
ABINGTON TOWNSHIP

DECEMBER 20, 2023

PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING

1



TOWNSHIP OF ABINGTON
_____________________

PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING

A G E N D A
December 20, 2023

7:30 PM

 

CALL TO ORDER

ROLL CALL                        BROWN, DICELLO, ROBINSON, ROSEN, COOPER, BAKER,
STRACKHOUSE, WEATHERLY

CONSIDER APPROVAL OF MINUTES

 a. Consider Approving Planning Commission Minutes of September 26, 2023.

PRESENTATION

UNFINISHED BUSINESS

NEW BUSINESS

 a. Consider the Preliminary Major Land Development application LD-23-01 for the location at
711 Fox Chase Road, Jenkintown, PA 19046. (St. Basils)

 b. Consider the Preliminary/Final Major Land Development Plan for LD-23-04 - 640 Cedar Road
(Hopewell Vet).

PUBLIC COMMENT

ADJOURNMENT
 

 
There are three ways for the public to participate in the meeting: in-person, online or by

phone. Residents who wish to attend in person can do so in the Abington Township Board
Room located at 1176 Old York Road, Abington, PA 19001, 2nd Floor. Alternative means of

public participation are offered for those who do not wish to or are unable to attend the
meetings in person. Residents who wish to participate in the meeting remotely can access the

meeting online by a computer, iPad, iPhone, or Android at
https://us06web.zoom.us/j/83637406019. This link will enable residents to hear the meeting

and see presentations. There will be no video capabilities. Residents, who are unable to join
online, can listen to the meeting by calling 1-929-436-2866 and entering the meeting ID

number 836-3740-6019 when prompted.
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To subscribe and receive agenda posting notifications, please sign up on our website
under Email Updates at www.abingtonpa.gov/agendas
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BOARD POLICY ON PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

For Information Purposes Only

The Township shall conduct business in accordance with the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania Laws
governing the conduct of public meetings and only establish guidelines that shall govern public
participation at meetings consistent with the law.

Each commenter shall:

Direct their comments to the Presiding Officer;

Speak from the podium or into a microphone designated by the presiding officer;

State their name for the record;

Either orally or in writing provide their address for the record;

Have a maximum of three minutes to make their comments. Each commenter when speaking to a

specific agenda item, is to keep their comments relative to that identified agenda item;

Speak one time per agenda item;

When commenting on non-agenda items, the commenter is to keep their comments related to

matters of the Township of Abington, Montgomery County, Pennsylvania.

State a question to the Presiding Officer after all commenters have spoken, and;

Be seated after speaking or upon the request of the presiding officer;

Not engage in debate, dialogue or discussion;

Not disrupt the public meeting, and;

Exercise restraint and sound judgement in avoiding the use of profane language, and the maligning

of others.
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Planning Commission Meeting         September 26, 2023 

 

The stated meeting of the Planning Commission of the Township of Abington was held on 

Tuesday, September 26, 2023 via webinar and in-person at the Township Administration 

Building, Abington, PA. with Chairman Brown presiding.  

 

CALL TO ORDER:  7:34 p.m.  

 

ROLL CALL: Present: BROWN, DiCELLO, ROBINSON, ROSEN, BAKER, 

STRACKHOUSE, WEATHERLY 

 Excused: COOPER 

  

    Also Present: Township Engineer Lee 

                 County Planner Narcowich  

                 Traffic Engineer Richardson 

 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

 

CONSIDER APPROVAL OF MINUTES: 

 

Mr. DiCello made a MOTION, seconded by Ms. Strackhouse to approve the Planning 

Commission Meeting minutes of July 25, 2023. 

 

MOTION was ADOPTED 7-0. 

 

PRESENTATION: None. 

 

UNFINISHED BUSINESS: None. 

 

NEW BUSINESS: 

 

Recommendation on the Conditional Use application on Chaverim Realty Partner, LLC for the 

location at 1209 Rydal Road, Abington, PA 19001: 

 

Mr. Brown said the subject property is a 7.316-acre parcel with frontage on Rydal and Woodland 

Roads with an existing single-family dwelling. The applicant proposes to subdivide the property 

into two parcels. Lot 1 will consist of 1.272 acres and contain the existing single-family 

dwelling. Lot 2 will consist of 6.281 acres and proposed is a senior care facility consisting of a 

74 unit, 82 bed Assisted Living/Memory Care facility contained in Building One and a 46-unit 

Independent Living facility in Building Two.  

 

Since the first submission, the applicant revised the subdivision lot boundary to comply with 

dimensional regulations of the zoning district in which the site is located. 

5



2 
 

Under the current resubmission with the revised lot boundary, the applicant is now proposing to 

subdivide the above referenced 7.316-acre property into two (2) parcels as follows: Lot 1 will 

consist of 1.622 acres containing the existing single-family detached dwelling that will remain, 

and Lot 2 will consist of the remaining 5.696 acres of vacant land, which is proposed to be 

developed for two (2) new senior care facilities totaling 120 units. 

 

Mr. Matthew McHugh, Attorney representing the applicant, said this is a conditional use 

application for a proposed 120-unit Senior Care Facility at 1209 Rydal Road and he requested 

approval by the Planning Commission on this application. Several resubmissions and revisions 

were made to the plan to address comments from the Township’s Zoning Officer and Traffic 

Engineer.  

 

Mr. John Anderson, Project Engineer, presented an aerial photo of the property noting the 

property is encumbered by a riparian corridor, steep slopes, and an existing home fronting Rydal 

Road. The proposal is to subdivide the property into two lots. Lot 1 will consist of the existing 

single-family home and Lot 2 will be used as a senior housing development.  

 

The existing home has access onto Rydal Road and the proposed development will take access 

from Woodland Road. Lots 1 and 2 are in the R-1 District and there will be no changes made to 

Lot 1. Lot 2 will consist of an E-10- and E-12 use defined in the zoning code as a senior care 

facility and lifecare/nursing home dividing each use into two buildings.  

 

There will be two access points off Woodland Road; an entrance into the development allowing 

access into the parking area associated with the first building and a main entrance into the facility 

that would then access the parking, drive isles and loading areas associated with the rear 

building.  

 

Site plan was presented along with the existing conditions plan that includes steep slopes, the 

riparian corridor, natural features, landscaping, lighting, conceptual grading plan as well as 

turning movements for emergency service vehicles, trash collection and delivery trucks.  

 

Proposed are 118 parking spaces, and the calculations for surface and underground parking areas 

were presented. Underground parking will be used by employees and the surface parking area 

will be available for residents and visitors.  

 

Sidewalks will be installed along the front of the property on Woodland that will connect to the 

existing sidewalk on Valley. Pedestrian crossings will be installed at the two entrance drives as 

well as pedestrian paths to both buildings and along the perimeter to the parking areas.  

 

Internal access drives will be built to the Township’s specifications and maintained in 

accordance with the ordinance and the open space for this development will be privately 

maintained.  
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Building One in the rear of the site will be an assisted living/memory care facility with 74 units, 

82 beds and Building Two will be an independent living facility with 46-units, 55 beds. 

Renderings of proposed buildings were presented.  

 

The plan complies with building dimensions, impervious coverage and green area requirements, 

and density and parking calculations for both the E-10 and E-12 use were reviewed. There will 

be no accessory structures except for structures required for parking, retaining walls, etc.  

 

The existing conditions plan shows the riparian buffer as well as the steep slope area noting there 

will be minor encroachment, and all comments as listed in the review letters from Township’s 

consultants were addressed.  

 

Ms. Allison Lee, Township Engineer, provided a review letter dated August 15, 2023 of the third 

submission by the applicant who addressed all outstanding zoning comments.  

 

Mr. Narcowich, County Planner, said he submitted an informal memo regarding connecting the 

proposed sidewalk to the existing sidewalk. He asked about outdoor seating areas such as a 

gazebo; stormwater management facilities; and the design for alternate loading zones. 

 

Mr. Anderson replied that the extension of the sidewalk would be within the existing right-of-

way that can be connected to the existing sidewalk. Also, we will work with the Township to 

identify areas for outdoor seating if it complies with the zoning ordinance. No stormwater 

management design has been done at this time as this is the conditional use stage, although we 

intend to comply with the Township’s Stormwater Management Ordinance.  

 

Mr. Greg Elmore, e2k Consulting, representing the applicant, added that there are covered 

outdoor areas for Building One. The loading zones are for fire access, and the trash enclosure 

and delivery bay are set so they would be used by both buildings with deliveries only going to 

Building One.  

 

Mr. Narcowich said regarding plans for the pedestrian system, he suggested a crosswalk 

connecting to the rear door where the ADA ramp crosswalk is located extending the walkway to 

the opposite sidewalk as well as providing a more direct route for pedestrians.  

 

Mr. Anderson replied we will consider it. 

 

Mr. Brown asked for comments from members of the Planning Commission.  

 

Ms. Strackhouse asked why is a senior living development being proposed in this residential 

neighborhood?  
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Mr. McHugh replied it is permitted in the R-1 Zoning District, and there is a need for senior 

residences in Abington Township as identified in the Comp Plan that was amended to include 

this type of use in the R-1 District. It is an appropriate use at an appropriate location and 

complies with the requirements of the zoning ordinance.  

 

Ms. Strackhouse questioned whether market studies were done in this area of Montgomery 

County.  

 

Mr. McHugh replied we feel there is a suitable need here based on market availability.  

 

Ms. Strackhouse said she has many issues with the proposed plan. She worked with the Comp 

Plan Development Team, and although the Comp Plan has not been finalized, it says, “A gradual 

transition will occur in areas of low density residential, higher density residential and 

commercial mixed-use areas,” and there is no transition. This plan greatly changes the character 

of this residential neighborhood, and she has a problem with it.  

 

Mr. McHugh replied we are providing a lot of open space and structuring it so that it will have 

the least impact on the neighborhood.   

 

Mr. Baker said it is a dense use in a low-density neighborhood. He expressed concern about the 

traffic especially from Woodland onto Valley, and were traffic studies done on that intersection? 

 

Mr. McHugh replied that a full traffic study has not been done at this time, but our traffic 

engineer studied trip generation, the comparison to suitability of the access points on Woodland 

Road as well as parking demand. There will be increased trips, but there will be off-peak times 

and staggered times when most of the staff arrives onsite, and during the land development stage, 

there will be a requirement for a complete traffic study.  

 

Mr. DiCello said there will be a large volume of delivery vehicles, so would there be adequate 

sight distance at the intersection of Valley and Woodland Roads? 

 

Ms. Sandy Koza replied that the sight distance at the full movement driveway on Woodland 

Road and the right-out only driveway were reviewed and it meets the minimum required safe 

sight distance requirements per PennDOT’s criteria. Also, as part of the development, there will 

be minor widening to provide a wider shoulder and clearing along the frontage for installation of 

sidewalks that will help with sight distance because vegetation will be removed.  

 

Mr. Weatherly said that although this is a well-developed plan, he questioned the location of a 

four-story building in a low-density residential district.  

 

Mr. McHugh replied that the development has been scaled back and changes were made to 

address comments in the review letters. 
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Mr. Rosen said introducing such a conspicuous and colossal structure into this private bucolic 

setting would be violating the trust of the residents who have invested their future into their 

homes, and we need to hear how the neighbors feel about it. 

 

Mr. Brown read a written statement into the record from Mr. Glen Cooper, member of the 

Planning Commission (not in attendance), who opposed the application as it stands.  

 

Mr. Brown said although the applicant has satisfied the technical requirements, he is not 

convinced they have met the conditional use criteria outlined in Section 1806 that says, “The 

scale of the use shall relate to and compliment the surrounding area,” so he does not believe it 

fits in with the character or complements the surrounding area.  

 

Mr. Brown asked for any public comment.  

 

Tom Stone, 1535 Woodland Road, commented that he and his wife lived on Woodland Road for 

34 years, and this proposal is completely out of character. Woodland Road is 1.3 miles, and 

within that span, there is a hospital, medical plaza, and Penn State University, and to add this 

building would be completely unacceptable.  

 

Larry Weilheimer, 1282 Rydal Road, commented that the code says, “The Board of 

Commissioners shall grant a conditional use only if it finds adequate evidence that any proposed 

development submitted will meet all of the following general requirements as well as any 

specific requirements and standards listed herein for the proposed use.” Also, the criteria listed 

under general requirements states that the proposed use should be “consistent with the spirit, 

purposes, and intent of the applicable zoning district,” and that “an improvement which is not a 

detriment to the properties in the immediate vicinity and which shall be in the best interest of the 

Township.”  

 

So, this facility is completely inconsistent and noncomplimentary to the surrounding area and 

there would be issues with traffic, lighting, and noise, and he strongly urged the  

Planning Commission to deny the conditional use application.  

 

Michelle DiBello, 1419 Woodland Road, commented that she has been a resident for 20 years, 

and this four-story nursing home does not fit in with the character of the neighborhood. It’s 

proposed to be built on a giant hill and no fence or vegetation would help the devasting loss of 

privacy for the neighbors. Also, she expressed concern about the parking lot being a hive of 

activity at all hours of the day/night with medical waste and delivery trucks, handicap transport 

vehicles and 24-hour staff, so there would be no “harmony,” and it would not align with our 

peaceful neighborhood. She urged the Planning Commission to oppose it.  

 

Ed Trauffer, 1625 Amity Road, commented that if he had known that something like this would 

happen in his neighborhood, he would not be living in Abington today because this will be a 

complete disaster for residents. 
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Kathy Driscoll, 1440 Woodland Road, commented that she has lived here for 23 years, and this 

conditional use will create significant harm to our neighborhood. She expressed concern about an 

increase in traffic on Woodland Road as well as surrounding roadways and the lack of 

appropriate sightlines; also, about the large parking lot with outside lighting and no buffer. This 

proposal is not consistent with the safety and character of the neighborhood and should not be 

recommended to the Board of Commissioners.  

 

Geraldine Erwine, 1421 Dorel Road, commented that she has lived here for 14 years and 

expressed concern that the traffic studies are not sufficient as they were conducted in the 

summertime and do not take into consideration the school district and its school buses and Penn 

State Abington students being in session; also about recent crashes at the intersection of 

Woodland, Valley, and Dorel Roads, which is a traffic safety issue. This conditional use would 

not compliment the neighborhood and she asked the Planning Commission to deny the 

application.  

 

Lori Shapiro commented that she and her husband Josh have lived on Cloverly Lane for 20 

years, and this proposal shows blatant disregard for the community as well as for the character of 

the neighborhood, and they are very much opposed to this plan.  

 

Aina Renwrick, 1429 Dorel Road, presented photos of her backyard and expressed concern 

about a four-story building towering over her home. How will stormwater runoff be managed 

since the homes on Dorel have already experienced flooding during extreme weather, and the 

proposed development will cause an increase in traffic and speeding on Dorel as well as decrease 

property value and dramatically change our neighborhood, so she is absolutely opposed to the 

proposed development and requested that the Planning Commission deny this conditional use 

application.  

 

Joe Dougherty, 1638 Amity Road, commented that he is a realtor, and this project will 

significantly decrease property values in this neighborhood that will have a trickledown effect 

through Rydal. Also, the density of the proposed development would not fit in with the character 

of the neighborhood and be detrimental to this community as well as the Township, so it should 

not be approved.  

 

Eric Wilkens, 1760 Cloverly Lane, expressed concern that the plan as presented is inconsistent 

with the spirit of the neighborhood, and there is very little difference between this building and a 

hotel. Also, there will be increased traffic and speeding, which is already a hazard for motorists 

and pedestrians, and this project will do nothing to help that.  

 

Jamie Wiener, 1012 Lindsay Lane, commented that this project is highly inconsistent with the 

surrounding neighborhood. People bought homes in this area because they do not want to live 

near something like this proposed building and it will decrease the value of homes in the 

surrounding area, so he urged the Planning Commission not to consider this proposal.  
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Kim Seese, 1443 Woodland Road, commented that this developer bought this lot for $600,000 

and there is approximately $1 million existing home on the property, so there is no reason why 

they could not develop this lot with two or three single family homes that would fit in with the 

character of the neighborhood. They are being “greedy,” and their proposal does not fit in with 

the neighborhood and it will have disastrous consequences, so she urged the Planning 

Commission to deny the application.  

 

Ms. Rochelle, Meadowbrook Court, provided her statement in writing as to why this is not an 

appropriate development citing concerns about flooding, polluted stream, and delivery trucks. 

And lifecare facilities should be kept in zoning districts that support it not in an R-1 Residential 

Zoning District.  

 

Lisa Kimbro, 1311 Meadowbrook Court, expressed concern about an incremental increase in 

stormwater runoff on Meadowbrook Court. She has seen rainfall this year that brought 

Meadowbrook over the bank, and the Township must require that the developer use state-of-the-

art engineering solutions both in the construction process and project configuration to avoid 

stormwater damage to downstream properties, and if that cannot be achieved, the project should 

be denied. She also expressed concern about trucks traveling through the neighborhood at all 

hours of the day/night, which would be inappropriate for a quiet residential neighborhood.  

 

Dan Dvor, 1446 Rydal Road, commented this proposal would change our quiet neighborhood as 

it is not in character and would be detrimental, so he hopes this does not go through and that the 

Planning Commission makes the right decision about this neighborhood.  

 

Gail Weilheimer, 1282 Rydal Road, commented that the developer’s application should fail as it 

violates the first prong of conditional use compliance that was adopted by the Township 

specifically the SALDO in which Section 146-30 directs that, “Lots that are excessively irregular 

in shape are to be avoided.” The developer’s proposed subdivision shows that the only way they 

can create the five acres needed to build this facility would be gerrymandering the lot size by 

curving around Lot 1, and by including the undevelopable steep slope acreage into their total 

computation, creates an irregular lot shape.  

 

The proposed subdivision not only violates the specific language of the SALDO but violates the 

spirit of the rule by creating a five-acre minimum needed for this lifecare facility, so the 

applicant is really asking for a waiver of the required minimum lot size, and since the applicant’s 

proposed subdivision lines violate the SALDOs irregular lot shape, the proposal in its entirety 

should be denied because it violates the first prong for conditional use.  

 

Additionally, the developer has grossly underestimated the number of staff that would be 

required for this facility having a far-reaching impact on everything else such as the number of 

parking spaces and impervious surface ratio, which will require zoning relief as well as having 

an impact on traffic, so that is why this application should be denied.  
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Eric Weren, 1443 Dorel Road, expressed concern about stormwater runoff on Valley and 

Woodland Roads. Also, about the number of staff needed for the proposed facility, and within 

three miles of this site, there are 13 senior facilities, and we don’t need that many in Abington.  

