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TOWNSHIP OF UPPER PROVIDENCE  
MEETING TO BE HELD IN TOWNSHIP MEETING HALL—1286 BLACK ROCK ROAD 

PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA 
JANUARY 5, 2022– 7:00 PM 

REORGANIZATION 

CALL TO ORDER / ROLL CALL 

PUBLIC COMMENT FOR NON-AGENDA ITEMS 

GENERAL DISCUSSION ITEMS:  

 Minutes: November 3, 2021, Planning Commission Meeting 
 Select Properties—Lovers Lane, Mennonite Road, TDR Discussion 
 ZHB #21-16 Addition to 141 Jacobs Street 

APPLICATIONS TO BE HEARD ON JANUARY 5, 2022:  NONE 

APPLICATIONS PENDING REVIEW: DATE FOR DISCUSSION TO BE DETERMINED 

1. AutoZone Conditional Use and Tentative Plan 
Property Address: 1811 E. Ridge Pike 
Proposed Development: AutoZone Store 
Township #: 8005-0376-0001 [CU] & 8005-0376-0002 [TLD] 
Submission Date: October 28, 2021, | MPC expiration date: NONE (signed wavier) 

 
2. Kudach Minor Subdivision  

Property Address: 336 Old State Road 
Proposed Development: Minor Subdivision (1 new lot) 
Township #: 5020-0378-0001 [MSD] 
Submission Date: June 2, 2021, | MPC expiration date: NONE (signed wavier) 
 

3. Global Packaging Amended Final Plan 
 

4. DeVimy Equities Amended Final Plan 
 

5. Amelia Street Townhomes 
Property Address: 105 /109 Amelia Street 
Proposed Development: 8 townhomes 
Township #: 3028-0373-0001 [TLD] 
Submission Date: June 2, 2021, | MPC expiration date: NONE (signed wavier) 

 
6. 172 Hopwood Road Conditional Use and Tentative Plan 

Property Address: 172 Hopwood Road 
Proposed Development: 48-unit carriage home development  
Township #: 6033-0341-0001 CU  / 6033-0341-0002 [TLD] 
Submission Date: February 5, 2020 | MPC expiration date: NONE (signed wavier) 

Conditional Use Hearing Clock: Open Extension (per January 27, 2021 letter) 
Land Development Clock Expiration: Open Extension (per January 27, 2021 letter) 
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FUTURE AGENDA DISCUSSION: Next meeting: January 19, 2022 

ADJOURNMENT 



Minutes: November 3, 2021, Planning Commission Meeting 
  



UPPER PROVIDENCE TOWNSHIP 
PLANNING COMMISSION 

REGULAR MEETING 
Wednesday, November 3, 2021 

 
 

A meeting of the Upper Providence Township Planning Commission was 
held at the Upper Providence Meeting Hall, 1286 Black Rock Road in Phoenixville, Pennsylvania 
on Wednesday, November 3, 2021. Attending were Planning Commission members, Tom Wright, 
Chair; Bob Heist, Vice Chair; Nicole Lyddane, Secretary; Robert Gilinger. Matt Caffrey. Also in 
attendance were Jen Gutshall from the Township Engineer’s Office; Anthony Valencia from the 
Township Traffic Engineer’s Office; and Geoffrey Grace, Township Director of Planning/Zoning 
Officer. 
 
Call to Order 
 

The regular meeting was called to order by Mr. Wright at 7:00 p.m. 
 
Public Comment for Non-Agenda Items 
 
 Philip Moran Santangelo - 109 Store Street 
Mr. Moran Santangelo stated he was speaking on behalf of some of the Hurricane Ida flood 
victims who live off of Port Providence Road. Mr. Moran Santangelo stated concerns the 
residents had about the letter they received on Friday, (October 19, 2021) from the township, 
specifically many residents understanding of the letter was that they had to participate in the 
buyout or raise their home; that there appeared to be no consistency as to who received the 
letters and the damages that were listed on the letter were inconsistent with actual damage. 
Mr. Moran Santangelo also stated that it was his understanding that the buyout was going to be 
voluntary and that is not how he interpreted the letter.  
 
Mr. Grace stated the township sent the letters to homeowners that had an assessed damage 
over 50% of the value of their home. These letters are a baseline for damage assessment. Mr. 
Grace stated the homeowners are to bring their home into flood plain compliance. If the 
homeowner cannot bring their house into compliance, there is a buyout option which is 
voluntary. If the homeowner wants to do any improvements, then the home must be raised. 
The Board of Supervisors directed the staff to meet with the homeowners individually to 
review and discuss their situation, to review the assessed damage letters, correct the amount of 
assessed damage as needed and then move forward. 
  
