activities and physical alterations on those resources shown on 
the ERSAP. All proposed improvements, including but not necessarily limited to 
grading, fill, streets, buildings, utilities and stormwater management facilities, as 
proposed in the other Preliminary Plan documents, shall be taken into account in 
preparing the Preliminary Impact Plan, which shall clearly demonstrate that the 
applicant has minimized site disturbance to the greatest extent practicable. 

 
19. 105-21(B)(16) The Preliminary Plan submission shall include a ‘Preliminary Improvements Plan’ 

consistent with the requirements of this section of the ordinance. 
 

20. 105-21(B)(17) The Preliminary Plan submission shall include the following studies to assist in 
determination of the impact of the application upon municipal services and 
facilities: 

(a) Sewer and Water Feasibility Report 
(b) Groundwater Protection and Replenishment Study 
(c) Erosion and Sedimentation Control Plan  
(d) Traffic Impact Study in accordance with §105-21.B(9) 
(e) Community association document, where applicable. 

 
21. 105-21(B)(18) The applicant shall submit a ‘Preliminary Common Open Space Ownership and 

Management Plan’ consistent with the requirements of this section of the 
ordinance.  

 
22. 105-21.1(K)(2) Within the South Transportation Service Area an impact fee in the amount of Two 

Thousand Five Hundred and Twenty-Nine Dollars ($2,529.00) per anticipated 
peak hour trip must be provided by the applicant.   

 
23. 105-28(I) This section of the ordinance requires the applicant to obtain a Highway 

Occupancy Permit from the Pennsylvania Department of Transportation 
(PennDOT) for the proposed work within the right of way of Germantown Pike, 
State Route 3053.  The Township Engineer should be notified of all meetings with 
PennDOT and must be copied on all correspondence. 
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 Section Description 

 
24. 105-30  As defined by Section 105-29(C) and 105-30(A), streets adjacent to the site are 

subject to the following requirements: 

 
The plans must be revised in order to demonstrate compliance with the 
requirements of this section of the ordinance and to indicate the source or plan 
reference used to determine the Right-of-way width for Germantown Pike (S.R. 
3053). 

Street Name Classification Required 
Ultimate 
R.O.W 

Required 
Cartway 
Width 

Curbs Sidewalks Tree Zone 

Germantown Pike Arterial * * Required Required Required 

* As recommended by PADOT or the Montgomery County Roads & Bridges Dept. 

 
25. 105-35(B), 

105-35(E), 
105-38(M),  
105-50(E) 

Entrances and exits to and from off-street parking areas shall be located so as to 
minimize interference with street traffic. The proposed site-egress drives are not 
laid out directly opposite Westaway Drive.  Additional coordination with PennDOT 
will be required to ensure the optimal driveway access location is provided. 

 
26. 105-36 In general, no private driveway shall take access to an arterial or major collector 

street. Driveways shall be so located and designed as to provide a reasonable 
sight distance at street intersections.  The plans must be revised to indicate 
available site distance at the driveway connection to Germantown Pike. 

 
27. 105-37 The plans must be revised to demonstrate compliance with the sight distance 

requirements of this section of the ordinance and/or the required sight distances 
contained in the most current revision of Pennsylvania Code Title 67 Chapter 
441, whichever is more restrictive. 

 
28. 105-38(A) The plans must be revised to include dimension labels for proposed parking stalls 

and aisles, in accordance with the following minimum dimensions: 
Parking Aisle 

Angle of Parking (degree) Stall 
Width 
(feet) 

Stall 
Depth 
(feet) 

One-
Way 
(feet) 

Two-
Way 
(feet) 

30 9 16.79 12 18 

45 9 19.09 13 18 

60 9 20.09 18 24 

90 9 18 * 24 

*not permitted 
 

 
29. 105-38(C), 

105-50(C)(2) 
This section of the ordinance requires curves/turns in entrance and exit drives 
and all internal parking lot aisles necessary for providing access for fire protection 
equipment to have a minimum inside turning radius of 25 feet and a minimum 
outside turning radius of 50 feet. The applicant shall submit plans using truck 
turning templates showing the required turning radii are provided for access to 
each building. 