 

Mark Nealy, 1421 Orchard Hill Lane, expressed his opposition to the proposed facility as this 

project would be a complete violation of the character of the neighborhood and would dwarf the 

immediate surrounding single family residential homes. The increase in traffic, noise, stormwater 

runoff and parking would be an abomination as compared to the current bucolic setting, so on 

those factors alone the Planning Commission should deny this application.  

 

Karen Milovcich, resident, commented that the hospital system is already overloaded, and this 

would be a detriment to the community.  

 

Mr. Rosen made a MOTION, seconded by Ms. Strackhouse to deny the conditional use 

application. 

 

MOTION was ADOPTED 7-0.  

 

ADJOURNMENT:  9:29 p.m.  

 

Respectfully submitted, 

 

Liz Vile, Minutes Secretary  
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PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING

AGENDA ITEM

 

December 20, 2023

DATE

Administration

DEPARTMENT

AGENDA ITEM NUMBER FISCAL IMPACT

Cost > $10,000

Yes     No    

 
PUBLIC BID REQUIRED

Cost > $20,100

Yes     No    

 

 

AGENDA ITEM:

Toll Mid-Atlantic LP Company, Inc. Application

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:

Under this Preliminary Land Development application, the Applicant is proposing to demolish the
existing structures of the former St. Basil Academy School site; and construct a total of 150 age-restricted
carriage homes as well as a clubhouse and pool on an existing parcel of land located within the newly
created AR - Age Restricted Carriage Home Overlay District. The entire site consists of approx. 46.37
acres and is located within the CS - Community Service Zoning District. Other site improvements for this
site include parking, curbing, sidewalk, landscaping, lighting, and sanitary and stormwater management
facilities. Access to/from the site will be by way of one (1) proposed entrance off Fox Chase Road. In
addition, an emergency access road is proposed off of Fox Chase Road on the northwestern corner of the
site.

PREVIOUS BOARD ACTIONS:

08.12.22 - A revised Ordinance was sent to address the Planning Commissions comments from the
August 4, 2022 meeting. This Ordinance is attached and marked Revised 08.12.22.
08.23.22 - The Planning Commission recommended moving forward to the Comprehensive Plan
Consistency Committee on August 31, 2022 with the recommendations stated in the Executive Summary.
09.08.22 - Working Session - recommended to move to the next Board of Commissioners meeting on
October 13, 2022
10.13.22 - The Board of Commissioners approved advertisement of amendment 
11.10.22 - Ordinance # 2199 was adopted.
05.23.23 - The Planning Commission reviewed the Conditional Use Application.
07.13.23 - The Board of Commissioners approved the Conditional Use Application.
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RECOMMENDED BOARD ACTIONS:

Consider the Preliminary Major Land Development application LD-23-01 for the location at 711 Fox
Chase Road, Jenkintown, PA 19046. (St. Basils)

14



15



16



17



Land Use and Development Guidance Manual 
1176 Old York Road, Abington PA 19001 |www.abingtonpa.gov| 267-536-1000 | TTY/TTD: 9-1-1 | Fax 215-884-8271 

PROJECT NAME: ________________________________________________________________________ 

APPLICANT NAME: ______________________________________________________________________ 

TO BE COMPLETED BY THE TOWNSHIP 

Submission Information: 

Application Number: 

Project Title:                     

File Date: 

Date Complete: 

90 Day Date:  

Ward No.: 

REQUIRED MATERIAL FOR ALL SUBDIVISION/LAND DEVELOPMENT APPLICATIONS: 

1. This form MUST be completed and submitted.

2. A Subdivision/ Land Development Application MUST include all of the items listed in the application
checklist in Section V to be considered complete.

3. Incomplete application will NOT be placed on the Planning Commission agenda. Incomplete
applications will be returned to the applicant.

4. Complete applications must be received at least 45 DAYS (see schedule) prior to the Planning
Commission meeting at which it will be heard.

5. Ten (10) full size paper copies, and one (1) 11x17 reduced copy of the plans, plus three (3) copies of each
report or study are to be submitted in the initial submission of the complete application. A digital copy
of all submitted documents must be included with the application.

*It is highly encouraged to submit applications in a digital format

Application for Subdivision/Land Development

12

Sisters of St. Basil

Toll Mid-Atlantic LP Company, Inc.
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Land Use and Development Guidance Manual 
1176 Old York Road, Abington PA 19001 |www.abingtonpa.gov| 267-536-1000 | TTY/TTD: 9-1-1 | Fax 215-884-8271 

I. CONTACT INFORMATION

___________________________________________________________________ 
Name 

 __________________________________________________________________ 
  Address 

  _______________________________     _________________________________ 
  Phone    Fax 

 ___________________________________________________ 
  Email Address 

___________________________________________________________________ 
Name 

   ____________________________________________________________________ 
  Address 
   
    _________________________________     _________________________________ 
       Phone                                 Fax 

___________________________________________________ 
Email Address  

___________________________________________________________________ 
Name 

 ____________________________________________________________________ 
 Address 

_________________________________     _________________________________ 
Phone   Fax 

___________________________________________________ 
Email Address 

Applicant 
Information 

Property 
Owners 

Information 
(if different 

than applicant) 

Architect/ 
Planner 

13

Toll Mid-Atlantic LP Company, Inc.

1140 Virginia Drive, Fort Washington, PA 19034

215-938-8000

BThierrin@tollbrothers.com

Sisters of St. Basil the Great

710 Fox Chase Road, Jenkintown, PA 19046

ESE Consultants, Inc., Erin DeRocini, RLA

1140 Virginia Drive, Fort Washington, PA 19034

215-293-5495

Ederocini@eseconsultants.com

c/o Brian Thierrin
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Land Use and Development Guidance Manual 
1176 Old York Road, Abington PA 19001 |www.abingtonpa.gov| 267-536-1000 | TTY/TTD: 9-1-1 | Fax 215-884-8271 

___________________________________________________________________ 
 Name 

 
 ____________________________________________________________________ 
 Address   

_________________________________     _________________________________ 
Phone   Fax 

___________________________________________________ 
Email Address 

    ___________________________________________________________________ 
 Name 

 ____________________________________________________________________ 
 Address 

_________________________________     _________________________________ 
Phone   Fax 

___________________________________________________ 
Email Address 

Attorney 

Engineer/ 
Surveyor 
Cont’d 

Engineer/ 
Surveyor 

14

ESE Consultants, Inc.; Jeff Madden, P.E.

1140 Virginia Drive, Fort Washington, PA 19034

215-293-5441

JMadden@eseconsultants.com

Alyson M. Zarro, Esquire

717 Constitution Drive, Suite 201, Exton, PA 19341

610-458-4400

Alyson@rrhc.com

Riley Riper Hollin & Colagreco
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Land Use and Development Guidance Manual 
1176 Old York Road, Abington PA 19001 |www.abingtonpa.gov| 267-536-1000 | TTY/TTD: 9-1-1 | Fax 215-884-8271 

II. PROJECT INFORMATION

Application Type: 

Minor Subdivision Minor Land Develop.  Preliminary Major SD & LD 

Preliminary Major Subdivision  Prelim. Major Land Develop. Final Major SD & LD 

Final Major Subdivision Final Major Land Develop. 

Full street address of the property: _______________________________________________________ 

Tax Parcel No.: __________________  County Deed Book No.:____________  Page No.: ______________  

Description of Proposed Work: _________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Total Tract  Acreage: _______________      Project Acreage: __________________ 

Zoning District: _________ Existing Number of Lots: ________    Proposed Number of Lots: ______ 

Existing Sewer Flows: _______________________    Proposed Sewer Flows: ___________________ 

Proposed Land Use: 

Single Family Detached        ______Single Family Attached        ______Single Family Semi-Detached 

Multi-Family  ______Commercial ______Office   ______Industrial 

_______Other (Describe): _________________________________________________________________________ 

15

711 Fox Chase Road, Jenkintown, PA 19046
30-00-22424-001
30-00-22420-005

1572
2573

209
0467

Redevelopment of the property with 150 Age-Restricted Carriage Home 

46.37 acres 

AR - Age Restricted
Carriage Home 2 150 Units

Public Public

Dwelling Units and accessory uses, such as a clubhouse and pool. 

Overlay District
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Land Use and Development Guidance Manual 
1176 Old York Road, Abington PA 19001 |www.abingtonpa.gov| 267-536-1000 | TTY/TTD: 9-1-1 | Fax 215-884-8271 

It is recommended that ALL Land Development and Major Subdivision applications have a pre-

submission meeting to discuss the project prior to full application submittal. 

Minor Subdivision applications may request a pre-submission meeting; if one is desired. 

Meetings are typically held the fourth Tuesday of each month at the Township Administrative Offices. 

Applicants assume responsibility of any fees associated with this meeting. 

Applicant signature 

To schedule a pre-submission meeting, please contact the Office of the Township Manager at 267-536-1003 
or email TCastorina@abingtonpa.gov 

III. REVIEW

Please complete the following section by circling a response: 

• Have you met with the Zoning Officer regarding this plan? Yes No 

• Are there known variances/any zoning relief necessary for this
project?*

Yes No 

• If YES, have you submitted an application to the Zoning Hearing
Board?

Yes No 

• Has this plan been heard by the Zoning Hearing Board? Yes No 

• Has this plan been submitted to, considered by, or received
any formal action by the Planning Commission or Board of
Commissioners in the past?

Yes No 

*Please be advised that if any variances are found to be necessary during the course of the review of this plan,

you will be required to go to the Zoning Hearing Board prior to proceeding to the Planning Commission. In

addition, you will be requested to grant the Township a waiver to the 90-day action period or an immediate

denial of this application will be made, and you will be required to resubmit the application.

 

Date 

16
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Land Use and Development Guidance Manual 
1176 Old York Road, Abington PA 19001 |www.abingtonpa.gov| 267-536-1000 | TTY/TTD: 9-1-1 | Fax 215-884-8271 

IV. WAIVERS

List of Requested Waivers:  Attach separate sheet if required. 

Section/Requirement: Relief Requested: 

_______________________________________  ____________________________________ 

_______________________________________  ____________________________________ 

_______________________________________  ____________________________________ 

_______________________________________   ____________________________________ 

_______________________________________  ____________________________________ 

_______________________________________  ____________________________________ 

_______________________________________  ____________________________________ 

_______________________________________   ____________________________________ 

_______________________________________  ____________________________________ 

_______________________________________  ____________________________________ 
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See enclosed Addendum.
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IV. WAIVERS  

List of Waivers Requested: 

1) Section 146-11.A(4)  Tract boundaries with tax parcel numbers, owner's names and 
approximate acreage of lots surrounding any portion of the site for a distance of 400 feet. 
 
The plan shows the immediately surrounding information for TMP’s and names of owners, 
acreage, and any information the Township Engineer deems necessary. A waiver is requested to 
not show the all the information of the TMP, names of owners, the approx. acreage, and similar 
features within 400 feet. 
 
 

2) Section 146-11.B(3)  The location of property lines and names of landowners within 400 
feet of any part of the site to be subdivided or developed. 
 
The plan shows the immediately surrounding information for property lines and names of owners 
and any information the Township Engineer deems necessary. A waiver is requested to not show 
the all the information of the location of property lines and names of owners, and similar features 
within 400 feet. 
 
 

3) Section 146-11.B(7)  The location, size and ownership of all underground and above 
ground public or private utilities, on the site and within 400 feet of any portion of the site, 
including waterlines, sanitary sewer lines, storm sewer lines, electric lines, telephone lines, 
gas mains, fire hydrants and streetlights. 
 
All necessary sanitary sewers, storm drains, stormwater features, and similar features for the 
project to tie into surrounding the site have been obtained. The plan shows the immediately 
surrounding information for utilities. A waiver is requested to not show the all the information of 
the underground and above ground utilities, and similar features within 400 feet. 
 
 

4) Section 146-27.C  Sidewalks shall be located between the curb and right-of-way line, 
six inches from the property line. 
 
A waiver is requested for the sidewalk along Fox Chase Road. The existing locations of the 
sidewalk along portions of the road are within a few feet of the curb and roadway. The existing 
location will be repaired/ replaced with a new sidewalk and extended along the entire frontage. 
The area between the sidewalk and the right-of-way (roughly 12’+) will be used for street tree 
plantings.   
 
 

5) Section 146-27.F  Curb design. Curbs shall be the vertical type and constructed in 
accordance with township specifications. 
 
Discussions with the Township Engineer revealed the standard curb is a 6” concrete curb. A 
waiver is requested for the curbing on the interior roads to be constructed with 6” Belgian Block. 
The internal roadways will be privately maintained.  This variation will help with the subdivision 
aesthetics and maintenance. 
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6) Section 146-29.A  Length. In general, all blocks in a subdivision/land development 
shall have a minimum length of 500 feet and a maximum length of 1,200 feet unless special 
conditions warrant a variance. 
 
The internal roads on the subdivision plans are the same layout as the previouslt presented sketch 
plans.  
The following 4 roads are less than the 500’ min. length: 

 Road C is approximately 360’ from intersection to intersection.  
 Road D is approximately 470’ from intersection to intersection.  
 Road F is approximately 310’ from intersection to intersection.  
 Road G is approximately 320’ from intersection to intersection.  

 

A waiver is requested to allow for roads less than the 500’ minimum length. All roads orientation 
and lengths have been affected by the layout and the extended buffer around the property. 

 
7) Section 146-33.I  Stormwater roof drains. Stormwater roof drains and pipes shall not 

discharge water over a sidewalk but shall extend under the sidewalk to the gutter. Where 
storm drains are accessible, the roof drain shall be connected thereto. 
 
A waiver is requested to not extend roof leaders to road gutter under sidewalk or connect to 
storm drains, but to instead allow roof drains to flow over lawn to allow pollutants to settle out 
and infiltrate into the topsoil. This section of the SALDO is also in conflict with 142-802.A of the 
Stormwater Management Ordinance. 

 

8) Section 146-35.C(2)  Size, grade and type. Sanitary sewers shall have a minimum inside 
diameter of eight inches and a minimum grade of 1/2%. Ductile iron pipe shall be used in 
all cases. 
 
A waiver is requested to modify the material of the sanitary sewer main to SDR-26 (plastic pipe) 
from ductile iron. The supply of the SDR-26 is more readily available. 
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V. SUBMISSION

APPLICATION CHECKLIST 

The applicant is responsible for the submission of a complete application. This checklist will aid both 
the applicant and staff in ensuring that all applications are complete. The following is a per item 
submission checklist for all Subdivision, Land Development and Conditional Use Applications for the 
Township of Abington. 

y Application Form: completed and signed by the owner/ applicant 

� 10 (ten) copies of the proposed plan, folded to legal file size. Plan should not be smaller than 
1" = 50' and not exceed a sheet size of 24"x 36" 

✓ One (1) reduced copy of the proposed plan, no larger than ll"x17"

✓ Two (2) sets of tentative architectural plans for all applications proposing construction or land
development

✓ One (1) copy of the Recreation Facilities Plan (if required by §146-40)

Y Letter of Sanitary Sewer availability from the Township Wastewater Treatment Department

Y._ Two (2) copies of Sewage Facilities Planning Module Applications

y Letter of Water availability from AQUA PA

N/A One (1) copy of any previous Zoning Hearing Board decisions related to the subject property

✓ One (1) digital copy of all submitted documents

� Application Fee: Check made payable to the Township of Abington

✓ Escrow Fee: Check made payable to the Township of Abington. Separate check from
application fee

VI. SIGNATURE

The undersigned represents that to the best of his/her knowledge and belief, all the above statements 
are true, 

�
oi?,fit, and complete.

3124123 

,�Q� 
Signature of Applicant Date 

Signa different than applicant) 

Land Use and Development Guidance Manual 
1176 Old York Road, Abington PA 19001 I www.abingtonpa.gov J 267-536-1000 I TTY/TfD: 9-1-1 I fax 215-884-8271 
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- to be submitted under separate cover

- to be submitted under separate cover
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Land Use and Development Guidance Manual 
1176 Old York Road, Abington PA 19001 |www.abingtonpa.gov| 267-536-1000 | TTY/TTD: 9-1-1 | Fax 215-884-8271 

 THE FOLLOWING IS FOR INTERNAL USE ONLY: 

PAYMENT 

_____ Application Fee   Amount: $_________________ Check No.: #___________________ 

____  Review Escrow Fee   Amount: $_________________     Check No.: #___________________ 

DECISION INFORMATION 

    Approval ________      Denial___________ Decision Date: ____________________________ 

Comments/Conditions:__________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________________________ 
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Township of Abington Land Use and Development

Montgomery county, Pennsylvania Guidance Manual

16

PLANNING PROCESS EXTENSION AGREEMENT

FOR

PROJECT NAME

The Pennsylvania Municipality Planning Code (MPC) and the Abington Township Subdivision and Land 
Development Ordinance state that action must be taken by the Township within ninety (90) days after a 
complete application is filed with the Township. In the Township, complicated, unique, and community 
impactful projects have or may require additional time in order to complete a thorough review before being
considered for approval. As such, an applicant may voluntarily waive the timing requirement at any time, but
is encouraged to submit this waiver with the completed application.

I, the applicant, hereby voluntarily waive the timing requirement as set forth in the MPC (Section 53 P.S. 
10508) and the Abington Township Subdivision and Land Development Ordinance (Section 146-13). 
Applicant acknowledges that this waiver can be revoked at any time upon written notice to the Township 
Manager.  The time limitations set forth in 53 P.S. 10508 and Section 146-13 of the Abington Township Code 
shall be calculated from the date that the written revocation is received by the Township Manager.

Signed: ______________________________________________   Date: ________________
      Applicant

Received: _____________________________________________     Date: _________________
  Township

3/24/23

Sisters of St. Basil the Great
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Executive Summary 
 
Toll Brothers proposes to redevelop the former St. Basil Academy located along Fox Chase Road across from 
Manor College in Abington Township, Montgomery County, Pennsylvania (see Figure 1).  The redevelopment of 
the property is associated with a proposed Zoning Overlay District and Text Amendment, which was approved 
by Abington Township.  According to the latest redeveloped site plan prepared by ESE Planning, the existing St. 
Basil Academy is proposed to be redeveloped to provide approximately 150 age‐restricted carriage homes.  
Access to the new residential subdivision would be provide via a full‐movement access (Road A), which would be 
located along Fox Chase Road directly opposite the Manor College Access.  An emergency only access is also 
proposed along Fox Chase Road located approximately 480 feet to the north of the signalized access.  The two 
existing St. Basil’s Academy accesses will then be removed.   A schematic of the site plan is illustrated in Figure 2. 
 