Mr. Moran Santangelo stated that the homeowners would like to meet as a group, so they can 
hear each other’s questions. Mr. Grace stated that has already happened; now it’s time to meet 
individually and address individual concerns. Maybe at a later time, with Board approval, they 
may meet again. 
 
  Michelle Demas – 820 Port Providence 
Ms. Demas asked what does compliance mean? Mr. Grace stated compliance means bringing 
your house back to a livable condition. If you do any substantial improvements, then you must 
raise your house. 
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 Erin Holvoet-333 Port Providence Road 
Erin Holvoet read her concerns requesting receiving accurate and timely information from the 
Board of Supervisors, the township and the experts regarding flooding issues. Ms. Holvoet 
stated she had contacted Mr. Grace and to discuss her situation. She stated her house was not 
substantially damaged but would like guidance before she spends money on her property. Mr. 
Grace stated he and township staff will be speaking with those who experienced less than 50% 
damage of their assessed value after they meet with those in substantially damaged areas. 
  
 Derek Moran – 258 Walnut Street, Mont Clare 
Derek Moran questioned what substantial improvements to a home means. Mr. Grace 
explained what substantial improvements are. 
 
General Discussion Items: 

Minutes to be approved 
 

The following minutes were reviewed: 
 
October 6, 2021 

 
Mr. Gilinger motioned, seconded by Mr. Heist, to approve the Planning Commission 

minutes from October 6, 2021. Motion carried 5-0. 
 
Letter Request: Yerkes Station Grant Application 
Present:  Alyson Zarro, Esquire, Attorney for the applicant 
  Ted Drauschak – The Galman Group  
 
Alyson Zarro, Esquire explained that the applicant for the Yerkes Station development is 

requesting a state grant for Traffic Improvements as part of the development due to the 
increased cost from first estimates. It is for a multi modal transportation grant via PennDOT to 
contribute to the cost of the improvements. The grant will only cover a portion of the 
improvements and the developer will match the grant money. The grant application requires 
letters of approval from the Planning Commissions of the county and township stating that the 
proposed improvements are consistent with both the county and townships comprehensive 
plans. Attorney Zarro requested approval from the Planning Commission and a letter signed by 
the Chairman. Attorney Zarro stated that Montgomery County Planning Commission has 
approved this request. There is no guarantee that the grant will be approved. 

 
Mr. Wright inquired why the discrepancy from the original estimate to the current one. 

Attorney Zarro explained the increase is because the estimate was done a few years back by a 
previous developer when full engineering was not completed and there has also been a recent 
rise in material costs. Mr. Wright asked if the grant is not approved what happens to the 
project. Attorney Zarro stated that if the grant is not approved, the developer has another plan 
to fund the improvements. 

 
Attorney Zarro confirmed Mr. Caffrey’s comment that there would be no cost to the 

township.  
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Ms. Lyddane motioned, seconded by Mr. Caffrey approval that the Upper Providence 

Planning Commission writes and signs a letter saying that the traffic improvements requested 
are consistent with the township’s comprehensive plan.  Motion carried 5-0. 

  
 

 
Applications: 
 

PBP3 – PD Home and Garden  
Property Address: Hollow and Egypt Road 
Proposed Development: 100,000 square foot warehouse building 

 Township#: 20559-0372-0003 [PLD] 
  MPC expiration date: NONE (signed waiver)  
  Plans Submitted: September 10, 2021 
 

Present: J. Edmund Mullin, Esquire - Attorney for Applicant 
  Joe Gambone - Applicant  
 
 
Ed Mullin, Esquire provided a brief over of the project. Attorney Mullin stated 

they are in a receipt of four review letters and are a will comply with all except for the 
county letter. The county review letter wants a walking path to connect the 
development with the local condominium. The applicant does not feel that that is 
appropriate. Attorney Mullin is requesting one waiver, to use a different scale on the 
documents so they can get the entire site on the plan. 

 
Mr. Caffrey asked if there are substantive changes to the tentative plan. Attorney 

Mullin stated there are not. Attorney Mullin stated the parking lot will be paved but 
since they only will have 23 employees and it is not a retail site, all the spaces will not 
be painted. Mr. Grace stated that when this application goes before the Board of 
Supervisors, there should be a separate line item added, noting that there is sufficient 
parking available but that it will not be completely stripped.  

 
Public Comments 
 
Glenn Murphy – 921 Port Providence Road 
Glen Murphy asked what is on the property now, if it is undeveloped land, what 

is being done for flood mitigation, if plans are available to review, and are storm water 
measures being revised in light of the recent flooding? 