 
30. 105-38(F) The plans must be revised to provide curbing around the entirety of the proposed 

parking areas. 
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 Section Description 

 
31. 105-38(H) The plans must be revised in order to demonstrate compliance with the 

requirements of this section of the ordinance, which states that all parking areas 
shall be set back from property lines at least 15 feet. 

 
32. 105-38(I) The plans must be revised in order to demonstrate compliance with the 

requirements of this section of the ordinance, which states that no more than 15 
parking spaces shall be permitted in a continuous row without being interrupted 
by a landscaping area not less than the width of a parking space constructed in 
accordance with the plan. 

 
33. 105-38(K) This section of the ordinance requires that parking lots with less than 30 spaces 

not have a grade exceeding 5%. The plans must be revised to provide parking 
area grades in compliance with the requirements of this section of the ordinance. 

 
34. 105-38(N) The plans must be revised in order to demonstrate compliance with the 

requirements of this section of the ordinance, which states that entrance and exit 
drives crossing the street line shall be limited to two along the frontage of any 
single street, and their center lines shall be spaced at least 80 feet apart.  

 
35. 105-38(P) Tire bumpers shall be installed so as to prevent vehicle overhang on any 

sidewalk or landscape area. 
 

36. 105-38(S), 
105-50(C) 

Internal sidewalks and service walks must be shown to provide connectivity to 
and from the proposed dwellings, site amenities, the existing SEPTA Bus Stop 
and the Public Sidewalk along Germantown Pike. 

 
37. 105-38(U) All common parking areas shall be adequately lighted during after-dark operating 

hours and all lights shall be located on raised parking islands, not on the parking 
surface. A Lighting Plan which indicates an adequate level of illumination in all 
parking areas must be submitted to the Township. 

 
38. 105-38(V) All artificial lighting used to illuminate any parking space or spaces shall be so 

arranged that no direct rays from such lighting shall fall upon any neighboring 
property or streets, nor shall any high brightness surface of the luminaries be 
visible from neighboring residential property or from a public street. The required 
Lighting Plan must also demonstrate compliance with the requirements of this 
section of the ordinance. 

 
39. 105-39(A) This section of the ordinance requires that all parking areas shall have at least 

one tree of three inches minimum caliper for every two parking spaces provided.  
Calculations that demonstrate compliance with the shade tree requirements 
contained in this section of the ordinance must be added to the plans.   

 
40. 105-39(C) A minimum of 10% of any parking lot facility over 2,000 square feet in gross area 

shall be devoted to landscaping, inclusive of required trees.  The plans must be 
revised to meet the requirements of this section of the ordinance and the 
percentage of the parking lot which is devoted to landscaping must be calculated 
and listed on the plans. 
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 Section Description 

 
41. 105-40(A), 

105-50(C)(2) 
105-56.1(B)(4) 

Required off street loading facilities must be designed so that each space shall be 
no less than 14 feet wide, 50 feet long, and 17 feet high, exclusive of drives and 
maneuvering space and located entirely on the lot being served.  Access and 
circulation for fire-fighting and other emergency equipment, moving vans, fuel 
trucks, garbage collection, deliveries and snow removal shall be planned for 
efficient operation and convenience.  The plans must be revised to demonstrate 
compliance with these sections of the ordinance. 

 
42. 105-41(A), 

105-75 
These sections of the ordinance require that the proposed Stormwater 
Management Plan be reviewed for compliance with Chapter 58 of the 
Whitemarsh Township Code, entitled ‘Grading, Erosion Control, Stormwater 
Management and Best Management Practices’. 

 
43. 105-42 (A) No subdivision or land development plan shall be approved unless there has 

been an erosion and sedimentation control plan approved by the Township 
Engineer consistent with the requirements of Chapter 58 of the Whitemarsh 
Township Code, entitled ‘Grading, Erosion Control, Stormwater Management and 
Best Management Practices’. 

 
44. 105-46 Curbs shall be provided in all subdivisions and land developments in accordance 

with Sections 105-30, and 105-74.   
 