As the Township does not have specific requirements related to the preparation of a traffic impact studies, the 
scope of the study generally follows PennDOT’s guidelines outlined in their Policies and Procedures for 
Transportation Impact Studies, as documented in Appendix A of PennDOT Publication 282.  The purpose of this 
study is to evaluate the traffic impacts associated with the redevelopment of the parcel based upon the 
approved Zoning Overlay District and Text Amendment.  The scope of this study includes an evaluation of the 
existing weekday morning and weekday afternoon peak hours, as well as the future 2029 build‐out year, both 
without and with the redevelopment of the parcel at the following study intersections: 
 

 Fox Chase Road and Forrest Avenue; 

 Fox Chase Road and Manor College/Proposed Local Road (Road A); and 

 Fox Chase Road (S.R. 2019) and Cedar Road (S.R. 2058). 
 

Based upon data compiled by the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) in their publication entitled, Trip 
Generation Manual, 11th Edition, the proposed Zoning Overlay District and Text Amendment to permit the 
development of approximately 150 age‐restricted carriage homes on the former St. Basil Academy parcel will 
generate approximately 836 total trips (entering and exiting) on a typical weekday, of which 53 and 61 total trips 
(entering and exiting) would be generated during the weekday morning and afternoon commuter peak hours, 
respectively.  During a typical weekday, the school at its peak enrollment generated more trips than the 
proposed age‐restricted carriage homes.  The proposed age‐restricted carriage homes also result in less peak 
hour trips during both the weekday morning and afternoon commuter peak period compared to the former 
school use at its peak enrollment. 
 
Based upon the traffic evaluation, no off‐site mitigation measures are recommended as the two signalized 
intersections along Fox Chase Road with Forrest Avenue and Cedar Road will both continue to operate at 
acceptable levels of service overall (LOS C or better) during both peak hours with the lane groups also operating 
acceptably (LOS D or better).   
 
As the site access will be located directly opposite the Manor College Access along Fox Chase Road, it would 
then form the fourth leg of the traffic control signal. The following access improvements are recommended, 
which will require the review and approval of PennDOT and Abington Township: 
 

 Provide one ingress lane and one egress lane for the access, which may be separated by a 
landscaped median, 

 Relocate and replace any impacted traffic signal equipment due to the inclusion of the new access 
road, 
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 Provide pedestrian equipment and pushbuttons to/from all corners of the signalized intersection of 
Fox Chase Road (SR 2019) with Manor College Access and the proposed site access (Road A), and 

 Provide ADA compliant ramps and/or landing areas to/from northwest and northeast quadrants of 
the intersection as a result of the installation of the site access. 

 
The proposed emergency access will also require review and coordination with Abington Township’s emergency 
service providers.  Since the former parcel use was a school, it is recommended that any associated wayfinding 
signage for the school be removed and that the school speed limit signing, flashing devices, and other associated 
school signage along Fox Chase Road be removed in conjunction with the redevelopment of the parcel.  
 
The traffic analyses contained herein reveal that efficient access to and from the proposed redevelopment can 
be provided, and furthermore, site‐generated traffic can be accommodated at the study area intersections.   
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Existing Transportation Settings and Conditions 
 
The former St. Basil Academy, which is proposed to be redeveloped based upon a proposed Zoning Overlay 
District and Text Amendment, is located along Fox Chase Road across from Manor College in Abington 
Township, Montgomery County, Pennsylvania ( see Figure 1).  The existing roadways and intersections in the 
vicinity of the site, which comprise the study area roadway network, are described in this section. 
 

Roadway Characteristics 
 
The study area roadway network and characteristics are summarized below in Table 1.   
 

Table 1. Existing Roadway Characteristics 
 

Roadway Name 
(Jurisdiction) 

Average Daily 
Traffic Volumes 
(vehicles per day) 

Roadway Classification 
Travel Lanes 
(per direction) 

Posted 
Speed Limit 

(mph) 
PennDOT  
Typology (1) 

PennDOT (2) / 
Township 

Fox Chase Road 
(Township) 

4,324 (3) 
Community 
Collector 

Primary Street  1  35 

Fox Chase Road 
(S.R. 2019 – State) 

6,112 (3) 
Community 
Collector 

Urban,  
 Major Collector 

1  35 

Forrest Avenue  
(Township) 

n/a  Local  Local  1  25 

Cedar Road 
(S.R. 2058 – State) 

6,930 (3) 
Community 
Collector 

Urban,  
 Major Collector 

1  35 

 

(1) Based on Table 1.2 – Roadway Typologies in the PennDOT Publication 13M, Design Manual Part 2. 
(2) Based on the roadway classifications provided on PennDOT’s Traffic Information Repository (TIRe) website. 
(3) Based on traffic data from the Delaware Valley Regional Planning Commission website from 2018 or 2019 when St. Basil’s Academy was 

operational. 

 
The following key intersections in the vicinity of the site comprise the study area:   
 

 Fox Chase Road and Forrest Avenue; 

 Fox Chase Road and Manor College/Proposed Local Road (Road A); and 

 Fox Chase Road (S.R. 2019) and Cedar Road (S.R. 2058). 
 
The existing characteristics of the study intersections, including 
photographs, field sketches, and signal permit plans are provided in 
Appendix A.   
 

Land Use Context 
 
The proposed development is currently located in Abington 
Township, within the CS – Community Service zoning district as seen 
in the Abington Township Zoning Map illustrated in Exhibit A.   The 
proposed redevelopment of the parcel to provide for the age‐
restricted carriage homes is based upon the recently approved 
Zoning Overlay District and Text Amendment. 

Source: Abington Township Zoning Map 
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Pedestrian, Bicycle, and Transit Facilities 
 

Under current conditions, there is no sidewalk provided along the site’s Fox Chase Road (SR 2019) frontage from 

where it terminates to the south across from the signalized access to Manor College and to the northern full‐

movement access for St. Basil’s Academy.   On the opposite side of Fox Chase Road, the sidewalk terminates on 

the north side of the signalized access for Manor College and a paved asphalt trail is then provided.  With the 

redevelopment of the site, ADA compliant curb ramps and crosswalks will be provided at the signalized access, 

as well as pedestrian pushbuttons and equipment for all corners. 

 

SEPTA Bus Route 28 currently provide provides services between Torresdale‐Cottman to Fern Rock 

Transportation Center and includes a dedicated route along Fox Chase Road (SR 2019) from Forrest Avenue to 

Cedar Road.  There is currently a box stop with a shelter provided on the west side of Fox Chase Road (SR 2019), 

to the north of the signalized Manor College access and on the east side of Fox Chase Road (SR 2019), there is a 

landing area provided adjacent to a utility pole that is to the south of the former main access for St. Basil’s 

Academy.    

 

There are currently no dedicated on‐road bicycle lanes provided along Fox Chase Road or off‐road paths 

provided along the site frontage.  A review of the DRAFT Township of Abington Master Bicycle Plan, dated 

September 2015, does indicate future connections in the area provided along Forrest Avenue, as well as Fox 

Chase Road from Manor College to Cedar Road, which would most likely be an off‐road path in this area.   

 

Traffic Count Data 
 
Daily traffic counts were obtained from the Delaware Valley Regional Planning Commission Website, which is 
summarized in Table 1.  Copies of the daily traffic data is provided in Appendix B.   Turning movement traffic 
counts, were conducted in January 2022 during the weekday morning (7:00 AM to 9:00 AM) and weekday 
afternoon (4:00 PM to 6:00 PM) peak periods when the Manor College and area schools were in session.  
However, it is noted that St. Basil’s Academy had closed by this time.  The results of these traffic counts are 
tabulated by 15‐minute intervals in Appendix C.  The four highest consecutive 15‐minute peak intervals during 
these traffic count periods constitute the peak hours that are the basis of this traffic analysis.   
 
Traffic volumes along Fox Chase Road were conservatively balanced between the Manor College Access and 
Forrest Avenue, resulting in a net zero difference in volumes between these two intersections.  The resultant 
peak hour traffic volumes are depicted in Figure 3A for the weekday morning and weekday afternoon peak 
hours.  These traffic volumes were then analyzed to determine the existing operating conditions, and the results 
are shown on Figure 3B.  Specific details regarding the analysis results and traffic operations are provided later 
in this report. 
 

Crash Summary  
 
Reportable crash data was obtained from PennDOT for the most recent available five‐year period, from January 
1, 2017 to December 31, 2021.  A reportable crash is one in which an injury occurred and/or a vehicle was towed 
from the scene.  Typically, PennDOT considers five reportable, correctable crashes within a 12‐month period a 
threshold value which would result in further analysis to determine if safety improvements should be provided. 
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Table 2 below summarizes the frequency of the crashes within the study area, while Table 3 summarizes the 
types of crashes. Based upon a review of the crash data, there were no discernable crash patterns. 
 

Table 2. Reportable Crash Summary by Year 

Location along Fox Chase Road 
Crash Frequency Per Year 

Total 
Average Per 

Year 2017  2018  2019  2020  2021 

Intersection with Forrest Avenue  0  1  0  0  0  1  0.3 

Site Frontage  1  0  0  0  0  1  0.3 

Intersection with Manor College Access  0  0  0  0  0  0  0.0 

Intersection with Cedar Road (S.R. 2058)  2  2  1  2  0  7  1.8 

Total  3  3  1  2  0  9  2.1 

 
Table 3. Reportable Crash Summary by Type 

Location along Fox Chase Road 
Crash Type 

Total 
Angle  Rear‐End  Pedestrian 

Intersection with Forrest Avenue  0  0  1  1 

Site Frontage  0  1  0  1 

Intersection with Manor College Access  0  0  0  0 

Intersection with Cedar Road (S.R. 2058)  6  1  0  7 

Total  6  2  1  9 

 
At the signalized intersection of at Cedar Road (S.R. 2058) and Fox Chase Road, there was a total of 7 reportable 
crashes. The majority of crashes were angle crashes (86% or 6 out of 7) and rear end crashes (14% or 1 out of 7). 
Three of the six angle crashes were caused by the driver running a red light, two had unknown causes, and one 
was caused by an improper or careless turn.  
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Site Characteristics  
 

This section presents the details regarding the proposed site, including the incremental increase in traffic 
volumes generated by the development during the peak hours and the distribution of site traffic to the study 
area roadways, as well as the proposed site access configuration, traffic control, and sight distance 
requirements.  A trip generation comparison to the former St. Basil Academy and the proposed redevelopment 
is provided. 

 

Trip Generation 
 
The site parcel currently contains the former St. Basil Academy, which was a private school for girls in grades 9 

through 12 that closed following the end of the 2020 to 2021 school year on June 21, 2021.  According to an 

article published by CatholicPhilly.com, the school enrollment was as high as 400 students, but had declined to 

226 students in the 2020 to 2021 school year.  The school had classes from 8:00 AM to 2:55 PM, with the doors 

opening as early as 7:00 AM.  During the 2020 to 2021 school year, the school operated under a hybrid model 

due to the COVID‐19 restrictions.  According to the school’s website, in‐person classes were held on Mondays 

and Wednesday for grades 9 and 10 and on Tuesdays and Thursdays for grades 11 and 12 with Friday classes 

alternating between in‐person and virtual classes for the two groups.   

 

Typical weekday daily, commuter weekday morning (7:00 AM to 9:00 AM), and weekday afternoon (4:00 PM to 

6:00 PM) trip generation characteristics have been estimated for the former private school based upon the peak 

and current student enrollment, as well as the proposed redevelopment to provide up to 150 age‐restricted 

carriage homes.  The trip generation characteristics are based upon data compiled by the Institute of 

Transportation Engineers (ITE) in their publication entitled, Trip Generation Manual, 11th Edition.   

 

Table 4 provides a summary of the vehicular trip generation characteristics for the former school and the 

proposed age‐restricted carriage homes that are permitted within the zoning overlay district and text 

amendment, which was approved by the township.  During a typical weekday, the school at its peak enrollment 

generated more trips than the proposed age‐restricted carriage homes.  The proposed age‐restricted carriage 

homes also result in less peak hour trips during both the weekday morning and afternoon commuter peak 

period compared to the former school use at its peak enrollment.   

 

Trip Distribution and Assignment 
 
Site‐generated traffic will approach and depart the site via different routes depending on factors such as the 
existing traffic patterns, location of major roadways, and the location of the development’s site access.  The 
distribution percentages for the anticipated directions of approach and departure are illustrated in Figure 4A, 
based upon a typical cordon‐area of the study intersections.  Application of the percentages in Figure 4A to the 
trips associated with the proposed age‐restricted carriage homes from Table 4, provides an estimate of the site 
traffic to be added to the study area, which is then illustrated in Figure 4B for the peak hours.  
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Table 4 –Vehicular Trip Generation Comparison (1) 

Land Use 
Size/ 

Variable 
Daily 

Weekday Morning  

Peak Hour  

(7:00 AM to 9:00 AM) 

Weekday Afternoon  

Peak Hour  

(4:00 PM to 6:00 PM) 

In  Out  Total  In  Out  Total 

Existing School (2)                 

   Peak Enrollment  400 students  868  156  108  264  30  46  76 

  2020 to 2021 Enrollment  226 students  490  88  61  149  17  26  43 

                 

Zoning Overlay District & Text Amendment                 

Proposed Age‐Restricted Carriage Homes (3)  150 d.u.  836  17  36  53  37  24  61 

(1) Based on the Institute of Transportation Engineers’ (ITE) Trip Generation Manual, 11th Edition. 
(2) Based on the rates for ITE Land Use Code 534: Private High School. 
(3) Based on the equations for ITE Land Use Code 251: Senior Adult Housing – Single‐Family. 

 
School Signage and Equipment 
 

With the redevelopment of the site, a thorough review of area signage will need to be conducted to remove all 

traffic control devices, including any school crossing and speed limit devices from the area, as well as any 

associated wayfinding signs for the former school.  At a minimum, there is an overhead mast‐arm with a flashing 

beacon provided for vehicles traveling north that is located on the west side of Fox Chase Road to the south of 

Kirkwood Avenue that will need to be removed and for vehicles traveling south, there is an overhead mast‐arm 

with a flashing beacon located on the east side of Fox Chase Road, to the north of the St. Basil’s Academy 

northern access. 

 
Site Access Configuration and Traffic Control 
 
The existing St. Basil’s Academy has one main vehicular access located along Fox Chase Road (SR 2019) 

approximately 410 feet south of Forrest Avenue and a second access located 265 feet south of the main access, 

which has gates and bollards that restrict vehicles from utilizing the access.  With the redevelopment of the site,  

the existing accesses would be closed and a new full‐movement access (Road A) would be provided along Fox 

Chase Road directly opposite the access for Manor College, forming the fourth leg of the intersection, which 

would be designed to provide a landscaped median separating the single ingress lane and single egress lane for 

the access.   An emergency only access is also proposed along Fox Chase Road located approximately 480 feet to 

the north of the signalized access.   

 

The need for separate left‐ and/or right‐turn lanes at the signalized intersection of Fox Chase Road with Manor 
College Access/Proposed Local Road (Road A) was based on the current PennDOT guidelines in accordance with 
Publication 46, Chapter 11 – Traffic Studies.  Table 5 summarizes the results of the auxiliary turn lane warrants 
for the local road intersection along Fox Chase Road.  The various warrant/guideline analysis worksheets are 
contained in Appendix D.   
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Table 5 – Turn Lane Warrant Summary for the  

Intersection of Fox Chase Road with Manor College Access/Proposed Local Road (Road A) 

Approach and 
Movement 

Warrant Satisfied? (1) 
Required Lane 

Length (1) 
Proposed Lane Length 

(feet) 

Southbound Left  No  Not Required  n/a 

Northbound Right  No  Not Required  n/a 

Northbound Left  No  Not Required  n/a 

 

 
As the site access will be located directly opposite the Manor College Access along Fox Chase Road, the left‐turn 
conflict factors were also reviewed for all of the approaches to determine if separate left‐turn phasing should be 
provided for any of the approaches.  The worksheet for this evaluation is also contained in Appendix D, which 
does not indicate the need for left‐turn phasing on any of the approaches.  The following access improvements 
are recommended, which will require the review and approval of PennDOT and Abington Township: 
 

 Provide one ingress lane and one egress lane for the access, which may be separated by a 
landscaped median, 

 Relocate and replace any impacted traffic signal equipment due to the inclusion of the new access 
road, 

 Provide pedestrian equipment and pushbuttons to/from all corners of the signalized intersection of 
Fox Chase Road (SR 2019) with Manor College Access and the proposed site access (Road A), and 

 Provide ADA compliant ramps and/or landing areas to/from northwest and northeast quadrants of 
the intersection as a result of the installation of the site access. 

 

Sight Distance 
 
An evaluation of the existing available sight distance at the proposed Fox Chase Road access was performed to 

determine if safe sight distances are available, which would allow for right‐turn on red movements to be made 

at the signalized access.  Generally, the prevailing travel speed, roadway grades and profiles, and number of 

travel lanes play a role in determining if safe sight distances are available.  

 

Table 6 provides a summary of the existing available distance for egress vehicles looking to the left, which does 

meet the minimum required sight distance to permit right turn on red movements according to Exhibit 4‐22 of 

PennDOT Publication 46.  This distance will be confirmed during the highway occupancy permit phase of the 

project when the signal is designed.  The distances for a left‐turn vehicle looking ahead and for a vehicle 

approaching from the rear are also adequate based upon the minimum intersection sight distance criteria from 

the American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) in their publication entitled A 

Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets. 
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Table 6 ‐ Sight Distance Evaluation 
Proposed Fox Chase Road Access (Road A) 

Movement  Direction 

Posted 

Speed 

(mph) 

Approximate 

Grade 

Minimum Required 

Sight Distance 

(feet) 

Available 

Sight Distance 

(feet) 

Meets 

Criteria? 