Mr. Grace reviewed the layout of the of the building and the other buildings 
nearby. Attorney Mullin stated the applicant is complying with the township 
subdivision land development ordinance. Mr. Wright explained that the letters Attorney 
Mullin referred to are the responses from the consultant’s reviews of the plans. Mr. 
Grace stated the post storm water control measure plans are at the township if he 
would like to review them. Jen Gutshall stated that as part of the engineer review, all the 
impervious coverage improvements that are being done for this development are being 



November 3, 2021, Planning Commission Minutes 
 
 

4 
 

collected in the regional stormwater basin. There is a proposed wall at the back to pitch 
the water into the basin. The only thing going under the existing culvert under the 
railroad tracks that by pass it will be grass.  

 
Arlyn Bell – 708 Meadowview Lane     
Arlyn Bell asked if anything is going to be done to block or reduce the truck 

noise from the roadway from carrying to the neighboring apartment complex, The 
Meadows. Ms. Bell’s concern is that the plantings and small trees that are proposed will 
look nice but don’t appear to assist with the noise. Joe Gambone stated they can add 
some more plantings to assist with the noise, but that you can plant too much. Mr. 
Valencia stated the options to control noise other than plantings are to install noise 
barriers, noise walls or lower the road.  

 
Ms. Bell also asked about the status of the county request including a proposed 

SEPTA stop. Mr. Mullin stated that the SEPTA bus was proposed by the county to 
accommodate the applicant’s employees. Attorney Mullin had stated early that the 
applicant does not see a need for the SEPTA stop or walkway. 

  
Mr. Heist motioned seconded by Mr. Gilinger to continue the discussion and 

review options to minimize sound, to approve the waiver dated November 3, 2021, to 
not include the county planning letter and to forward this to the Boards of Supervisors. 
Motion carried 5-0 

 
 
 

Toll Brothers – Foley Tract Tentative Sketch Plan 
Property Address: 301 Rittenhouse Road 
Proposed Development: 54 Total Units 
Township #: 8001-0362-0004 TLD 
Submission Date: October 5, 2021 
MPC expiration date: NONE (signed waiver) 

 
Present:  Alyson Zarro, Esquire – Attorney for the Applicant   
  Brian Thierrin, Toll Brothers – Applicant 
 
Alyson Zarro reviewed the tentative sketch plan and the review letters from 

McMahon Associates, Gilmore and Associates and Grace Planning. Attorney Zarro stated 
that some comments from McMahon ‘s review letter will be addressed after the traffic 
study is completed and findings will be included at preliminary plans. 

 
Attorney Zarro reviewed proposed pedestrian crossings and trail connection 

across Valley View Drive, from the northeast part of the property to an existing trail, 
from the south parcel to a trail to Lewis Road and the pedestrian crossing between the 
north east parcel and south parcel. Attorney Zarro stated there are no sidewalks on the 
plan along Rittenhouse Road due to environmental constraints of wetlands and the 
flood plain on the north side and is asking the commission for their advice regarding 
installing sidewalks, trails and the circulation between the north side parcels. Mr. Heist 
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asked if an elevated boardwalk could be built. Brian Thierrin stated they could look at 
that option but noted there are very steep slopes that would probably require another 
permit. Mr. Wright received clarification that there are two proposed connections 
across Rittenhouse Road.  

 
Mr. Wright asked if the consultants and applicant can review the connections at 

the north parcels before they return for preliminary approval. Mr. Grace stated these 
engineering issues could be worked out when they present the preliminary plan. 

 
 
Public Comments: 

 
 None 
 
Recommendation  

 
Mr. Heist motioned, seconded by Ms. Lyddane, recommending tentative sketch 

plan approval with the caveat that there is continued consultation with McMahon to 
make the road connections complete. Motion carried 5-0.  

 
 

Discussion Item:                                                                      
 

Planning Commission Meeting: Future Agenda 
 

  
 Next meeting November 17, 2021 @7:00 pm (Wednesday) Cancelled 
 
 Mr. Heist motioned, seconded by Mr. Gilinger to cancel the November 17, 2021 

 meeting. Motion carried 5-0. 
 
  

Adjournment: 

Mr. Gilinger motioned, seconded by Mr. Caffrey to adjourn.  Motion carried 5-0. 
 
 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
                                    
Nicole Lyddane, Secretary 
Upper Providence Township Planning Commission 



Select Properties—Lovers Lane, Mennonite Road, TDR Discussion 
  



 

          K&A 
 

 

 

Date: December 7, 2021 

 

To: Geoff Grace, Director of Planning and Zoning 

 

From: John H. Kennedy, AICP 

 

Re: TDR District  

 425 S. Mennonite Rd. 

 Upper Providence Twp., Montgomery County PA 

 

 

TDR – Transfer of Development Rights District Summary 

This District was adopted in 2008 with the intention of providing the Township with an 

additional means to preserve open space, protect the natural environment, minimize disturbance 

to sensitive areas, and lessen suburban sprawl in the Township by transferring the development 

rights from a sending area to a receiving area by conditional use approval. The sending areas can 

be tracts within the R-1 or R-2 District which meet at least one of the specific requirements 

provided by the District. The receiving areas must also be located in the R-1 or R-2 District and 

are subject to numerous regulations. 