45. 105-47(A) Sidewalks shall be provided in all subdivisions and land developments in 
accordance with sections 105-30, 105-47 and 105-73 of the Whitemarsh 
Township Code.  

 
46. 105-47(D) Curb cuts shall be provided at all street crossings.  The plans must be revised to 

clearly indicate that curb cuts and ADA accessible ramps are provided. 
 

47. 105-47(E) Sidewalks and pedestrian paths shall be adequately lighted, if required by the 
Board of Supervisors.  The required Lighting Plan must also demonstrate 
compliance with the requirements of this section of the ordinance. 

 
48. 105-47(J) Sidewalks adjacent to angle parking areas shall be set back a minimum of five 

feet to prevent car overhang from restricting pedestrian movement along the 
sidewalk. 

 
49. 105-48 Within any land development, street trees shall be planted along all streets where 

suitable street trees do not exist.  The minimum trunk diameter, measured at a 
height of six inches above the root ball, shall be three inches. 

 
50. 105-48(E), 

105-56.1(J)(5) 
Unless otherwise approved by the Board of Supervisors, street trees shall be 
planted within a tree planting zone of lawn area or other material approved by the 
Shade Tree Commission, situated between the sidewalk and curb and measuring 
a minimum of five feet in width from the planting edge of the curb to the planting 
edge of the sidewalk. 

 
51. 105-50(B) 

 
The plans must be revised in order to demonstrate that the attached dwellings will 
incorporate varied designs, architectural modes and setbacks.  
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 Section Description 

 
52. 105-50(C)(3) The plans must be revised in order to demonstrate compliance with the 

requirements of this section of the ordinance, which states that walking distance 
from the main entrance of a building to a parking area shall be less than 100 feet. 

 
53. 105-50(D) The plans must be revised to show proposed grading in order to demonstrate that 

grading is designed for buildings, lawns, paved areas and other facilities to 
assure adequate surface drainage, safe and convenient access to and around 
the buildings, screening of parking and other service areas and conservation of 
desirable existing vegetation and natural ground forms.  

 
54. 105-50(E) The plans must be revised to include construction details which demonstrate that 

all driveways will be paved and constructed in accordance with Township 
standards. 

 
55. 105-50(F), 

105-56.1(B)(3) 
The plans must be revised in order to demonstrate compliance with the 
requirements of these sections of the ordinance, which state that outdoor refuse 
collection stations shall be screened from view and landscaped.   

 
56. 105-52 Buffer yards are required between land developments and along existing streets 

to soften visual impact, to screen glare, and to create a visual barrier between 
conflicting land uses.  The plans must be revised to provide a table detailing the 
buffer yard requirements, in accordance with Section 105-52.B as well as the 
actual buffers provided.  All landscaping plans are subject to the review and 
approval of the Shade Tree Commission. 

 
57. 105-52(B)(2) This section of the ordinance requires that all buffers shall have a minimum width 

of 50 feet.  The Board of Supervisors may permit an alternative planting option 
which shall have a screening capability equal to or greater than any of the 
available options.  The applicant should provide evidence in sufficient detail to the 
Board of Supervisors in order to demonstrate that sufficient screening will be 
provided. 

 
58. 105-53(D) This section of the ordinance requires the dedication of land in the amount of 10% 

of the total Site Area for Park and/or Recreational use.  The applicant has the 
option of offering a fee in lieu of dedicating actual land area and can also provide a 
combination of a fee in lieu and dedication of land.  All offers of land and/or fees in 
lieu of dedication must meet the requirements of this section of the ordinance. 

 
59. 105-56.1(A) The applicant shall submit architectural drawings for evaluation of the proposed 

buildings, including building elevation and colored renderings.  
 

60. 105-56.1(B)(1) The plans must be revised in order to demonstrate compliance with the 
requirements of this section of the ordinance, which states that, when there is 
more than one building on a lot and/or within a development, the total amount of 
required parking shall be divided into discreet sections of not more than 20 
spaces.  
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 Section Description 

 
61. 105-56.1(C) All developments shall provide for future access to adjacent properties within the 

VC. Applicants shall seek agreements for shared vehicular access as the 
preferred means of reducing the total number of curb cuts within the district, as 
well as for traffic safety and congestion reasons. 