Exiting   Looking Left  35  +2%  247 (1)  253 (3)  Yes 

Left‐Turn Entering 
Looking Ahead  35  +2%  285 (2)  441  Yes 

From the Rear  35  ‐2%  285 (2)  470  Yes 

(1) Meets PennDOT’s minimum sight distance criteria from Exhibit 4‐22 of Publication 46 to allow for right‐turn on red movements based on the posted 
speed limit and a grade of 0%.  . 

(2) Based on Table 9‐17 for a left‐turn from the major road from AASHTO’s A Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets.  PennDOT’s desirable 
sight distance for a left‐turning vehicle entering from a main highway is 300 feet based on Table 5 of Title 67 Chapter 441 for a travel speed of 35 
miles per hour, which is also met. 

(3) Requires removal of existing vegetation along site frontage. 

 

A clear sight distance triangle will also be maintained for the proposed access in accordance with Section 146‐

25.F. of the SALDO.  The triangle will be measured along the center line a minimum of 65 feet from the point of 

intersection and no vegetation or other obstruction will be provided in this area, with the exception of the traffic 

signal equipment.  The sight distance will be further evaluated during the land development phase of the project 

with the Township, as well as the during the traffic signal design phase with PennDOT.  
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Future Traffic Conditions 
 
This section presents the future build‐out year 2029 traffic conditions, both without and with the proposed 
redevelopment of the St. Basil Academy based upon the proposed zoning overlay district and text amendment 
to allow for the age‐restricted carriage homes, which are anticipated to be constructed and occupied by 2029.  
The future 2029 build‐out year without‐development traffic volumes were estimated by increasing the existing 
2022 traffic volumes to account for regional growth, as described below.  The incremental increase due to the 
anticipated trip generation for the site was then added, resulting in the future 2029 build‐out year 
with‐development traffic volumes.   
 

Regional Traffic Growth 
 
To account for regional traffic growth, the existing traffic volumes were increased by an annual traffic growth 
rate of 0.33 percent per year, which was compounded for three years to 2029 or 2.33 percent total.  This growth 
rate is consistent with the traffic growth rate recommended by the PennDOT Bureau of Planning and Research’s 
Growth Factors for August 2021 to July 2022 for similar urban, non‐interstate roadways in Montgomery County. 
It is noted the recent growth factors for August 2022 to July 2023 is 0.27 percent per year. There are no other 
known developments within Abington Township in this area of the Township, which would impact the study 
area intersections. 
 

Planned Roadway Improvements 
 
There are no known roadway improvement projects planned by PennDOT, the County, or the Township that 
would impact the operations of the study area intersections.   
 

Future Traffic Volumes 
 
The total background growth traffic volumes were then added to the existing 2022 traffic volumes, resulting in 
the future 2029 without‐development traffic volumes.  Next, the site generated traffic volumes, as shown in 
Figure 4B, were added to the future 2029 without‐development traffic volumes, resulting in the future 2029 
with‐development traffic volumes. 
 
The resultant future 2029 peak hour traffic volumes without development are illustrated in Figure 5A, and the 
future 2029 with‐development peak hour traffic volumes are illustrated in Figures 5B for the weekday morning 
and weekday afternoon.  These traffic volumes were then analyzed to determine the future 2029 without and 
with development traffic operating conditions, and the results of this analysis are shown in Figures 5C and 5D.  
Detailed traffic volume projection worksheets are provided in Appendix E. 
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Capacity/Level-of-Service Results 
 
The peak hour traffic volumes were analyzed to determine the existing and future traffic operating conditions, 
both without and with the proposed age‐restricted carriage homes, in accordance with the standard techniques 
contained in the current Highway Capacity Manual (6th Edition) for signalized intersections.  The HCM 6th Edition 
Methodology within Synchro 10.3 (build 151, rev. 0) traffic analysis software was utilized in the traffic analyses.   
 
These standard capacity/level‐of‐service analysis techniques, which calculate total control delay, are described 
in Appendix F for signalized intersections, as well as the correlation between average total control delay and the 
respective level‐of‐service (LOS) criteria for each intersection type.  The following procedures and assumptions 
were utilized for the analysis, which are also based upon PennDOT’s Policies and Procedures for Transportation 
Impact Studies Related to Highway Occupancy Permit Plans, as well as other general engineering principals: 
 

 For signalized intersections, the Pennsylvania base saturation flow rate (Exhibit 10‐9) and Pennsylvania 
traffic signal control calibration parameters (Exhibit 10‐10) outlined in PennDOT’s Publication 46, Traffic 
Engineering Manual, were used.  

 

 If the evaluation of without‐development to with‐development conditions indicates that the overall 
intersection level‐of‐service has dropped, mitigation will be required if the increase in delay is greater 
than 10 seconds.  If the overall intersection delay increase is less than or equal to 10 seconds, mitigation 
of the intersection will not be required.  
 

 The existing traffic signal phasing at the intersection of Fox Chase Road (S.R. 2019) and Cedar Road is not 
currently supported by the Highway Capacity Manual methodology due to the advanced left‐turn 
phases provided on two approaches where separate left‐turn lanes are not provided.  Therefore, delay 
and queue results for this intersection are based on the Synchro percentile methodology. 

 
The existing, future build‐out year 2029 traffic conditions, both without and with the proposed development, 
are summarized in Figures 3B, 5C, and 5D, respectively.  The detailed capacity/level‐of‐service analysis 
worksheets are provided in Appendices G, H, and I.  Table 6 below summarizes the overall levels of service for 
the study area intersections for the two peak hours.  The detailed results of the level‐of‐service analysis and the 
95th percentile queues are contained in the matrices provided in Tables 7 and 8, respectively.   
 
Based on the results of the analysis, mitigation measures are not required at the two off‐site study area 
intersections as a result of the redevelopment of the site.  All of the study area intersections are anticipated to 
operate at acceptable levels of service overall (LOS C or better) during both peak hours with the corresponding 
lane groups also operating acceptably (LOS D or better).  
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Table 6. Overall Intersection Levels‐of‐Service 
 

Weekday Morning Peak Hour 

Intersection of Fox Chase Road 

Overall Level‐of‐Service 
(Delay in Seconds) 

Drop in LOS/ 
Increase in Delay (2) 

Requires 
Mitigation 

Without 
Development  

With 
Development (1)  

Forrest Avenue 
A 

(8.9) 
A 

(8.8) 
No LOS Drop  No 

Manor College Access/Proposed Local Road 
A 

(1.7) 
A 

(3.5) 
No LOS Drop  No 

Cedar Road (S.R. 2058) 
C 

(28.8) 
C 

(29.5) 
No LOS Drop  No 

 
Weekday Afternoon Peak Hour 

Intersection of Fox Chase Road 

Overall Level‐of‐Service 
(Delay in Seconds) 

Drop in LOS/ 
Increase in Delay (2) 

Requires 
Mitigation 

Without 
Development  

With 
Development (1)  

Forrest Avenue 
A 

(9.4) 
A 

(9.3) 
No LOS Drop  No 

Manor College Access/Proposed Local 
Road 

A 
(3.8) 

A 
(4.4) 

No LOS Drop  No 

Cedar Road (S.R. 2058) 
C 

(27.3) 
C 

(28.7) 
No LOS Drop  No 

(1) With‐development base conditions without improvements. 
(2) Based on the difference in delay from without‐development to with‐development conditions, in accordance with PennDOT’s level of 

service requirements. 
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Conclusions and Recommendations 
 
The development of up to 150 age‐restricted carriage homes on the former St. Basil Academy parcel will 
generate approximately 836 total trips (entering and exiting) on a typical weekday, of which 53 and 61 total trips 
(entering and exiting) would be generated during the weekday morning and afternoon commuter peak hours, 
respectively.  During a typical weekday, the school at its peak enrollment, generated more trips than the 
proposed age‐restricted carriage homes.  The proposed age‐restricted carriage homes also result in less peak 
hour trips during both the weekday morning and afternoon commuter peak period compared to the former 
school use at its peak enrollment. 
 
Based upon the traffic evaluation, no off‐site mitigation measures are recommended as the two signalized 
intersections along Fox Chase Road with Forrest Avenue and Cedar Road will both continue to operate at 
acceptable levels of service overall (LOS C or better) during both peak hours with the lane groups also operating 
acceptably (LOS D or better).   
 
As the site access will be located directly opposite the Manor College Access along Fox Chase Road, it would 
then form the fourth leg of the traffic control signal. The following access improvements are recommended, 
which will require the review and approval of PennDOT and Abington Township: 
 

 Provide one ingress lane and one egress lane for the access, which may be separated by a 
landscaped median, 

 Relocate and replace any impacted traffic signal equipment due to the inclusion of the new access 
road, 

 Provide pedestrian equipment and pushbuttons to/from all corners of the signalized intersection of 
Fox Chase Road (SR 2019) with Manor College Access and the proposed site access (Road A), and 

 Provide ADA compliant ramps and/or landing areas to/from northwest and northeast quadrants of 
the intersection as a result of the installation of the site access. 

 
The proposed emergency access will also require review and coordination with Abington Township’s emergency 
service providers.  Since the former parcel use was a school, it is recommended that any associated wayfinding 
signage for the school be removed and that the school speed limit signing, flashing devices, and other associated 
school signage along Fox Chase Road be removed in conjunction with the redevelopment of the parcel.  
 
The traffic analyses contained herein reveal that efficient access to and from the proposed redevelopment can 
be provided, and furthermore, site‐generated traffic can be accommodated at the study area intersections.   
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Table 7 - Level of Service Matrices

2022 2022

Existing w/o Dev w/Dev Existing w/o Dev w/Dev 

A A A A A A
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Time Period Weekday Morning Peak Hour Weekday Afternoon Peak Hour

Design Year
2025

Build-Out Year
2025

Build-Out Year

WB

Left
C C C

22.5 22.5 22.6
Right

21.6 21.7

Right
20.7 20.7 20.7

Thru

21.3 21.3 21.3

C C C

Right

A AA A

3.7

Fo
x 

Ch
as

e 
Ro

ad

NB

Left

Thru

A A

3.7 3.7

Overall

3.1
Right

SB

Left

Thru

A A A A

3.2 3.2 3.2 3.2 3.2

A A

3.4 3.4 3.4

C C C C C C

21.7
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Table 7 - Level of Service Matrices

2022 2022

Existing w/o Dev w/Dev Existing w/o Dev w/Dev 

A A A A A A

1.7 1.7 3.5 3.7 3.8 4.4

2025
Build-Out Year

2025
Build-Out Year

3. Fox Chase Road and Manor College Access / Proposed Local Road

Time Period Weekday Morning Peak Hour Weekday Afternoon Peak Hour

Development Condition

EB

Left

Thru

Right

WB

Left

Thru

Design Year

M
an

or
 C

ol
le

ge
A

cc
es

s 
Pr

op
os

ed
 L

oc
al

 R
oa

d

Right

C

1.91.5 1.5

C

A

26.5 26.5 24.7 29.6 29.6 25.5

C C C C C

1.8

26.1 25.0

C

- - - -

A

2.1

-

A

A

1.9

A

1.7

A

1.7

-

1.9

NB

Left

Thru

Right

ASB

A

1.5

1.9

A

Fo
x 

Ch
as

e 
Ro

ad

Left

Thru

Right

-

-
A

Overall

A

1.5

-

-

A

-

-
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Table 7 - Level of Service Matrices

2022 2022

Existing w/o Dev w/Dev Existing w/o Dev w/Dev 

C C C C C C

28.1 28.8 29.5 25.5 27.3 28.7

25.5
Right

C

24.0 25.2

Left

Thru

26.5 22.1 23.1

Overall

B

35.7 36.1 37.1

Right

D D D

SB

Left

Thru

Right

D

38.5

NB

Left

Thru

17.8 18.0 19.2 19.8 20.1 21.3

D D

D

C C

2025
Build-Out Year

CC

4.  Fox Chase Road (S.R. 2019) and Cedar Road (S.R. 2058)

Time Period Weekday Morning Peak Hour Weekday Afternoon Peak Hour

Development Condition

Ce
da

r R
oa

d 
(S

.R
. 2

05
8)

EB

Design Year
2025

Build-Out Year

35.8 36.1

D D D

36.6 37.5

C

35.3 34.0

B B B C C

C C

Fo
x 

Ch
as

e 
Ro

ad
(S

.R
. 2

01
9)

Fo
x 

Ch
as

e 
Ro

ad

WB

Left

Thru

Right
34.7 35.0
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Table 8- 95th Percentile Queue Matrices

2022 2022

Existing w/o Dev w/Dev Existing w/o Dev w/Dev 

(1) Distance to adjacent intersections shown in italics.

1. Fox Chase Road and Forrest Avenue

Time Period Weekday Morning Peak Hour Weekday Afternoon Peak Hour

Design Year
2025

Build-Out Year
2025

Build-Out Year

65 68 68

Development Condition

Fo
rr

es
t A

ve
nu

e

EB

Left

Thru

Right

Right

4848482,950'

ThruWB

Left

50 53

25

50 35

Right

25

3,425' 25

-

25Thru

Right

SB

Left

Thru

Fo
x 

Ch
as

e 
Ro

ad

NB

Left

28 2533 35 38775'

Current
Storage (1)

35 38

25 25 25
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Table 8- 95th Percentile Queue Matrices

2022 2022

Existing w/o Dev w/Dev Existing w/o Dev w/Dev 

(1) Distance to adjacent intersections shown in italics.

25

Development Condition

M
an

or
 C

ol
le

ge
Ac

ce
ss

 

EB

Left

Thru

Right

3. Fox Chase Road and Manor College Access / Proposed Local Road

Time Period Weekday Morning Peak Hour Weekday Afternoon Peak Hour

Design Year
2025

Build-Out Year
2025

Build-Out Year

Thru

Pr
op

os
ed

 L
oc

al
 R

oa
d

WB

Left

- - 25-

SB

Left - -

25

775'

Right -

Right

25

Right

Fo
x 

Ch
as

e 
Ro

ad

NB

Left

25

-

Thru

-

25 25

Thru

-

-

-

1450'

25 25

25

-

25

25

25 25

Current
Storage (1)

-

25

25 25 25 25 25

-
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Table 8- 95th Percentile Queue Matrices

2022 2022

Existing w/o Dev w/Dev Existing w/o Dev w/Dev 

(1) Distance to adjacent intersections shown in italics.

282

204

Thru

155 158

Right

200

- 165184 192 196

1,450'

Development Condition

Design Year
2025

Build-Out Year
2025

Build-Out Year

Right

255 262 265

4,875'

2,050'

245 253 257 269

4.  Fox Chase Road (S.R. 2019) and Cedar Road (S.R. 2058)

Time Period Weekday Morning Peak Hour Weekday Afternoon Peak Hour

Fo
x 

Ch
as

e 
Ro

ad

SB

Left

Thru

Right

Fo
x 

Ch
as

e 
Ro

ad
(S

.R
. 2

01
9)

NB

Left

WB

Left

Right

Thru

Ce
da

r R
oa

d 
(S

.R
. 2

05
8)

EB

Left

Thru

Current
Storage (1)

261 271 283

163 168 187 217

297
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FIGURE 1

ST. BASIL REDEVELOPMENT
ABINGTON TOWNSHIP, MONTGOMERY COUNTY, PA

Location Map
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FIGURE 2

ST. BASIL REDEVELOPMENT
ABINGTON TOWNSHIP, MONTGOMERY COUNTY, PA

Site Plan
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2022 Existing Peak Hour Volumes

I:\eng\TOLLBRO1\821051-Abington\Traffic\4 - TIS #2\4 - Graphics\Figure 3A.dwg

116



OVERALL
A(A) C(C)

(C)C

(A)A

A(A)

OVERALL
C(C)

D(D)(B)B

(C
)C

D(
C)

LEGEND
WEEKDAY MORNING 

EXISTING LANE/MOVEMENT

A
WEEKDAY AFTERNOON(A)

EXISTING TRAFFIC SIGNAL

FO
RREST

AVENUE

FOX CHASE

ROAD

MANOR

ACCESS

PROPOSED

LO
CAL R

OAD

CE
DA

R 
RO

AD
(S

.R
. 2

05
8)

FOX CHASEROAD (S.R. 2019)

CE
DA

R 
RO

AD
(S

.R
.2

05
8)

FO
RREST

AVENUE

OVERALL
A(A)

A(A)

(C)C

(A)A

SITE

E

W

N

Schematic-
Not To
Scale

FIGURE 3B

ST. BASIL REDEVELOPMENT
ABINGTON TOWNSHIP, MONTGOMERY COUNTY, PA

2022 Existing Peak Hour Levels-of-Service

  I:\eng\TOLLBRO1\821051-Abington\Traffic\4 - TIS #2\4 - Graphics\Figure 3B.dwg

117



(5%)(15%)

(5%)

15%

5%

5%

FO
RREST

AVENUE

FO
RREST

AVENUE

FOX CHASE

ROAD

MANOR

ACCESS

PROPOSED

LO
CAL R

OAD

(30%)

30
%

20%
(20%)
(25%)

25
%

CE
DA

R 
RO

AD
(S

.R
. 2

05
8)

FOX CHASEROAD (S.R. 2019)

CE
DA

R 
RO

AD
(S

.R
.2

05
8)

75%

(75%)

25%

(25%)

LEGEND
ENTER5%
EXIT(5%)

15%

5%

30%

20%

25%

5% SITE

E

W

N

Schematic-
Not To
Scale

FIGURE 4A

ST. BASIL REDEVELOPMENT
ABINGTON TOWNSHIP, MONTGOMERY COUNTY, PA

Site Trip Distribution

I:\eng\TOLLBRO1\821051-Abington\Traffic\4 - TIS #2\4 - Graphics\Figure 4A.dwg

118



2(1)5(4)2(1)

(0)0
(6)3

(0)0

5(4)

(6)3

1(2)

(0)0(0)0

(1)0

0(0)0(0)

(1)0

(1)21(2)

2(1)

FO
RREST

AVENUE

FO
RREST

AVENUE

FOX CHASE

ROAD

(0)0 0(0)0(0)

(0)0

(0)0

(0)0

(0)00(0)

MANOR

ACCESS

PROPOSED

LO
CAL R

OAD

0(0)

(7)11

0(
0)

(0
)0

(1
1)

5
(0

)0

4(8)0(0)(5)7
(6)9

0(
0)4(
9)

(1
1)

5

(6
)9

4(8)

4(
9)

11
(7

)

(5)7

CE
DA

R 
RO

AD
(S

.R
. 2

05
8)

FOX CHASEROAD (S.R. 2019)

CE
DA

R 
RO

AD
(S

.R
.2

05
8)