 

However, in the time since the TDR District was created, it has not been utilized. Overall, the 

District is too narrowly focused, resulting in a limited number of places it can actually be 

implemented. Adjustments to the TDR District regulations and expansion of the receiving zones 

are necessary to make this a viable method of preserving land by transferring development rights 

within the Township.  

 

We would like to amend the TDR District to make it a functional tool for Upper Providence 

Township. In our case we would be using the Greer property (located in the R-2 District) as the 

sending area and the Mennonite Road property (R-1 District) as the receiving area. A summary 

of the properties and the proposed changes to the TDR that have been identified are provided 

below. 

 

Sending Parcel requirements for TDR: 

The Greer parcel is a qualifying sending parcel. It is zoned R-2 and yields 12 lots (including 

a lot for the existing house). A yield plan has previously been prepared. All of the lots can be 

transferred, or a portion of the lots as long the sending parcel restricts a minimum of 50% of 

the parcel from future development. 

 

 
Receiving Parcel Requirements and Changes Proposed for the TDR District:  

TDRs from Greer to Mennonite Rd 

 

Maximum number of lots §182-71.(11) 

 The maximum number of lots in a TDR development is determined as follows: 



 

 

 

  Yield of the receiving parcel (using existing R-1 zoning)    6 lots (per sketch plan) 

 +  TDR from sending parcel + 20% (or less).   13 lots  (11 + 20%)  

  Maximum number of lots     19 lots 

 

 

Receiving parcel requirements Mennonite Rd Parcel: 

TDR sketch 07.06.2021 

Requires change 

to TDR § 

Not previously restricted Assumed, no restrictions ~ 

Min. Tract size of 7 AC 8.55 AC ~ 

Located in R-1 or R-2 R-1 ~ 

Access to feeder or higher-class Rd. 70 ft. access to Mennonite Rd. 

(A 50 ft ROW would be needed) 

~ 

Adjacent to higher density zoning: 

     Commercial/office/industrial 

     R-3 or R-4 

     Lot sizes 30,000, or less. 

      

NO: Does not Qualify.  

(It is within 1,500 ft of residential 

development with < 30,000 sf lots). 

However, the parcel abuts Route 422. 

§182-71.5.A.(4) 

Not designated for preservation Complies ~ 

85% free of environmental 

constraints 

NO: at least 31% of the site could be 

considered woodland. 

§182-71.5.A(6) 

Public water and sewer Yes ~ 

 

 

 

 

Subdivision with TDR in the R-1 Dimensional Requirements: Single Family Detached 

 TDR Proposed TDR sketch 

Dated 07.06.2021 

Requires a change 

to TDR District: 

Min lot size: 15,000 sf* 8,000 sf §182-71.6.A(1) 

Average lot size: 17,500 sf 15,000 sf §182-71.6.A(1) 

Yards: 

     Front 

     Side 

     Rear 

 

30 ft 

15 ft., each 

30 ft 

 

25 ft 

10 ft., each 

30 ft 

§182-71.6.A(2) 

Min lot width 100 ft. 70 ft §182-71.6.A(3) 

Max. building coverage 20% 25% §182-71.6.A(4) 

Max. Imp. surface ratio 35% 40% §182-71.6.A(5) 

Max. building height 35 ft. 35 ft ~ 

 *15,000 sf is also the same minimum lot size required by the R-2 District with public sewer and 

water (Greer Parcel), a smaller lot size is appropriate for a TDR subdivision. 

 

• If the above changes are made to the TDR R-1 dimensional requirements, appropriate 

adjustments should also be made to the R-2. Or, just incorporate the TDR R-1 and TDR R-2 into 

one set of requirements for any TDR subdivision. 

 

 

SALDO Comments: 

 

• §182-71.5.B of the TDR Ordinance  requires single family detached dwellings to follow the 



 

design guidelines of SALDO §154-36.4. We have reviewed this section and found that a waiver 

from §154-36.4.D would be desired from most potential developer’s/builders.  Revising this 

section would be appropriate.  

o §154-36.4.D -  “Except for accent purposes on no greater than 10% of any 

elevation, aluminum siding, vinyl siding or fiber-cement siding shall not be 

utilized.” 
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