 
62. 105-56.1(C)(3) Access easements and maintenance agreements or other suitable legal 

mechanisms for Shared access shall be submitted to the Board of Supervisors 
with the application for conditional use approval. 

 
63. 105-56.1(E)(2) The plans must be revised in order to demonstrate compliance with the 

requirements of this section of the ordinance, which states that parking areas 
shall be buffered from any adjacent accessway by street trees and by a four-foot-
wide landscaped area with a continuous row of two- to three-foot high shrubs, 
fence or seating wall. 

 
64. 105-56.1(G)(1) The plans must be revised in order to demonstrate compliance with the 

requirements of this section of the ordinance, which states that sidewalks shall 
be provided along all street lines and primary accessways and shall be six feet in 
width and of material compatible with surrounding area. Materials other than 
concrete are encouraged (i.e., unit pavers, etc.), provided all such materials are 
ADA compliant. 

 
65. 105-56.1(G)(2) The plans must be revised in order to demonstrate compliance with the 

requirements of this section of the ordinance, which states that all driveways 
shall have concrete aprons to continue the sidewalks across the driveway or 
nondedicated street onto a property. 

 
66. 105-56.1(H) Crosswalks shall be provided at driveways and shall be differentiated to stand out 

from the vehicular cartway at all intersections by using a variety of materials, 
including stamped concrete, brick or Belgian block, colored asphalt or similar. 
The Board of Supervisors shall approve the materials and design of all 
crosswalks. 

 
67. 105-56.1(I) All VC subdistricts shall contain street lighting poles and fixtures as approved by 

the Board of Supervisors. 
 
68. 105-56.1(J), 

105-83 
The plans must be revised in order to demonstrate compliance with the 
Landscaping and buffering requirements contained in these sections of the 
ordinance. 

 
69. 105-69(C) Along the existing street on which a subdivision or land development abuts, 

improvements shall be made to the street.  The improvements to the boundary 
street shall be determined by the width of the required cartway and built to the 
specifications established by the Township. 

 
70. 105-71 This section of the ordinance requires that the developer shall install or cause to 

be installed at the developer’s expense metal or fiberglass pole streetlights 
serviced by underground conduit.   
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 Section Description 

 
71. 105-73 This section of the ordinance requires sidewalks to be constructed as required by 

Sections 105-30 and 105-47.    
 

72. 105-74 This section of the ordinance requires Curbs to be constructed as required by 
section 105-30.  The plans must be revised to indicate the replacement of any 
curbing along the property frontage found to be in disrepair.  All existing 
depressed curbs that will no longer be required for site access must be replaced 
with full reveal concrete curbing. 

 
73. 105-75(A) The developer shall construct stormwater drainage facilities, including curbs, 

catch basins, inlets, storm sewers, culverts, road swales, open channels and 
other structures in order to  prevent erosion, flooding and other hazards to life 
and property consistent with the requirements of Chapter 58 of the Whitemarsh 
Township Code, entitled ‘Grading, Erosion Control, Stormwater Management and 
Best Management Practices’. 

 
74. 105-76 The applicant must obtain a letter of approval from the Township Fire Marshal in 

order to ensure that adequate fire protection is provided. 
 

75. 105-78 The applicant must obtain the approval of the Whitemarsh Township Authority 
with regard to proposed sanitary sewerage facilities. 

 
76. 105-79 All preliminary plan submissions shall include evidence of submission to PADEP 

of a sewage facilities planning module application mailer. 
 

77. 105-81 All electric, telephone and communication service facilities, both main and service 
lines, shall be provided by underground cables, installed in accordance with the 
prevailing standards and practices of the utility and other companies providing 
such service.  Final plans shall show locations of all utilities and shall be 
coordinated with landscaping. 