13(28)

27(18)

(0)0

(9)4

0(0)9(6) (37)1736(24)

SITE

ENTER EXIT

17 36AM

(37) (24)(PM)

E

W

N

Schematic-
Not To
Scale

FIGURE 4B

ST. BASIL REDEVELOPMENT
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Site Trip Assignment
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FIGURE 5A

ST. BASIL REDEVELOPMENT
ABINGTON TOWNSHIP, MONTGOMERY COUNTY, PA

2029 Future Peak Hour Traffic Volumes without Development
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ST. BASIL REDEVELOPMENT
ABINGTON TOWNSHIP, MONTGOMERY COUNTY, PA

2029 Future Peak Hour Traffic Volumes with Development
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FIGURE 5C

ST. BASIL REDEVELOPMENT
ABINGTON TOWNSHIP, MONTGOMERY COUNTY, PA

2029 Future Peak Hour Levels of Service without Development
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2029 Future Peak Hour Levels of Service with Development
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INTERSECTION INVENTORY SUMMARY

Lane Geometry Lane Geometry

Roadway Classification Roadway Classification

Roadway Ownership Roadway Ownership

Posted Speed Limit Posted Speed Limit

Traffic Control Traffic Control

Notes Notes

Lane Geometry Lane Geometry

Roadway Classification Roadway Classification

Roadway Ownership Roadway Ownership

Posted Speed Limit Posted Speed Limit

Traffic Control Traffic Control

Notes Notes

Shared Left/Through/Right

Eastbound Forrest Avenue Approach Westbound Forrest Avenue Approach

Local

Shared Left/Through/Right

Local

Township

25 MPH

Traffic Signal

Township

25 MPH

Traffic Signal

Shared Left/Through/Right Shared Left/Through/Right

Northbound Fox Chase Road Approach Southbound Fox Chase Road Approach

Urban - Major Collector Urban - Major Collector

Township Township

Traffic Signal

35 MPH 35 MPH

Fox Chase Road and Forrest Avenue

Traffic Signal

Intersection Inventory Sheet
Fox Chase & Forrest
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INTERSECTION INVENTORY SUMMARY

Lane Geometry

Roadway Classification

Roadway Ownership

Posted Speed Limit

Traffic Control

Notes

Lane Geometry Lane Geometry

Roadway Classification Roadway Classification

Roadway Ownership Roadway Ownership

Posted Speed Limit Posted Speed Limit

Traffic Control Traffic Control

Notes Notes

Private

Fox Chase Road and Manor College Access

Eastbound Manor College Access Approach

Shared Left//Right

Private

Northbound Fox Chase Road Approach Southbound Fox Chase Road Approach

NPSL

Traffic Signal

Shared Left/Through Shared Through/Right

Urban - Major Collector Urban - Major Collector

Township Township

35 MPH 35 MPH

Traffic Signal Traffic Signal

Intersection Inventory Sheet
Fox Chase & Manor
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INTERSECTION INVENTORY SUMMARY

Lane Geometry Lane Geometry

Roadway Classification Roadway Classification

Roadway Ownership Roadway Ownership

Posted Speed Limit Posted Speed Limit

Traffic Control Traffic Control

Notes Notes

Lane Geometry Lane Geometry

Roadway Classification Roadway Classification

Roadway Ownership Roadway Ownership

Posted Speed Limit Posted Speed Limit

Traffic Control Traffic Control

Notes Notes

Fox Chase Road (S.R. 2019) and Cedar Road (S.R. 2058)

Eastbound Cedar Road (S.R. 2058) Approach Westbound Cedar Road (S.R. 2058) Approach

Shared Left/Through/Right Shared Left/Through/Right

Urban - Major Collector Urban - Major Collector

State State

35 MPH 35 MPH

Traffic Signal Traffic Signal

Northbound Fox Chase Road (S.R. 2019) Approach Southbound Fox Chase Road Approach

Shared Left/Through/Right Shared Left/Through/Right

Urban - Major Collector Urban - Major Collector

State Township

35 MPH 35 MPH

Traffic Signal Traffic Signal

Intersection Inventory Sheet
Fox Chase & Cedar
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TAKEN BY: TI STATION ID:19-PAMPROJECT:DATE: 0293556/19/2019

MEETINGHOUSE RD

BOTH

ROAD:   FOX CHASE RD G116/0070/0500

FROM: TO: FORREST AVE

STATE: COUNTY: MCD: 4209100156 - ABINGTON TWP

COUNT DIR: BOTH TRAFFIC DIR: SPEED LIMIT:  35 FC: 17

DVRPC FILE #:  148252 COUNTER #: 1874 WEATHER: FAIR DATA SOURCE: EXTERNAL

COMMENTS:

MONTGOMERYPA

DVRPC - Travel Monitoring

SR/SEG/OFF:

Hour 

Beginning

12 AM

1 AM

2 AM

3 AM

4 AM

5 AM

6 AM

7 AM

8 AM

9 AM

10 AM

11 AM

12 PM

1 PM

2 PM

3 PM

4 PM

5 PM

6 PM

7 PM

8 PM

9 PM

10 PM

11PM

Total

Wednesday

6/19/2019

 13

 10

 6

 4

 14

 53

 179

 317

 409

 263

 269

 256

 309

 252

 294

 378

 398

 464
 393

 241

 198

 150

 86

 54

 5,010

Hour Beginning: 8:00 AMAXLE CORR. FACTOR:  1.000 AADT:  4,324 AM Peak %:

PM Peak %: Hour Beginning:SEASONAL FACTOR:  0.863 5:00 PM

 8.2

 9.3

Page 1 of 111:46:51AM 3/9/2023 137

skoza
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TAKEN BY: KH STATION ID:18-PAMPROJECT:DATE: 0182899/5/2018

CEDAR RD

BOTH

ROAD:   FOX CHASE RD 2019/0010/0739

FROM: TO: PA 232 HUNTINGDON PK

STATE: COUNTY: MCD: 4209100156 - ABINGTON TWP

COUNT DIR: BOTH TRAFFIC DIR: SPEED LIMIT:  35 FC: 17

DVRPC FILE #:  141031 COUNTER #: 1414 WEATHER: F DATA SOURCE: EXTERNAL

COMMENTS:

MONTGOMERYPA

DVRPC - Travel Monitoring

SR/SEG/OFF:

Hour 

Beginning

12 AM

1 AM

2 AM

3 AM

4 AM

5 AM

6 AM

7 AM

8 AM

9 AM

10 AM

11 AM

12 PM

1 PM

2 PM

3 PM

4 PM

5 PM

6 PM

7 PM

8 PM

9 PM

10 PM

11PM

Total

Tuesday

9/4/2018

 170

 352

 364

 380

 414

 464

 537

 514

 577
 504

 346

 270

 159

 92

 63

 5,206

Wednesday

9/5/2018

 28

 15

 7

 6

 16

 68

 225

 497

 471

 453

 353

 393

 427

 407

 500

 549

 538

 586
 488

 360

 237

 172

 86

 69

 6,951

Thursday

9/6/2018

 26

 12

 13

 5

 20

 74

 207

 494

 452

 425

 381

 365

 411

 438

 53

 3,376

Hour Beginning: 7:00 AMAXLE CORR. FACTOR:  0.976 AADT:  6,112 AM Peak %:

PM Peak %: Hour Beginning:SEASONAL FACTOR:  0.901 5:00 PM

 7.2

 8.4

Page 1 of 111:44:27AM 3/9/2023 138

skoza
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TAKEN BY: BN STATION ID:19-PAMPROJECT:DATE: 0192195/8/2019

PA 73 TOWNSHIP LINE RD

BOTH

ROAD:   CEDAR RD 2058/0030/1920

FROM: TO: FOX CHASE RD

STATE: COUNTY: MCD: 4209100156 - ABINGTON TWP

COUNT DIR: BOTH TRAFFIC DIR: SPEED LIMIT:  35 FC: 17

DVRPC FILE #:  148251 COUNTER #: 1189 WEATHER: F DATA SOURCE: EXTERNAL

COMMENTS:

MONTGOMERYPA

DVRPC - Travel Monitoring

SR/SEG/OFF:

Hour 

Beginning

12 AM

1 AM

2 AM

3 AM

4 AM

5 AM

6 AM

7 AM

8 AM

9 AM

10 AM

11 AM

12 PM

1 PM

2 PM

3 PM

4 PM

5 PM

6 PM

7 PM

8 PM

9 PM

10 PM

11PM

Total

Tuesday

5/7/2019

 129

 523

 728

 804

 885
 584

 419

 285

 165

 98

 80

 4,700

Wednesday

5/8/2019

 29

 14

 13

 28

 62

 188

 473

 666

 728

 419

 399

 428

 402

 440

 573

 705

 708

 735
 569

 416

 297

 183

 130

 96

 8,701

Thursday

5/9/2019

 42

 20

 14

 18

 51

 184

 438

 771

 729

 447

 411

 386

 194

 3,705

Hour Beginning: 8:00 AMAXLE CORR. FACTOR:  0.976 AADT:  6,930 AM Peak %:

PM Peak %: Hour Beginning:SEASONAL FACTOR:  0.816 5:00 PM

 8.4

 8.4
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Jan 2022 (Eastern Time - New York)Manor College

26 27 28 29 30 31 1

2 3 4 5 6 7 8

9 10 11 12 13 14 15

16 17 18 19 20 21 22

23 24 25 26 27 28 29

30 31 1 2 3 4 5

Christmas Day Observed - New Year's Eve - No New Year's Day - No 

New Year's Day - No Classes/College Closed 10:30am - Orientation for 

New Student Resident 

Returning Student 

SP-22 Classes Begin

SP-22 Drop/Add Begins

12pm - Week of Welcome 

12pm - Week of Welcome 12:15pm - Week of 12pm - Week of Welcome 

Martin Luther King Jr. Drop/Add Ends

12pm - School Supplies & 

11:30am - Cuisine with 

1pm - MLK Day of Service 

10am - Winter 

3pm - Men's Basketball 

12pm - Founders' Day and 

6pm - Men's Basketball 

12pm - Blessing Bags 

12pm - L.E.A.D. Program: 12:15pm - Your Voice 

7pm - CANCELED: Men's 

Sun Mon Tue Wed Thu Fri Sat
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Jan 2022 (Eastern Time - New York)Copper Beech, District Events, Highland, Middle School, McKinley, Overlook, Roslyn, Rydal, Senior High, Willow Hill

26 27 28 29 30 31 1

2 3 4 5 6 7 8

9 10 11 12 13 14 15

16 17 18 19 20 21 22

23 24 25 26 27 28 29

30 31 1 2 3 4 5

WINTER RECESS - WINTER RECESS - WINTER RECESS - WINTER RECESS - WINTER RECESS - 

KEYSTONE EXAMS

7:30pm - PARENT 6:30pm - WILLOW HILL 

7pm - MCKINLEY PTO 

KEYSTONE EXAMS

9am - HIGHLAND PTO ASD COVID-19 BOOSTER 

7:30pm - SCHOOL 

9:30am - COPPER BEECH 

9:30am - MCKINLEY MLK 

1:30pm - OVERLOOK 

DR. MARTIN LUTHER 7pm - SCHOOL BOARD - 7:30pm - PARENT ROSLYN BOOK FAIR

6pm - WILLOW HILL 

ROSLYN BOOK FAIR

7:30pm - SCHOOL 6:30pm - GIFTED 

ROSLYN BOOK FAIR

SECOND MARKING 

6pm - ROSLYN PTO 

7pm - ROSLYN PTO 

8pm - RYDAL PTO 

7pm - ABINGTON JR. KINDERGARTEN 

5:30pm - COPPER BEECH 

7pm - OVERLOOK PTO 

7:30pm - PARENT 

9am - MCKINLEY PTO 6:30pm - HIGHLAND 

Sun Mon Tue Wed Thu Fri Sat
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McMahon Associates, Inc.
Transporation Engineers & Planners

425 Commerce Drive, Suite 200
Fort Washington, PA 19034 File Name : stbasils01w

Site Code : 
Start Date : 1/11/2022
Page No : 1

Municipality: Abington Township
Location: Fox Chase Road &
Forrest Avenue
Counter: M

Groups Printed- Passenger Vehicles - Heavy Vehicles

Start Time Right Thru Left Right Thru Left Right Thru Left Right Thru Left Int. Total
07:00 AM 1 5 0 1 3 8 5 30 5 10 2 0 70
07:15 AM 2 21 1 0 3 4 5 29 3 7 5 1 81
07:30 AM 2 15 1 2 5 6 10 39 7 9 6 5 107
07:45 AM 1 22 1 3 6 12 5 43 6 10 3 6 118

Total 6 63 3 6 17 30 25 141 21 36 16 12 376

08:00 AM 3 35 0 0 0 18 6 39 12 8 2 4 127
08:15 AM 4 34 1 1 4 14 7 46 11 8 4 2 136
08:30 AM 6 33 0 1 2 14 7 44 9 20 6 1 143
08:45 AM 2 30 1 3 7 23 11 41 10 20 2 6 156

Total 15 132 2 5 13 69 31 170 42 56 14 13 562

04:00 PM 4 43 0 0 1 18 16 32 7 20 4 2 147
04:15 PM 1 39 1 0 5 10 6 50 8 21 6 2 149
04:30 PM 2 43 2 1 3 12 10 24 8 20 5 2 132
04:45 PM 2 40 1 2 4 13 10 36 11 21 7 0 147

Total 9 165 4 3 13 53 42 142 34 82 22 6 575

05:00 PM 2 47 1 0 8 11 13 22 9 30 6 0 149
05:15 PM 2 39 2 1 3 14 8 24 8 14 3 2 120
05:30 PM 3 44 0 0 2 10 8 34 12 15 2 0 130
05:45 PM 1 46 2 1 4 5 8 25 10 12 2 3 119

Total 8 176 5 2 17 40 37 105 39 71 13 5 518

Grand Total 38 536 14 16 60 192 135 558 136 245 65 36 2031
Apprch % 6.5 91.2 2.4 6 22.4 71.6 16.3 67.3 16.4 70.8 18.8 10.4  

Total % 1.9 26.4 0.7 0.8 3 9.5 6.6 27.5 6.7 12.1 3.2 1.8
Passenger Vehicles 33 517 10 15 57 185 127 540 125 230 63 34 1936
% Passenger Vehicles 86.8 96.5 71.4 93.8 95 96.4 94.1 96.8 91.9 93.9 96.9 94.4 95.3
Heavy Vehicles 5 19 4 1 3 7 8 18 11 15 2 2 95

% Heavy Vehicles 13.2 3.5 28.6 6.2 5 3.6 5.9 3.2 8.1 6.1 3.1 5.6 4.7

Southbound
Fox Chase Rd

Westbound
Forrest Avenue

Northbound
Fox Chase Rd

Eastbound
Forrest Avenue
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McMahon Associates, Inc.
Transporation Engineers & Planners

425 Commerce Drive, Suite 200
Fort Washington, PA 19034 File Name : stbasils01w

Site Code : 
Start Date : 1/11/2022
Page No : 2

Municipality: Abington Township
Location: Fox Chase Road &
Forrest Avenue
Counter: M

Start Time Right Thru Left App. Total Right Thru Left App. Total Right Thru Left App. Total Right Thru Left App. Total Int. Total

Peak Hour Analysis From 07:00 AM to 11:45 AM - Peak 1 of 1
Peak Hour for Entire Intersection Begins at 08:00 AM

08:00 AM 3 35 0 38 0 0 18 18 6 39 12 57 8 2 4 14 127
08:15 AM 4 34 1 39 1 4 14 19 7 46 11 64 8 4 2 14 136
08:30 AM 6 33 0 39 1 2 14 17 7 44 9 60 20 6 1 27 143
08:45 AM 2 30 1 33 3 7 23 33 11 41 10 62 20 2 6 28 156

Total Volume 15 132 2 149 5 13 69 87 31 170 42 243 56 14 13 83 562
% App. Total 10.1 88.6 1.3  5.7 14.9 79.3  12.8 70 17.3  67.5 16.9 15.7   

PHF .625 .943 .500 .955 .417 .464 .750 .659 .705 .924 .875 .949 .700 .583 .542 .741 .901
Passenger Vehicles 11 122 1 134 4 13 64 81 29 159 38 226 52 13 13 78 519

% Passenger Vehicles 73.3 92.4 50.0 89.9 80.0 100 92.8 93.1 93.5 93.5 90.5 93.0 92.9 92.9 100 94.0 92.3
Heavy Vehicles 4 10 1 15 1 0 5 6 2 11 4 17 4 1 0 5 43
% Heavy Vehicles 26.7 7.6 50.0 10.1 20.0 0 7.2 6.9 6.5 6.5 9.5 7.0 7.1 7.1 0 6.0 7.7
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Right

11 
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15 
Thru
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10 

132 
Left
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InOut Total
176 134 310 

12 15 27 
188 337 149 
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4 
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Thru
159 

11 
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Right
29 

2 
31 

Out TotalIn

238 226 464 
19 17 36 

257 500 243 
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Peak Hour Begins at 08:00 AM
 
Passenger Vehicles
Heavy Vehicles

Peak Hour Data

North

Southbound
Fox Chase Road

Westbound
Forrest Avenue

Eastbound
Forrest Avenue

Northbound
Fox Chase Road

Fox Chase Road

Fox Chase Road
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McMahon Associates, Inc.
Transporation Engineers & Planners

425 Commerce Drive, Suite 200
Fort Washington, PA 19034 File Name : stbasils01w

Site Code : 
Start Date : 1/11/2022
Page No : 3

Municipality: Abington Township
Location: Fox Chase Road &
Forrest Avenue
Counter: M

Start Time Right Thru Left App. Total Right Thru Left App. Total Right Thru Left App. Total Right Thru Left App. Total Int. Total

Peak Hour Analysis From 12:00 PM to 05:45 PM - Peak 1 of 1
Peak Hour for Entire Intersection Begins at 04:15 PM

04:15 PM 1 39 1 41 0 5 10 15 6 50 8 64 21 6 2 29 149

04:30 PM 2 43 2 47 1 3 12 16 10 24 8 42 20 5 2 27 132
04:45 PM 2 40 1 43 2 4 13 19 10 36 11 57 21 7 0 28 147
05:00 PM 2 47 1 50 0 8 11 19 13 22 9 44 30 6 0 36 149

Total Volume 7 169 5 181 3 20 46 69 39 132 36 207 92 24 4 120 577
% App. Total 3.9 93.4 2.8  4.3 29 66.7  18.8 63.8 17.4  76.7 20 3.3   

PHF .875 .899 .625 .905 .375 .625 .885 .908 .750 .660 .818 .809 .767 .857 .500 .833 .968
Passenger Vehicles 7 166 5 178 3 20 46 69 36 131 33 200 87 24 4 115 562

% Passenger Vehicles 100 98.2 100 98.3 100 100 100 100 92.3 99.2 91.7 96.6 94.6 100 100 95.8 97.4
Heavy Vehicles 0 3 0 3 0 0 0 0 3 1 3 7 5 0 0 5 15
% Heavy Vehicles 0 1.8 0 1.7 0 0 0 0 7.7 0.8 8.3 3.4 5.4 0 0 4.2 2.6
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InOut Total
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Out TotalIn

299 200 499 
8 7 15 
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L
e

ft

4
 

0
 

4
 

T
h

ru2
4

 
0

 
2

4
 

R
ig

h
t

8
7

 
5

 
9

2
 

T
o

ta
l

O
u

t
In

6
0

 
1

1
5

 
1

7
5

 
3

 
5

 
8

 
6

3
 

1
8

3
 

1
2

0
 

Peak Hour Begins at 04:15 PM
 
Passenger Vehicles
Heavy Vehicles

Peak Hour Data

North

Southbound
Fox Chase Road

Westbound
Forrest Avenue

Northbound
Fox Chase Road

Eastbound
Forrest Avenue

Fox Chase Road

Fox Chase Road
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McMahon Associates, Inc.
Transporation Engineers & Planners

425 Commerce Drive, Suite 200
Fort Washington, PA 19034 File Name : stbasils01w

Site Code : 
Start Date : 1/11/2022
Page No : 1

Municipality: Abington Township
Location: Fox Chase Road &
Forrest Avenue
Counter: M

Groups Printed- Pedestrians

Start Time Left Thru Right Left Thru Right Left Thru Right Left Thru Right Int. Total

07:15 AM 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 3
07:30 AM 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
07:45 AM 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2

Total 0 1 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 6

08:00 AM 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

08:45 AM 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
Total 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2

04:15 PM 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
04:30 PM 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
04:45 PM 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2

Total 0 1 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4

05:00 PM 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2
05:15 PM 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
05:30 PM 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
05:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1

Total 0 1 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 5

Grand Total 0 3 0 0 12 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 17
Apprch % 0 100 0 0 100 0 0 0 0 0 100 0  

Total % 0 17.6 0 0 70.6 0 0 0 0 0 11.8 0

Southbound
Forrest Avenue

Westbound
Fox Chase Road

Northbound
Forrest Avenue

Eastbound
Fox Chase Road
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McMahon Associates, Inc.
Transporation Engineers & Planners

425 Commerce Drive, Suite 200
Fort Washington, PA 19034 File Name : stbasils02w

Site Code : 
Start Date : 1/11/2022
Page No : 1

Municipality: Abington Township
Location: Fox Chase Road &
Manor College Access
Counter: M

Groups Printed- Passenger Vehicles - Heavy Vehicles
Fox Chase Rd
Southbound

Fox Chase Rd
Northbound

Manor College Access
Eastbound

Start Time Right Thru Thru Left Right Left Int. Total
07:00 AM 0 20 43 0 0 0 63
07:15 AM 1 31 35 0 0 0 67
07:30 AM 3 28 54 6 3 0 94
07:45 AM 4 39 55 7 0 0 105

Total 8 118 187 13 3 0 329

08:00 AM 5 55 58 7 1 0 126
08:15 AM 3 55 62 5 1 0 126
08:30 AM 2 64 63 3 0 0 132
08:45 AM 5 67 65 3 0 1 141

Total 15 241 248 18 2 1 525

04:00 PM 2 77 50 0 3 1 133
04:15 PM 0 67 60 1 7 0 135
04:30 PM 0 78 44 1 8 3 134
04:45 PM 0 73 49 3 6 2 133

Total 2 295 203 5 24 6 535

05:00 PM 0 91 36 1 3 8 139
05:15 PM 0 65 36 0 7 1 109
05:30 PM 0 67 53 1 3 1 125
05:45 PM 0 63 46 1 0 0 110

Total 0 286 171 3 13 10 483

Grand Total 25 940 809 39 42 17 1872
Apprch % 2.6 97.4 95.4 4.6 71.2 28.8  

Total % 1.3 50.2 43.2 2.1 2.2 0.9
Passenger Vehicles 25 899 774 39 42 17 1796

% Passenger Vehicles 100 95.6 95.7 100 100 100 95.9
Heavy Vehicles 0 41 35 0 0 0 76

% Heavy Vehicles 0 4.4 4.3 0 0 0 4.1
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McMahon Associates, Inc.
Transporation Engineers & Planners

425 Commerce Drive, Suite 200
Fort Washington, PA 19034 File Name : stbasils02w

Site Code : 
Start Date : 1/11/2022
Page No : 2

Municipality: Abington Township
Location: Fox Chase Road &
Manor College Access
Counter: M

Fox Chase Rd
Southbound

Fox Chase Rd
Northbound

Manor College Access
Eastbound

Start Time Right Thru App. Total Thru Left App. Total Right Left App. Total Int. Total
Peak Hour Analysis From 07:00 AM to 11:45 AM - Peak 1 of 1
Peak Hour for Entire Intersection Begins at 08:00 AM

08:00 AM 5 55 60 58 7 65 1 0 1 126
08:15 AM 3 55 58 62 5 67 1 0 1 126
08:30 AM 2 64 66 63 3 66 0 0 0 132
08:45 AM 5 67 72 65 3 68 0 1 1 141

Total Volume 15 241 256 248 18 266 2 1 3 525
% App. Total 5.9 94.1  93.2 6.8  66.7 33.3   

PHF .750 .899 .889 .954 .643 .978 .500 .250 .750 .931
Passenger Vehicles 15 223 238 230 18 248 2 1 3 489
% Passenger Vehicles 100 92.5 93.0 92.7 100 93.2 100 100 100 93.1

Heavy Vehicles 0 18 18 18 0 18 0 0 0 36
% Heavy Vehicles 0 7.5 7.0 7.3 0 6.8 0 0 0 6.9

 Fox Chase Rd 
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Peak Hour Begins at 08:00 AM
 
Passenger Vehicles
Heavy Vehicles

Peak Hour Data

North
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McMahon Associates, Inc.
Transporation Engineers & Planners

425 Commerce Drive, Suite 200
Fort Washington, PA 19034 File Name : stbasils02w

Site Code : 
Start Date : 1/11/2022
Page No : 3

Municipality: Abington Township
Location: Fox Chase Road &
Manor College Access
Counter: M

Fox Chase Rd
Southbound

Fox Chase Rd
Northbound

Manor College Access
Eastbound

Start Time Right Thru App. Total Thru Left App. Total Right Left App. Total Int. Total
Peak Hour Analysis From 12:00 PM to 05:45 PM - Peak 1 of 1
Peak Hour for Entire Intersection Begins at 04:15 PM

04:15 PM 0 67 67 60 1 61 7 0 7 135
04:30 PM 0 78 78 44 1 45 8 3 11 134
04:45 PM 0 73 73 49 3 52 6 2 8 133
05:00 PM 0 91 91 36 1 37 3 8 11 139

Total Volume 0 309 309 189 6 195 24 13 37 541
% App. Total 0 100  96.9 3.1  64.9 35.1   

PHF .000 .849 .849 .788 .500 .799 .750 .406 .841 .973
Passenger Vehicles 0 299 299 182 6 188 24 13 37 524
% Passenger Vehicles 0 96.8 96.8 96.3 100 96.4 100 100 100 96.9

Heavy Vehicles 0 10 10 7 0 7 0 0 0 17
% Heavy Vehicles 0 3.2 3.2 3.7 0 3.6 0 0 0 3.1
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Peak Hour Begins at 04:15 PM
 
Passenger Vehicles
Heavy Vehicles

Peak Hour Data

North
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McMahon Associates, Inc.
Transporation Engineers & Planners

425 Commerce Drive, Suite 200
Fort Washington, PA 19034 File Name : stbasils02w

Site Code : 
Start Date : 1/11/2022
Page No : 1

Municipality: Abington Township
Location: Fox Chase Road &
Manor College Access
Counter: M

Groups Printed- Pedestrians
Fox Chase Rd
Southbound

Fox Chase Rd
Northbound

Manor College Access
Eastbound

Start Time Right Thru Thru Left Right Left Int. Total

08:00 AM 0 1 0 0 1 0 2
08:15 AM 0 1 0 0 0 0 1

Total 0 2 0 0 1 0 3

04:15 PM 0 0 0 0 1 0 1

Total 0 0 0 0 1 0 1

05:30 PM 0 0 0 0 1 0 1
05:45 PM 0 1 0 0 0 0 1

Total 0 1 0 0 1 0 2

Grand Total 0 3 0 0 3 0 6
Apprch % 0 100 0 0 100 0  

Total % 0 50 0 0 50 0
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McMahon Associates, Inc.
Transporation Engineers & Planners

425 Commerce Drive, Suite 200
Fort Washington, PA 19034 File Name : stbasils03w

Site Code : 
Start Date : 1/11/2022
Page No : 1

Municipality: Abington Township
Location: Fox Chase Road &
Cedar Road
Counter: M

Groups Printed- Passenger Vehicles - Heavy Vehicles
Cedar Rd

Southbound
Fox Chase Rd

Westbound
Cedar Rd

Northbound
Fox Chase Rd

Eastbound
Start Time Right Thru Left Right Thru Left Right Thru Left Right Thru Left Int. Total
07:00 AM 13 43 0 0 20 14 13 34 8 5 17 4 171
07:15 AM 14 35 1 1 20 23 18 43 6 4 19 7 191
07:30 AM 10 71 1 3 37 17 19 59 11 13 20 3 264
07:45 AM 19 59 1 0 31 21 24 50 16 10 21 9 261

Total 56 208 3 4 108 75 74 186 41 32 77 23 887

08:00 AM 15 57 2 0 34 21 16 41 13 18 33 10 260
08:15 AM 21 62 0 3 28 15 24 51 12 24 25 8 273
08:30 AM 16 61 0 1 36 32 23 42 17 31 29 9 297
08:45 AM 12 60 1 3 25 16 17 67 26 19 34 14 294

Total 64 240 3 7 123 84 80 201 68 92 121 41 1124

04:00 PM 23 63 1 0 22 24 28 65 14 15 45 18 318
04:15 PM 17 61 2 3 36 15 31 64 15 14 46 19 323
04:30 PM 15 71 1 0 18 7 22 59 16 15 51 19 294
04:45 PM 14 69 2 2 25 29 31 58 13 18 39 17 317

Total 69 264 6 5 101 75 112 246 58 62 181 73 1252

05:00 PM 9 68 1 1 21 13 30 67 6 13 51 25 305
05:15 PM 7 71 2 2 23 16 29 47 8 13 39 23 280
05:30 PM 14 82 1 1 22 13 19 54 16 12 41 17 292
05:45 PM 13 52 2 1 19 13 24 40 20 8 31 17 240

Total 43 273 6 5 85 55 102 208 50 46 162 82 1117

Grand Total 232 985 18 21 417 289 368 841 217 232 541 219 4380
Apprch % 18.8 79.8 1.5 2.9 57.4 39.8 25.8 59 15.2 23.4 54.5 22.1  

Total % 5.3 22.5 0.4 0.5 9.5 6.6 8.4 19.2 5 5.3 12.4 5
Passenger Vehicles 219 966 16 17 408 280 364 817 202 219 529 204 4241
% Passenger Vehicles 94.4 98.1 88.9 81 97.8 96.9 98.9 97.1 93.1 94.4 97.8 93.2 96.8
Heavy Vehicles 13 19 2 4 9 9 4 24 15 13 12 15 139

% Heavy Vehicles 5.6 1.9 11.1 19 2.2 3.1 1.1 2.9 6.9 5.6 2.2 6.8 3.2

156



McMahon Associates, Inc.
Transporation Engineers & Planners

425 Commerce Drive, Suite 200
Fort Washington, PA 19034 File Name : stbasils03w

Site Code : 
Start Date : 1/11/2022
Page No : 2

Municipality: Abington Township
Location: Fox Chase Road &
Cedar Road
Counter: M

Cedar Rd
Southbound

Fox Chase Rd
Westbound

Cedar Rd
Northbound

Fox Chase Rd
Eastbound

Start Time Right Thru Left App. Total Right Thru Left App. Total Right Thru Left App. Total Right Thru Left App. Total Int. Total

Peak Hour Analysis From 07:00 AM to 11:45 AM - Peak 1 of 1
Peak Hour for Entire Intersection Begins at 08:00 AM

08:00 AM 15 57 2 74 0 34 21 55 16 41 13 70 18 33 10 61 260
08:15 AM 21 62 0 83 3 28 15 46 24 51 12 87 24 25 8 57 273
08:30 AM 16 61 0 77 1 36 32 69 23 42 17 82 31 29 9 69 297

08:45 AM 12 60 1 73 3 25 16 44 17 67 26 110 19 34 14 67 294
Total Volume 64 240 3 307 7 123 84 214 80 201 68 349 92 121 41 254 1124
% App. Total 20.8 78.2 1  3.3 57.5 39.3  22.9 57.6 19.5  36.2 47.6 16.1   

PHF .762 .968 .375 .925 .583 .854 .656 .775 .833 .750 .654 .793 .742 .890 .732 .920 .946
Passenger Vehicles 61 230 1 292 5 120 78 203 79 192 56 327 82 116 35 233 1055

% Passenger Vehicles 95.3 95.8 33.3 95.1 71.4 97.6 92.9 94.9 98.8 95.5 82.4 93.7 89.1 95.9 85.4 91.7 93.9
Heavy Vehicles 3 10 2 15 2 3 6 11 1 9 12 22 10 5 6 21 69
% Heavy Vehicles 4.7 4.2 66.7 4.9 28.6 2.4 7.1 5.1 1.3 4.5 17.6 6.3 10.9 4.1 14.6 8.3 6.1
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McMahon Associates, Inc.
Transporation Engineers & Planners

425 Commerce Drive, Suite 200
Fort Washington, PA 19034 File Name : stbasils03w

Site Code : 
Start Date : 1/11/2022
Page No : 3

Municipality: Abington Township
Location: Fox Chase Road &
Cedar Road
Counter: M

Cedar Rd
Southbound

Fox Chase Rd
Westbound

Cedar Rd
Northbound

Fox Chase Rd
Eastbound

Start Time Right Thru Left App. Total Right Thru Left App. Total Right Thru Left App. Total Right Thru Left App. Total Int. Total

Peak Hour Analysis From 12:00 PM to 05:45 PM - Peak 1 of 1
Peak Hour for Entire Intersection Begins at 04:00 PM

04:00 PM 23 63 1 87 0 22 24 46 28 65 14 107 15 45 18 78 318
04:15 PM 17 61 2 80 3 36 15 54 31 64 15 110 14 46 19 79 323

04:30 PM 15 71 1 87 0 18 7 25 22 59 16 97 15 51 19 85 294
04:45 PM 14 69 2 85 2 25 29 56 31 58 13 102 18 39 17 74 317

Total Volume 69 264 6 339 5 101 75 181 112 246 58 416 62 181 73 316 1252
% App. Total 20.4 77.9 1.8  2.8 55.8 41.4  26.9 59.1 13.9  19.6 57.3 23.1   

PHF .750 .930 .750 .974 .417 .701 .647 .808 .903 .946 .906 .945 .861 .887 .961 .929 .969
Passenger Vehicles 65 261 6 332 4 99 74 177 111 243 56 410 61 179 71 311 1230

% Passenger Vehicles 94.2 98.9 100 97.9 80.0 98.0 98.7 97.8 99.1 98.8 96.6 98.6 98.4 98.9 97.3 98.4 98.2
Heavy Vehicles 4 3 0 7 1 2 1 4 1 3 2 6 1 2 2 5 22
% Heavy Vehicles 5.8 1.1 0 2.1 20.0 2.0 1.3 2.2 0.9 1.2 3.4 1.4 1.6 1.1 2.7 1.6 1.8
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McMahon Associates, Inc.
Transporation Engineers & Planners

425 Commerce Drive, Suite 200
Fort Washington, PA 19034 File Name : stbasils03w

Site Code : 
Start Date : 1/11/2022
Page No : 1

Municipality: Abington Township
Location: Fox Chase Road &
Cedar Road
Counter: M

Groups Printed- Pedestrians
Cedar Rd

Southbound
Fox Chase Rd

Westbound
Cedar Rd

Northbound
Fox Chase Rd

Eastbound
Start Time Right Thru Left Right Thru Left Right Thru Left Right Thru Left Int. Total

07:15 AM 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

Total 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

04:00 PM 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 3

04:30 PM 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
04:45 PM 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

Total 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 5

05:00 PM 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

05:30 PM 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

Total 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2

Grand Total 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 8
Apprch % 0 100 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 100 0  

Total % 0 87.5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 12.5 0
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Turn Lane Warrant and Length Analysis

Workbook

Municipality: Analysis Date:
County: Conducted By:

PennDOT Engineering District: Checked By:

Agency/Company Name:

Intersection & Approach Description:

Analysis Period: Number of Approach Lanes:

Design Hour: Undivided or Divided Highway:
Intersection Control:

Posted Speed Limit (MPH):

Type of Terrain:

Advancing Volume:

Opposing Volume:

Left Turn Volume:

% Left Turns in Advancing Volume:

Advancing Volume:

Right Turn Volume:

Applicable Warrant Figure: Applicable Warrant Figure:

Warrant Met?:

Intersection Control:

Design Hour Volume of Turning Lane:

Cycles Per Hour (Assumed):

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

Left Turn Lane Storage Length, Condition A: Feet

Condition B: Feet

Condition C: Feet

Required Left Turn Lane Storage Length: Feet

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

STUDY LOCATION AND ANALYSIS INFORMATION

VOLUME CALCULATIONS

TURN LANE WARRANT FINDINGS

Movement

278

295

5

1.80%

Advancing

Opposing

Left

Through

Right

Volume % Trucks PCEV

Left

Through

Right

4

248

UndividedAM Peak Hour

8.0%

Abington Township 1/28/2022

Montgomery County BGG

6 JDG

McMahon Associates, Inc.