 
78. 105-89 The developer shall enter into a written agreement with the Township in the 

manner and form approved by the Solicitor wherein the developer shall agree, to 
construct or cause to be constructed at his own expense all proposed 
improvements shown on the approved land development plan, all in strict 
accordance with the standards and specifications of the Township and within the 
time specified in said agreement, and to deposit with the Township financial 
security in an amount sufficient to cover the cost of all subdivision or land 
development improvements, including both public and private improvements. 
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CHAPTER 55 - TREE PROTECTION STANDARDS 
 
 Section Description 

 
79. 55-4(B) The plans must be revised in order to demonstrate compliance with the 

requirements of this section of the ordinance, which states that the removal of 
more than 33% of trees, having a DBH of six inches or greater, on any lot, shall 
not be permitted. 

 
80. 55-4(C)(1) A Tree Survey Plan and a Landscape Plan prepared in accordance with the 

requirements contained in this section of the ordinance must be submitted to the 
Township. 

 
81. 55-4(C)(2) The Tree Survey Plan and the Landscape Plan shall be reviewed by the Shade 

Tree Commission in a public meeting. 
 

82. 55-4(C)(3)(b) Any tree lost or destroyed within the past five years must be shown on the Tree 
Survey Plan as a “Removed Tree” and must be replaced as part of the proposed 
project. 

 
83. 55-4(C)(3)(c) Heritage trees and boundary trees shall be individually noted on the Tree Survey 

Plan. 
 

84. 55-4(D) The plans must be revised to include provisions for tree protection to preserve 
healthy trees and shrubs on site.  A note must be added to the plans requiring 
protective fencing to be placed around trees on the property prior to construction.  
Protective fencing must be shown on the plans in the areas where it will be 
required, and a tree protection fence detail must be provided.   

 
85. 55-4(B)(2) A note must be added to the plans requiring a pre-construction conference with 

the Shade Tree Commission's designee prior to start of construction.   
 

86. 55-4(B)(6)(a) This section of the ordinance requires that every tree determined to be living and 
healthy, with a DBH of 6 inches or greater and which is designated to be removed 
or which is destroyed, shall be replaced with one or more new shade trees of a 
type approved by the Township with a trunk diameter of not less than 3 inches in 
caliper.  The total caliper of replacement trees, measured at 6 inches above the 
ground line, shall equal or exceed the DBH of the tree removed.  Calculations 
that indicate compliance with the tree replacement requirements contained in this 
section of the ordinance must be added to the plans. 

 
87. 55-4(B)(6)(c) Replacement trees shall be planted in addition to the trees required by planting 

requirements otherwise set forth in the Subdivision and Land Development Code. 
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GRADING, EROSION CONTROL, STORMWATER MANAGEMENT AND BEST MANAGEMENT 
PRACTICES ORDINANCE:  
The plans will be reviewed for grading, erosion & sedimentation control, stormwater management and 
best management practices following the submission of an Erosion and Sedimentation Control Plan 
and Stormwater Management Calculations.  Please note that we have incorporated selected 
applicable comments related to the requirements of Chapter 58 of the Whitemarsh Township Code 
into this review to provide the applicant guidance in the preparation of future plan submissions.  These 
comments do not fully address stormwater management or erosion control on the site. 
 
 Section Description 

 
88. 58-14 Water volume controls shall be implemented using the Design Storm Method 

(CG-1 in the BMP Manual). 
 

89. 58-15(A)(1) All earth disturbance activities shall limit the rate of stormwater runoff so that no 
greater runoff is permitted from any point on the site than that of the site at its 
maximum development potential in its natural condition of the same frequency 
storm.  

 
90. 58-17(A)(2)(f) The type, depth and aerial extent of predominant soils on the property must be 

added to the plans. Depth to seasonal high water table must be indicated on the 
plans to ensure proper functioning of any infiltration BMPs, if any. 

 
91. 58-17(A)(2)(k) The plans must be revised to show existing contours and proposed finished 

grades. 
 

92. 58-17(A)(2)(l) The plan must be revised to include a delineation of the limits of disturbance, 
along with a statement, in square feet, of the total site area and the disturbed 
area..   .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..  