Fox Chase Road and Local Road / Manor Access

Southbound Fox Chase Road Left-Turn

2029 Build

Yes

-

Yes

Yes 18

254

13

-

Left Turn LaneLeft or Right-Turn Lane Analysis?:

N/A

0.0%

Signalized

35

Level

18

7.0% 263

2.0% 14

15

1

Left Turn Lane Volume Calculations

Right Turn Lane Volume Calculations

Signalized

Known

5

Figure 1

No

Yes

15

Include?

0 0.0% N/A

5

258

2.0%

B or C

A A C B B or C B

TURN LANE LENGTH CALCULATIONS

Type of Traffic Control

High Low High Low High Low

Turn Demand Volume

Speed (MPH)

0.0%

Additional Comments / Justifications:

Include? Volume % Trucks PCEVMovement

Through

Right - 0 0.0% N/A

0.0%

Left Turn Lane Warrant Findings Right Turn Lane Warrant Findings

PennDOT Publication 46, Exhibit 11-6

Signalized

Unsignalized

Warrant Met?:

Advancing

Left 0

50-60

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

A A B or C B or C B or C

25-35

Type of Analysis

40-45

54 N/A

Additional Findings:

-

2/4/2022 5SBL-MANOR AM.xlsx 162
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Figure 1. Warrant for left turn lanes on two-lane roadways
(speeds to 35 mph, unsignalized and signalized intersections)

(L = % Left Turns in Advancing Volume)

Volume Data Point

1.8%

Left Turn Lane
Warranted

Left Turn 
Lane Not 
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1%2%3%4%5%10%15%20%30%40%

163



Turn Lane Warrant and Length Analysis

Workbook

Municipality: Analysis Date:
County: Conducted By:

PennDOT Engineering District: Checked By:

Agency/Company Name:

Intersection & Approach Description:

Analysis Period: Number of Approach Lanes:

Design Hour: Undivided or Divided Highway:
Intersection Control:

Posted Speed Limit (MPH):

Type of Terrain:

Advancing Volume:

Opposing Volume:

Left Turn Volume:

% Left Turns in Advancing Volume:

Advancing Volume:

Right Turn Volume:

Applicable Warrant Figure: Applicable Warrant Figure:

Warrant Met?:

Intersection Control:

Design Hour Volume of Turning Lane:

Cycles Per Hour (Assumed):

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

Left Turn Lane Storage Length, Condition A: Feet

Condition B: Feet

Condition C: Feet

Required Left Turn Lane Storage Length: Feet

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

A A B or C B or C B or C

25-35

Type of Analysis

40-45

54 N/A

Additional Findings:

-

Additional Comments / Justifications:

Include? Volume % Trucks PCEVMovement

Through

Right - 0 0.0% N/A

0.0%

Left Turn Lane Warrant Findings Right Turn Lane Warrant Findings

PennDOT Publication 46, Exhibit 11-6

Signalized

Unsignalized

Warrant Met?:

Advancing

Left Yes 0

50-60

0 0.0% N/A

10

321

2.0%

B or C

A A C B B or C B

TURN LANE LENGTH CALCULATIONS

Type of Traffic Control

High Low High Low High Low

Turn Demand Volume

Speed (MPH)

0.0%

Signalized

Known

10

Figure 1

No

Yes

0

Include?

1

Left Turn Lane Volume Calculations

Right Turn Lane Volume Calculations

Signalized

35

Level

6

4.0% 203

2.0% 29

0

Abington Township 1/28/2022

Montgomery County BGG

6 JDG

McMahon Associates, Inc.

2029 Build

Yes

-

Yes

Yes 6

199

28

-

Left Turn LaneLeft or Right-Turn Lane Analysis?:

N/A

0.0%

STUDY LOCATION AND ANALYSIS INFORMATION

VOLUME CALCULATIONS

TURN LANE WARRANT FINDINGS

Movement

331

238

10

3.02%

Advancing

Opposing

Left

Through

Right

Volume % Trucks PCEV

Left

Through

Right

9

316

UndividedPM Peak Hour

3.0%

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

2/4/2022 6SBL-MANOR PM.xlsx

Southbound Fox Chase Road Left-Turn Lane

Fox Chase Road and Local Road / Manor Access 
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Figure 1. Warrant for left turn lanes on two-lane roadways
(speeds to 35 mph, unsignalized and signalized intersections)

(L = % Left Turns in Advancing Volume)

Volume Data Point

3.0%

Left Turn Lane
Warranted

Left Turn 
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Turn Lane Warrant and Length Analysis

Workbook

Municipality: Analysis Date:
County: Conducted By:

PennDOT Engineering District: Checked By:

Agency/Company Name:

Intersection & Approach Description:

Analysis Period: Number of Approach Lanes:

Design Hour: Undivided or Divided Highway:
Intersection Control:

Posted Speed Limit (MPH):

Type of Terrain:

Advancing Volume:

Opposing Volume:

Left Turn Volume:

% Left Turns in Advancing Volume:

Advancing Volume:

Right Turn Volume:

Applicable Warrant Figure: Applicable Warrant Figure:

Warrant Met?:

Intersection Control:

Design Hour Volume of Turning Lane:

Cycles Per Hour (Assumed):

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

Left Turn Lane Storage Length, Condition A: Feet

Condition B: Feet

Condition C: Feet

Required Left Turn Lane Storage Length: Feet

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

A A B or C B or C B or C

25-35

Type of Analysis

40-45

54 N/A

Additional Findings:

-

Additional Comments / Justifications:

Include? Volume % Trucks PCEVMovement

Through

Right - N/A

Left Turn Lane Warrant Findings Right Turn Lane Warrant Findings

PennDOT Publication 46, Exhibit 11-6

Signalized

Unsignalized

Warrant Met?:

Advancing

Left

50-60

N/A

18

263

0.0%

B or C

A A C B B or C B

TURN LANE LENGTH CALCULATIONS

Type of Traffic Control

High Low High Low High Low

Turn Demand Volume

Speed (MPH)

2.0%

Signalized

Known

18

Figure 1

No

Yes

13

Include?

1

Left Turn Lane Volume Calculations

Right Turn Lane Volume Calculations

Signalized

35

Level

5

8.0% 258

0.0% 15

14

Abington Township 1/28/2022

Montgomery County BGG

6 JDG

McMahon Associates, Inc.

Fox Chase Road and Local Road / Manor Access

Northbound Fox Chase Road Left-Turn

2029 Build

Yes

-

Yes

Yes 4

248

15

-

Left Turn LaneLeft or Right-Turn Lane Analysis?:

N/A

2.0%

STUDY LOCATION AND ANALYSIS INFORMATION

VOLUME CALCULATIONS

TURN LANE WARRANT FINDINGS

Movement

295

278

18

6.10%

Advancing

Opposing

Left

Through

Right

Volume % Trucks PCEV

Left

Through

Right

18

254

UndividedAM Peak Hour

7.0%

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

2/4/2022 MANOR AM.xlsx 166



295, 278

0

100

200

300

400

500

600

700

800

900

0 200 400 600 800 1000 1200 1400 1600 1800

O
p

p
o

s
in

g
 V

o
lu

m
e
 (

V
P

H
)

Advancing Volume (VPH)

Figure 1. Warrant for left turn lanes on two-lane roadways
(speeds to 35 mph, unsignalized and signalized intersections)

(L = % Left Turns in Advancing Volume)

Volume Data Point

6.1%

Left Turn Lane
Warranted

Left Turn 
Lane Not 
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Turn Lane Warrant and Length Analysis

Workbook

Municipality: Analysis Date:
County: Conducted By:

PennDOT Engineering District: Checked By:

Agency/Company Name:

Intersection & Approach Description:

Analysis Period: Number of Approach Lanes:

Design Hour: Undivided or Divided Highway:
Intersection Control:

Posted Speed Limit (MPH):

Type of Terrain:

Advancing Volume:

Opposing Volume:

Left Turn Volume:

% Left Turns in Advancing Volume:

Advancing Volume:

Right Turn Volume:

Applicable Warrant Figure: Applicable Warrant Figure:

Warrant Met?:

Intersection Control:

Design Hour Volume of Turning Lane:

Cycles Per Hour (Assumed):

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

Left Turn Lane Storage Length, Condition A: Feet

Condition B: Feet

Condition C: Feet

Required Left Turn Lane Storage Length: Feet

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

STUDY LOCATION AND ANALYSIS INFORMATION

VOLUME CALCULATIONS

TURN LANE WARRANT FINDINGS

Movement

238

331

6

2.52%

Advancing

Opposing

Left

Through

Right

Volume % Trucks PCEV

Left

Through

Right

6

199

UndividedPM Peak Hour

4.0%

Abington Township 1/28/2022

Montgomery County BGG

6 JDG

McMahon Associates, Inc.

Fox Chase Road and Local Road / Manor Access

Northbound Fox Chase Road Left-Turn Lane

2029 Build

Yes

-

Yes

Yes 9

316

0

-

Left Turn LaneLeft or Right-Turn Lane Analysis?:

N/A

2.0%

Signalized

35

Level

10

3.0% 321

0.0% 0

29

1

Left Turn Lane Volume Calculations

Right Turn Lane Volume Calculations

Signalized

Known

6

Figure 1

No

Yes

28

Include?

N/A

6

203

0.0%

B or C

A A C B B or C B

TURN LANE LENGTH CALCULATIONS

Type of Traffic Control

High Low High Low High Low

Turn Demand Volume

Speed (MPH)

2.0%

Additional Comments / Justifications:

Include? Volume % Trucks PCEVMovement

Through

Right - N/A

Left Turn Lane Warrant Findings Right Turn Lane Warrant Findings

PennDOT Publication 46, Exhibit 11-6

Signalized

Unsignalized

Warrant Met?:

Advancing

Left Yes

50-60

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

A A B or C B or C B or C

25-35

Type of Analysis

40-45

54 N/A

Additional Findings:

-

2/4/2022 MANOR PM.xlsx 168
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Figure 1. Warrant for left turn lanes on two-lane roadways
(speeds to 35 mph, unsignalized and signalized intersections)

(L = % Left Turns in Advancing Volume)

Volume Data Point

2.5%

Left Turn Lane
Warranted

Left Turn 
Lane Not 
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Turn Lane Warrant and Length Analysis

Workbook

Municipality: Analysis Date:
County: Conducted By:

PennDOT Engineering District: Checked By:

Agency/Company Name:

Intersection & Approach Description:

Analysis Period: Number of Approach Lanes:

Design Hour: Undivided or Divided Highway:
Intersection Control:

Posted Speed Limit (MPH):

Type of Terrain:

Advancing Volume:

Opposing Volume:

Left Turn Volume:

% Left Turns in Advancing Volume:

Advancing Volume:

Right Turn Volume:

Applicable Warrant Figure: Applicable Warrant Figure:

Warrant Met?:

Intersection Control:

Design Hour Volume of Turning Lane:

Cycles Per Hour (Assumed):

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

Right Turn Lane Storage Length, Condition A: Feet

Condition B: Feet

Condition C: Feet

Required Right Turn Lane Storage Length: Feet

N/A

Figure 9

No

295

14

STUDY LOCATION AND ANALYSIS INFORMATION

VOLUME CALCULATIONS

TURN LANE WARRANT FINDINGS

Movement

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Advancing

Opposing

Left

Through

Right

Volume % Trucks PCEV

Left

Through

Right

4

248

UndividedAM Peak Hour

8.0%

Abington Township 1/28/2022

Montgomery County BGG

6 JDG

McMahon Associates, Inc.

2029 Build

Yes

-

Yes

Yes 18

254

13

-

Right Turn LaneLeft or Right-Turn Lane Analysis?:

18

0.0%

Signalized

35

Level

N/A

7.0% N/A

2.0% N/A

N/A

1

Left Turn Lane Volume Calculations

Right Turn Lane Volume Calculations

Signalized

Known

14

N/A

N/A

Yes

15

Include?

254 7.0% 263

N/A

N/A

2.0%

B or C

A A C B B or C B

TURN LANE LENGTH CALCULATIONS

Type of Traffic Control

High Low High Low High Low

Turn Demand Volume

Speed (MPH)

0.0%

Additional Comments / Justifications:

Include? Volume % Trucks PCEVMovement

Through

Right - 13 2.0% 14

0.0%

Left Turn Lane Warrant Findings Right Turn Lane Warrant Findings

PennDOT Publication 46, Exhibit 11-6

Signalized

Unsignalized

Warrant Met?:

Advancing

Left Yes 18

50-60

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

A A B or C B or C B or C

25-35

Type of Analysis

40-45

54 N/A

Additional Findings:

-

2/4/2022 SITE AM.xlsx

Northbound Right-Turn Fox Chase Road

Fox Chase Road and Local Road / Manor Access 
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Figure 9. Warrant for right turn lanes on two-lane roadways 
(40 mph or lower speeds, unsignalized and signalized intersections)

Volume Data Point

Right Turn 
Lane Not 

Warranted

Right Turn Lane
Warranted
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Turn Lane Warrant and Length Analysis

Workbook

Municipality: Analysis Date:
County: Conducted By:

PennDOT Engineering District: Checked By:

Agency/Company Name:

Intersection & Approach Description:

Analysis Period: Number of Approach Lanes:

Design Hour: Undivided or Divided Highway:
Intersection Control:

Posted Speed Limit (MPH):

Type of Terrain:

Advancing Volume:

Opposing Volume:

Left Turn Volume:

% Left Turns in Advancing Volume:

Advancing Volume:

Right Turn Volume:

Applicable Warrant Figure: Applicable Warrant Figure:

Warrant Met?:

Intersection Control:

Design Hour Volume of Turning Lane:

Cycles Per Hour (Assumed):

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

Right Turn Lane Storage Length, Condition A: Feet

Condition B: Feet

Condition C: Feet

Required Right Turn Lane Storage Length: Feet

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

A A B or C B or C B or C

25-35

Type of Analysis

40-45

54 N/A

Additional Findings:

-

Additional Comments / Justifications:

Include? Volume % Trucks PCEVMovement

Through

Right - 28 2.0% 29

0.0%

Left Turn Lane Warrant Findings Right Turn Lane Warrant Findings

PennDOT Publication 46, Exhibit 11-6

Signalized

Unsignalized

Warrant Met?:

Advancing

Left Yes 6

50-60

199 4.0% 203

N/A

N/A

2.0%

B or C

A A C B B or C B

TURN LANE LENGTH CALCULATIONS

Type of Traffic Control

High Low High Low High Low

Turn Demand Volume

Speed (MPH)

0.0%

Signalized

Known

29

N/A

N/A

Yes

0

Include?

1

Left Turn Lane Volume Calculations

Right Turn Lane Volume Calculations

Signalized

35

Level

N/A

4.0% N/A

2.0% N/A

N/A

Abington Township 1/28/2022

Montgomery County BGG

6 JDG

McMahon Associates, Inc.

2029 Build

Yes

-

Yes

Yes 6

199

28

-

Right Turn LaneLeft or Right-Turn Lane Analysis?:

6

0.0%

STUDY LOCATION AND ANALYSIS INFORMATION

VOLUME CALCULATIONS

TURN LANE WARRANT FINDINGS

Movement

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Advancing

Opposing

Left

Through

Right

Volume % Trucks PCEV

Left

Through

Right

9

316

UndividedPM Peak Hour

3.0%

N/A

Figure 9

No

238

29

2/4/2022 SITE PM.xlsx

Northbound Right-Turn Fox Chase Road

Fox Chase Road and Local Road / Manor Access 
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Figure 9. Warrant for right turn lanes on two-lane roadways 
(40 mph or lower speeds, unsignalized and signalized intersections)

Volume Data Point

Right Turn 
Lane Not 
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Right Turn Lane
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64-2762

2029 Projected

NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR

AM PEAK 18 254 13 4 248 15 1 0 2 27 0 9 67

MIDDAY PEAK

PM PEAK 6 199 28 9 316 0 13 0 25 18 0 6 67
SAT PEAK

Exclusive Left-Turn Lane NO Exclusive Left-Turn Lane NO

Number of Opposing Lanes 1 Number of Opposing Lanes 1

Include Opposing Right-Turn YES Include Opposing Right-Turn YES

Required C.F (Prot/Permit) 35,000 Required C.F (Prot/Permit) 35,000

Required C.F (Prot/Prohib) N/A Required C.F (Prot/Prohib) N/A

Hour NB Left
Opposing 

Volume
Turns per Cycle

NB Conflict 

Factor

L.T.P.

Justified
Hour SB Left

Opposing 

Volume
Turns per Cycle

SB Conflict 

Factor

L.T.P.

Justified
AM PEAK 18 263 0.34 4734 NO AM PEAK 4 267 0.07 1068 NO

MIDDAY PEAK 0 0 0 NO MIDDAY PEAK 0 0 0 NO

PM PEAK 6 316 0.11 1896 NO PM PEAK 9 227 0.17 2043 NO

SAT PEAK 0 0 0 NO SAT PEAK 0 0 0 NO

Exclusive Left-Turn Lane NO Exclusive Left-Turn Lane NO

Number of Opposing Lanes 1 Number of Opposing Lanes 1

Include Opposing Right-Turn YES Include Opposing Right-Turn YES

Required C.F (Prot/Permit) 35,000 Required C.F (Prot/Permit) 35,000

Required C.F (Prot/Prohib) N/A Required C.F (Prot/Prohib) N/A

Hour EB Left
Opposing 

Volume
Turns per Cycle

EB Conflict 

Factor

L.T.P.

Justified
Hour WB Left

Opposing 

Volume
Turns per Cycle

WB Conflict 

Factor

L.T.P.

Justified

AM PEAK 1 9 0.02 9 NO AM PEAK 27 2 0.50 54 NO

MIDDAY PEAK 0 0 0 NO MIDDAY PEAK 0 0 0 NO

PM PEAK 13 6 0.24 78 NO PM PEAK 18 25 0.34 450 NO
SAT PEAK 0 0 0 NO SAT PEAK 0 0 0 NO

BGG 1/31/2022

SAK 2/3/2022

(1) Based on guidelines outlined within PennDOT Publication 149, Chapter 3.1

COMPLETED BY:

No dedicated left-turn phases.