93. 58-17(A)(2)(o) The plans must be revised to show the size, location and construction details of 
all proposed impervious ground cover.   

 
94. 58-17(A)(2)(q) The plan must be revised to include an estimated development schedule and 

construction sequence for the site. 
 

95. 58-17(A)(2)(t) A statement, signed by the landowner, acknowledging that any stormwater BMPs 
are fixtures that can be altered or removed only after approval by the Township 
shall be added to the plans. 

 
96. 58-17(A)(2)(s) The following signature block must be added to the plans: 

“(Design Engineer)”, on this date (Signature, date), has reviewed and hereby 
certifies that the Stormwater Management Site Plan meets all design standards 
and criteria of Chapter 58, " Grading, Erosion Control, Stormwater Management 
and Best Management Practices"." 

 
97. 58-17(A)(4) The applicant must submit plans and supporting calculations detailing proposed 

stormwater drainage and stormwater management systems required by 
regulations adopted pursuant to this chapter. 
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 Section Description 

 
98. 58-17(A)(5) The applicant must submit plans and written procedures for minimizing erosion 

and sedimentation. 
 

99. 58-18(2) Should the limit of disturbance exceed one acre, the applicant must obtain a 
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit from the 
Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection.  

 
100. 58-23(A) An as-built survey of all stormwater BMPs must be submitted to the Township in 

paper and digital (dwg) formats. A note must be added to the plans stating an as-
built survey will be completed and submitted in both formats to the Township. 

 
101. 58-24(K)(2) Stormwater facilities shall be accessible to permit periodic maintenance and an 

access easement shall be provided to permit such access.  The following blanket 
stormwater easement note, must be added to the plan: 
‘Stormwater facilities shall be owned and maintained by the property owner in 
perpetuity.  The property owner shall provide a blanket stormwater access easement 
to the Township for the purpose of access to the stormwater facilities.  If, in the 
judgment of the Township Engineer, the owner has failed to maintain the stormwater 
facilities in such a manner as to ensure their proper functioning, the Township after 
providing a written notice, shall have the right to enter upon the lands of the owner 
and to make any repairs as may be necessary to the stormwater facilities to ensure 
that such facilities function and perform in accordance with the design specifications.  
Any and all costs incurred by the Township for such repairs and/or maintenance shall 
be paid in full by the owner.  A lien or liens may be placed against the property if the 
owner fails to remit payment within sixty (60) days.’ 

 
102. 58-30(A)(8) If in the course of reviewing the stormwater management plan, the Township 

Engineer determines that off-site improvements are necessary to satisfactorily 
control the stormwater from the site, the applicant shall be responsible for such 
off-site improvements. 

 
103. 58-32(A)(2) The increased runoff from the proposed development must be controlled by 

permanent runoff control measures.  All runoff control measures shall be 
evaluated for their effectiveness during the one hundred year storm.  The 
required stormwater management calculations must demonstrate compliance 
with the requirements of this section of the ordinance. 

 
104. 58-32(A)(3) All plans and designs for stormwater management systems and facilities submitted 

to the Township for approval shall determine stormwater peak discharge and runoff 
by use of the Soil Cover Complex Method as set forth in the U.S. Department of 
Agriculture, Soil Conservation Service Publication entitled, “Urban Hydrology for 
Small Watersheds,” Technical Release #55 or latest edition thereof. 

 
105. 58-35(C)(3)(e) A detailed soils evaluation of the project site shall be performed to determine the 

suitability of infiltration BMPs, if any.  The evaluation shall be performed by a 
Registered Professional Engineer experienced in geotechnical engineering or a 
Certified Professional Soil Scientist and at a minimum, address soil permeability, 
depth to bedrock, susceptibility to sinkhole formation, and subgrade stability.  A 
copy of the results of the soils evaluation must be submitted to the Township.  
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 Section Description 

 
106. 58-32(E)(4) The following note shall be attached to all drainage plans and signed and sealed 

by the applicant’s Registered Professional Engineer experienced in geotechnical 
and soil engineering: “I certify that the proposed facility is/is not underlain by 
limestone.” 

 
107. 58-35(A) No regulated earth disturbance activities within the Township shall proceed until 

approval by the Township of a BMP operations and maintenance plan, which 
describes how the permanent stormwater BMPs will be properly operated and 
maintained. 

 
108. 58-38(A) Roof drains shall discharge to infiltration areas or vegetative BMPs to the 

maximum extent practicable. The plans must be revised to indicate the location of 
all stormwater roof drains. 

 
109. 58-41(B) A note must be added to the plans stating that plans for the earth disturbance 

activity, bearing the stamp of approval of the Township Engineer, shall be 
maintained at the site during the progress of the grading work and until the work 
has been completed. 

 
110. 58-41(C) A note shall be added to the plans stating the permit holder will notify the 

Township Engineer in order to obtain inspections at least 48 hours before the 
inspection is to be made for; initial inspection, rough grading, drainage facilities, 
BMPs, special structures and final inspection.  

 
Any future submission of the design plans for this project must be accompanied by a letter, prepared by 
the applicant’s engineer, which addresses each of the comments contained in this report.  Should you 
have any questions regarding this matter, please do not hesitate to contact me at this office.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
        

 
 
 

Krista Heinrich, P.E. 
Township Engineer 
Gilmore & Associates, Inc. 
 
 
 
cc: Charles L. Guttenplan, AICP – Director of Planning and Zoning 

Sean Kilkenny, Esq.; Kilkenny Law – Township Solicitor (via email) 
 Robert A. Sztubinski, B.C.O. – Director of Building & Codes (via email) 

 Andrew G. Thomas – Fire Marshal/Emergency Management Coordinator 
 JB Reibstein, 608 Germantown Pike Associates,LLC – Owner/Applicant 
 Timothy P. Woodrow, P.E– Applicant’s Engineer 
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HT 1001 Washington, LLC

November 19, 2025

Appropriate stormwater controls proposed; Obtaining NPDES permit

N/A

Based on review of SHPO website

Per final PNDI and clearances from PA Fish & Boat and DCNR.                          


October 28, 2025



X

X

X

N/A

Certain waivers were granted by Board of Supervisors in Resolution #2025-26. 
Approved 12/11/25.

Outside service area.

None we are aware of.

Charles L. Guttenplan, AICP

Director of Planning & Zoning/ Zoning Officer

1/13/26

Whitemarsh Township Planning Commission 

616 Germantown Pike, Lafayette Hill, PA 19444

610-825-3535

Additional Comment: The Planning Commission reviewed the preliminary plan for this development at their October 28, 2025 and November 19, 2025 meetings. At the conclusion on November 19th, the Planning Commission approved a motion to recommend denial of the plan for environmental, traffic, and safety reasons. However, at their meeting on December 11, 2025, the Township Board of Supervisors conditionally approved the plan by Resolution #2025-26.
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January 7, 2026 

SUBJECT:   2026 Planning Assistance Work Program  

TO:   Charles L. Guttenplan, AICP, Director of Planning & Zoning/Zoning Officer;  
  Sam Zrillo, Whitemarsh Township Planner; Whitemarsh Township Planning Commission 
 
FROM:   Tim Konetchy, AICP, Senior Community Planner 

 

Introduction 

At its December 9, 2025 meeting, the Whitemarsh Township Planning Commission reviewed a list of potential 
zoning ordinance amendment projects to consider for the 2026 work program. The Township’s MCPC Community 
Planner, together with Township Planning & Zoning staff, provided an overview of each potential project and 
offered recommendations regarding which items may represent the highest priorities for the Township. 

Following discussion and deliberation, the Planning Commission identified the replacement of the Conservation 
Design Overlay District as its principal priority for 2026. The Commission also agreed that several minor zoning 
amendments, as recommended by Township staff, should be addressed concurrently with this effort. Additional 
detail on the 2026 Planning Assistance Work Program is provided below. 

2026 Work Program  

1. Replacement Conservation Design Overlay District  
 
Replacing Article XXXVI, Conservation Design Overlay District, of the Township Zoning Ordinance will be 
the Planning Commission’s principal priority in 2026. The Conservation Design Overlay District is a 
mandatory overlay district that applies to proposed residential developments of five or more dwelling 
units within the AAAA, AAA, AA, and A Residential Districts. Proposed development within the AAAA, AAA, 
AA, and A Residential Districts with fewer than five dwelling units may elect to utilize the underlying 
district regulations or the regulations of the Conservation Design Overlay District. 
 
The purpose of the overlay was to offer flexibility in residential subdivision design while requiring the 
conservation of significant natural features and the establishment of open space for future residents. 
Adopted in 2006, the district has been applied to only a handful of subdivision proposals and, 
unfortunately, has not functioned as originally intended. 
 
This is not the first time that the Township has sought to amend the Conservation Design Overlay District. 
In 2022, a subcommittee was formed to draft a replacement for the district. The subcommittee ultimately 
prepared a draft ordinance titled “Open Space Conservation District,”  which was adopted. MCPC is 
currently reviewing the draft and will provide an analysis of the draft at a future meeting.   



 

2. Miscellaneous Amendments. Township Planning & Zoning staff identified the following sections of the 
Township Zoning Ordinance that require minor amendments and that ought to be addressed in the near-
term. The Planning Commission recommended that the following ordinance amendments be prepared by 
MCPC in coordination with Township Planning & Zoning staff. The items listed below will be prepared and 
presented to the Planning Commission throughout the first half of 2026, with the goal of adopting a 
package of amendments by mid-year.  
 
A. Village Commercial Districts.  

• Permitted Uses.  
Township staff will review the permitted uses within the Village Commercial Districts -- VC-1, 
VC-2, VC-3, and VC-4 -- with a particular attention to the uses that currently require 
conditional use approval. Staff have observed strong interest in the development within the 
VC districts; however, the requirement for conditional use approval has discouraged many 
potential proposals due to the associated time, cost, and lack of surety that their proposal will 
ultimately be approved.   

• Shared Parking and Access.  
MCPC will review the current requirements related to shared access and shared parking and 
will determine how to strengthen these requirements. Application of the district regulations 
has not yielded the degree of shared access and parking as initially envisioned.   
 

B. Article XXVI, Off-Street Parking and Loading. The Township’s parking standards were rewritten in 
2021; however, several land uses were inadvertently omitted. Parking requirements for missing uses 
will be established. Further, a small subset of existing parking requirements will be reviewed against 
development proposals that have been submitted since the 2021 amendments were adopted.  

C. Article XXII, Floodplain Conservation Overlay District. Review the Floodplain Conservation Overlay 
District to determine if continuing to permit residential development within the floodplain fringe 
remains appropriate and in the best interest of the Township.  

D. Section 116-33.4, Solar Energy Systems. The Township Engineer has recommended removing the 
provision in this section requiring the Township Engineer to determine whether a proposed solar 
energy system is “an effective means for utilizing solar energy on the property.” The Township has 
determined that such a review is unnecessary, as property owner or applicant is responsible for 
ensuring the practicality and efficiency of their proposed solar energy system. 

E. Article XL, Spring Mill Mixed-Use (SM-MU) District, and Article XLI, Transit-Friendly Design (TDO) 
Overlay. The regulations governing the SM‑MU District and the TDO Overlay will be reviewed and 
compared, as the two districts are closely related. Township staff have identified inconsistencies and 
areas of unclear language during recent sketch plan reviews, and revisions may be warranted to 
improve clarity and consistency. 

Next Steps 

MCPC will coordinate with Township Planning & Zoning staff to clarify roles and responsibilities for each of the 
items outlined above. As noted previously, the Township’s goal is to draft the miscellaneous zoning amendments 
throughout the first half of 2026. Developing a replacement for the Conservation Design Overlay District remains 
the greatest priority for the Planning Commission; however, because this effort will require substantial 
background research, the process will begin at a somewhat slower pace. 

With these considerations in mind, the Planning Commission’s early 2026 meetings will focus on introductory and 
high-level discussions related to the Conservation Design Overlay District replacement, along with the preparation 
and review of the miscellaneous amendments identified in this work program.  
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