MANOR COLLEGE

FOX CHASE ROAD

RECOMMENDATIONS:

EASTBOUND APPROACH WESTBOUND APPROACH

SOUTHBOUND APPROACHNORTHBOUND APPROACH

Montgomery COUNT DATE / SCENARIO:

QAQC BY:

INTERSECTION VOLUMES

LEFT-TURN CONFLICT FACTOR CALCULATIONS (1)

INTERVAL

NOTES NOTES

NOTES NOTES

CYCLE LENGTH

(sec)

FOX CHASE ROAD

LEFT-TURN CONFLICT FACTOR WORKSHEET

PROPOSED LOCAL ROAD

NORTHBOUND SOUTHBOUND EASTBOUND WESTBOUND

FOX CHASE ROAD FOX CHASE ROAD MANOR COLLEGE PROPOSED LOCAL ROAD

INTERSECTION: Fox Chase Road and Manor College / Proposed Local Road PEMIT NUMBER:

COUNTY: MUNICIPALITY: Abington Township

\\ftwfs\mcm\eng\TOLLBRO1\821051-Abington\Traffic\3 - TIS\3-SignalCalcs\Left Turn Conflict Factor Worksheet 2021.xlsx 175
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Traffic Volume Projection Worksheets 
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LOS / Capacity Analysis Methodology 
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CAPACITY/LEVEL-OF-SERVICE ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY 
 
 
The detailed capacity/level-of-service analysis contained in this transportation impact study was performed in 
accordance with the standard techniques contained in the Highway Capacity Manual 6th Edition.  By definition, 
capacity represents “the maximum sustainable hourly flow rate at which persons or vehicles reasonably can be 
expected to traverse a point or a uniform section of a lane or roadway during a given time period under 
prevailing roadway, environmental, traffic, and control conditions.”  The level at which an intersection or a 
uniform section of a lane or roadway function can be expressed in terms of a level of service.  Level of service 
(LOS) is defined as “a quantitative stratification of a performance measure or measures that represent quality of 
service, measured on an A-F scale, with LOS A representing the best operating conditions from the traveler’s 
perspective and LOS F the worst.”   
 
 
Signalized Intersections 
 
At three or four-legged signalized intersections, a methodology for evaluating the capacity and quality of service 
provided to road users traveling through the signalized intersection.  For signalized intersections, the level of 
service can be characterized for the entire intersection, each approach, and each lane group.  The level of service is 
based upon the control delay and volume-to-capacity ratio.  The delay quantifies the increase in travel time due to 
the traffic signal control and is a surrogate measure of driver discomfort and fuel consumption, while the volume-
to-capacity ratio quantifies the degree to which a phase’s capacity is utilized by a lane group.  Input data in 
determining the delay and volume-to-capacity ratio include: 
 

 Demand flow rate for each entering vehicular movement and pedestrian crossing movement, including 
right-turn on red volumes and percent of heavy vehicles; 

 Initial queue for each lane group; 
 Number and configuration of lanes on each approach; 
 Type of signal control and phase sequence; 
 Allocation of minimum/maximum green times and clearance intervals (Yellow plus All Red phases); and 
 Phase recall. 

 
At signalized intersections, the level of service is based upon the control delay, as well as the corresponding 
volume-to-capacity ratio for each movement/lane group.  The following table provides a summary of the 
relationship between the level of service, control delay, and volume-to-capacity ratio for signalized intersections.  
 

Control Delay 
(Sec/Veh) 

LOS by Volume-to-Capacity Ratio 

v/c < 1.0 v/c > 1.0 

< 10 A F 

> 10 – 20 B F 

> 20 – 35 C F 

> 35 – 55 D F 

> 55 – 80 E F 

> 80 F F 
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McMahon Associates, Inc. St. Basil Redevelopment
1: Fox Chase Road & Forrest Avenue Existing Weekday AM

Lanes, Volumes, Timings Synchro 11
. 1: Fox Chase Road & Forrest Avenue

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 13 14 56 69 13 5 43 171 35 2 132 15
Future Volume (vph) 13 14 56 69 13 5 43 171 35 2 132 15
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800
Lane Width (ft) 13 13 13 15 15 15 12 12 12 15 15 15
Grade (%) 2% -1% -2% 1%
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Ped Bike Factor 1.00 1.00
Frt 0.909 0.992 0.981 0.986
Flt Protected 0.992 0.962 0.991 0.999
Satd. Flow (prot) 0 1567 0 0 1776 0 0 1644 0 0 1757 0
Flt Permitted 0.941 0.795 0.935 0.998
Satd. Flow (perm) 0 1486 0 0 1467 0 0 1551 0 0 1755 0
Right Turn on Red No No No No
Satd. Flow (RTOR)
Link Speed (mph) 25 25 35 35
Link Distance (ft) 345 428 876 325
Travel Time (s) 9.4 11.7 17.1 6.3
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 2 2
Peak Hour Factor 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90
Heavy Vehicles (%) 0% 7% 7% 7% 0% 20% 10% 7% 7% 50% 8% 27%
Adj. Flow (vph) 14 16 62 77 14 6 48 190 39 2 147 17
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 92 0 0 97 0 0 277 0 0 166 0
Enter Blocked Intersection No No No No No No No No No No No No
Lane Alignment Left Left Right Left Left Right Left Left Right Left Left Right
Median Width(ft) 0 0 0 0
Link Offset(ft) 0 0 0 0
Crosswalk Width(ft) 16 16 16 16
Two way Left Turn Lane
Headway Factor 1.04 1.04 1.04 0.94 0.94 0.94 1.06 1.06 1.06 0.95 0.95 0.95
Turning Speed (mph) 15 9 15 9 15 9 15 9
Number of Detectors 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0
Detector Template Left Left Left Left
Leading Detector (ft) 20 35 20 35 20 0 20 0
Trailing Detector (ft) 0 -5 0 -5 0 0 0 0
Detector 1 Position(ft) 0 -5 0 -5 0 0 0 0
Detector 1 Size(ft) 20 40 20 40 20 6 20 6
Detector 1 Type Cl+Ex Cl+Ex Cl+Ex Cl+Ex Cl+Ex Cl+Ex Cl+Ex Cl+Ex
Detector 1 Channel
Detector 1 Extend (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Detector 1 Queue (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Detector 1 Delay (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Turn Type Perm NA Perm NA Perm NA Perm NA
Protected Phases 4 8 2 6
Permitted Phases 4 8 2 6
Detector Phase 4 4 8 8 2 2 6 6
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 15.0 15.0 15.0 15.0
Minimum Split (s) 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0 21.0 21.0 21.0 21.0
Total Split (s) 25.0 25.0 25.0 25.0 41.0 41.0 41.0 41.0
Total Split (%) 37.9% 37.9% 37.9% 37.9% 62.1% 62.1% 62.1% 62.1%
Maximum Green (s) 20.0 20.0 20.0 20.0 35.0 35.0 35.0 35.0
Yellow Time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
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McMahon Associates, Inc. St. Basil Redevelopment
1: Fox Chase Road & Forrest Avenue Existing Weekday AM

Lanes, Volumes, Timings Synchro 11
. 1: Fox Chase Road & Forrest Avenue

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
All-Red Time (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lost Time Adjust (s) -1.0 -1.0 -1.0 -1.0
Total Lost Time (s) 4.0 4.0 5.0 5.0
Lead/Lag
Lead-Lag Optimize?
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Recall Mode None None None None Max Max Max Max

Intersection Summary
Area Type: Other
Cycle Length: 66
Actuated Cycle Length: 56.2
Natural Cycle: 40
Control Type: Semi Act-Uncoord

Splits and Phases:     1: Fox Chase Road & Forrest Avenue
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McMahon Associates, Inc. St. Basil Redevelopment
1: Fox Chase Road & Forrest Avenue Existing Weekday AM

HCM 6th Signalized Intersection Summary Synchro 11
. 1: Fox Chase Road & Forrest Avenue

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 13 14 56 69 13 5 43 171 35 2 132 15
Future Volume (veh/h) 13 14 56 69 13 5 43 171 35 2 132 15
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 0.99 0.99 0.99 0.99 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Work Zone On Approach No No No No
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1849 1747 1747 1807 1911 1615 1732 1775 1775 1136 1749 1472
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 14 16 62 77 14 6 48 190 39 2 147 17
Peak Hour Factor 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90
Percent Heavy Veh, % 0 7 7 7 0 20 10 7 7 50 8 27
Cap, veh/h 98 52 146 289 50 14 219 818 157 71 1053 120
Arrive On Green 0.12 0.14 0.12 0.12 0.14 0.12 0.67 0.68 0.67 0.67 0.68 0.67
Sat Flow, veh/h 130 362 1017 1156 350 99 203 1194 229 3 1537 176
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 92 0 0 97 0 0 277 0 0 166 0 0
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1509 0 0 1605 0 0 1626 0 0 1716 0 0
Q Serve(g_s), s 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 2.9 0.0 0.0 2.6 0.0 0.0 3.2 0.0 0.0 1.8 0.0 0.0
Prop In Lane 0.15 0.67 0.79 0.06 0.17 0.14 0.01 0.10
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 267 0 0 323 0 0 1163 0 0 1212 0 0
V/C Ratio(X) 0.34 0.00 0.00 0.30 0.00 0.00 0.24 0.00 0.00 0.14 0.00 0.00
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 645 0 0 686 0 0 1163 0 0 1212 0 0
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 20.9 0.0 0.0 20.7 0.0 0.0 3.2 0.0 0.0 2.9 0.0 0.0
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.8 0.0 0.0 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.0
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(95%),veh/ln 1.9 0.0 0.0 2.0 0.0 0.0 1.3 0.0 0.0 0.7 0.0 0.0
Unsig. Movement Delay, s/veh
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 21.6 0.0 0.0 21.3 0.0 0.0 3.7 0.0 0.0 3.1 0.0 0.0
LnGrp LOS C A A C A A A A A A A A
Approach Vol, veh/h 92 97 277 166
Approach Delay, s/veh 21.6 21.3 3.7 3.1
Approach LOS C C A A

Timer - Assigned Phs 2 4 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 41.0 11.6 41.0 11.6
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 6.0 5.0 6.0 5.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 35.0 20.0 35.0 20.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 0.0 4.9 0.0 4.6
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.2

Intersection Summary
HCM 6th Ctrl Delay 8.8
HCM 6th LOS A

Notes
User approved pedestrian interval to be less than phase max green.
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McMahon Associates, Inc. St. Basil Redevelopment
3: Fox Chase Road & Manor Access Existing Weekday AM

Lanes, Volumes, Timings Synchro 11
. 3: Fox Chase Road & Manor Access

Lane Group EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 1 2 18 248 242 15
Future Volume (vph) 1 2 18 248 242 15
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800
Lane Width (ft) 15 15 14 14 13 13
Grade (%) 3% 2% 0%
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Ped Bike Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 0.910 0.992
Flt Protected 0.984 0.997
Satd. Flow (prot) 1746 0 0 1779 1714 0
Flt Permitted 0.984 0.976
Satd. Flow (perm) 1744 0 0 1741 1714 0
Right Turn on Red No No
Satd. Flow (RTOR)
Link Speed (mph) 30 35 35
Link Distance (ft) 250 379 876
Travel Time (s) 5.7 7.4 17.1
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 2 1 1
Peak Hour Factor 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93
Heavy Vehicles (%) 0% 0% 0% 7% 8% 0%
Adj. Flow (vph) 1 2 19 267 260 16
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Lane Group Flow (vph) 3 0 0 286 276 0
Enter Blocked Intersection No No No No No No
Lane Alignment Left Right Left Left Left Right
Median Width(ft) 15 0 0
Link Offset(ft) 0 0 0
Crosswalk Width(ft) 16 16 16
Two way Left Turn Lane
Headway Factor 0.97 0.97 1.00 1.00 1.03 1.03
Turning Speed (mph) 15 9 15 9
Number of Detectors 3 1 2 2
Detector Template Left
Leading Detector (ft) 40 20 256 255
Trailing Detector (ft) -3 0 0 0
Detector 1 Position(ft) -3 0 0 0
Detector 1 Size(ft) 6 20 6 5
Detector 1 Type Cl+Ex Cl+Ex Cl+Ex Cl+Ex
Detector 1 Channel
Detector 1 Extend (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Detector 1 Queue (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Detector 1 Delay (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 5.0
Detector 2 Position(ft) 13 250 250
Detector 2 Size(ft) 6 6 5
Detector 2 Type Cl+Ex Cl+Ex Cl+Ex
Detector 2 Channel
Detector 2 Extend (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0
Detector 3 Position(ft) 34
Detector 3 Size(ft) 6
Detector 3 Type Cl+Ex
Detector 3 Channel
Detector 3 Extend (s) 0.0
Turn Type Prot Perm NA NA
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McMahon Associates, Inc. St. Basil Redevelopment
3: Fox Chase Road & Manor Access Existing Weekday AM

Lanes, Volumes, Timings Synchro 11
. 3: Fox Chase Road & Manor Access

Lane Group EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Protected Phases 4 2 6
Permitted Phases 2
Detector Phase 4 2 2 6
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 3.0 15.0 15.0 15.0
Minimum Split (s) 8.0 21.0 21.0 21.0
Total Split (s) 20.0 47.0 47.0 47.0
Total Split (%) 29.9% 70.1% 70.1% 70.1%
Maximum Green (s) 15.0 41.0 41.0 41.0
Yellow Time (s) 3.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
All-Red Time (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lost Time Adjust (s) -1.0 -1.0 -1.0
Total Lost Time (s) 4.0 5.0 5.0
Lead/Lag
Lead-Lag Optimize?
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Minimum Gap (s) 3.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Time Before Reduce (s) 0.0 26.0 26.0 26.0
Time To Reduce (s) 0.0 10.0 10.0 10.0
Recall Mode None Max Max Max

Intersection Summary
Area Type: Other
Cycle Length: 67
Actuated Cycle Length: 64.3
Natural Cycle: 40
Control Type: Actuated-Uncoordinated

Splits and Phases:     3: Fox Chase Road & Manor Access
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McMahon Associates, Inc. St. Basil Redevelopment
3: Fox Chase Road & Manor Access Existing Weekday AM

HCM 6th Signalized Intersection Summary Synchro 11
. 3: Fox Chase Road & Manor Access

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 1 2 18 248 242 15
Future Volume (veh/h) 1 2 18 248 242 15
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 0.98 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Work Zone On Approach No No No
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1820 1820 1849 1747 1755 1872
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 1 2 19 267 260 16
Peak Hour Factor 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93
Percent Heavy Veh, % 0 0 0 7 8 0
Cap, veh/h 9 18 117 1333 1317 81
Arrive On Green 0.02 0.00 0.79 0.81 0.81 0.79
Sat Flow, veh/h 409 818 53 1656 1636 101
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 4 0 286 0 0 276
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1635 0 1709 0 0 1737
Q Serve(g_s), s 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.9
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 0.1 0.0 2.0 0.0 0.0 1.9
Prop In Lane 0.25 0.50 0.07 0.06
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 37 0 1417 0 0 1398
V/C Ratio(X) 0.11 0.00 0.20 0.00 0.00 0.20
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 501 0 1417 0 0 1398
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 25.2 0.0 1.2 0.0 0.0 1.2
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 1.3 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.3
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(95%),veh/ln 0.1 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.2
Unsig. Movement Delay, s/veh
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 26.5 0.0 1.5 0.0 0.0 1.5
LnGrp LOS C A A A A A
Approach Vol, veh/h 4 286 276
Approach Delay, s/veh 26.5 1.5 1.5
Approach LOS C A A

Timer - Assigned Phs 2 4 6
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 47.0 5.2 47.0
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 6.0 5.0 6.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 41.0 15.0 41.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 4.0 2.6 3.9
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 5.6 0.0 5.3

Intersection Summary
HCM 6th Ctrl Delay 1.7
HCM 6th LOS A

Notes
User approved volume balancing among the lanes for turning movement.
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McMahon Associates, Inc. St. Basil Redevelopment
4: Fox Chase Road & Cedar Road Existing Weekday AM

Lanes, Volumes, Timings Synchro 11
. 4: Fox Chase Road & Cedar Road

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 68 201 80 3 240 64 84 123 7 41 121 92
Future Volume (vph) 68 201 80 3 240 64 84 123 7 41 121 92
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800
Lane Width (ft) 11 11 11 14 14 14 12 12 12 12 12 12
Grade (%) 0% -1% 1% 1%
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 0.969 0.972 0.996 0.951
Flt Protected 0.990 0.981 0.992
Satd. Flow (prot) 0 1565 0 0 1790 0 0 1670 0 0 1560 0
Flt Permitted 0.766 0.996 0.760 0.941
Satd. Flow (perm) 0 1211 0 0 1783 0 0 1294 0 0 1480 0
Right Turn on Red No No No No
Satd. Flow (RTOR)
Link Speed (mph) 35 35 35 35
Link Distance (ft) 299 432 438 399
Travel Time (s) 5.8 8.4 8.5 7.8
Peak Hour Factor 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95
Heavy Vehicles (%) 18% 5% 1% 67% 4% 5% 7% 2% 29% 15% 4% 11%
Adj. Flow (vph) 72 212 84 3 253 67 88 129 7 43 127 97
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 368 0 0 323 0 0 224 0 0 267 0
Enter Blocked Intersection No No No No No No No No No No No No
Lane Alignment Left Left Right Left Left Right Left Left Right Left Left Right
Median Width(ft) 0 0 0 0
Link Offset(ft) 0 0 0 0
Crosswalk Width(ft) 16 16 16 16
Two way Left Turn Lane
Headway Factor 1.12 1.12 1.12 0.98 0.98 0.98 1.08 1.08 1.08 1.08 1.08 1.08
Turning Speed (mph) 15 9 15 9 15 9 15 9
Number of Detectors 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Detector Template Left Left Left Left
Leading Detector (ft) 20 35 20 35 20 35 20 35
Trailing Detector (ft) 0 -5 0 -5 0 -5 0 -5
Detector 1 Position(ft) 0 -5 0 -5 0 -5 0 -5
Detector 1 Size(ft) 20 40 20 40 20 40 20 40
Detector 1 Type Cl+Ex Cl+Ex Cl+Ex Cl+Ex Cl+Ex Cl+Ex Cl+Ex Cl+Ex
Detector 1 Channel
Detector 1 Extend (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Detector 1 Queue (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Detector 1 Delay (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Turn Type pm+pt NA Perm NA Perm NA pm+pt NA
Protected Phases 3 8 4 6 5 2
Permitted Phases 8 4 6 2
Detector Phase 3 8 4 4 6 6 5 2
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 3.0 10.0 10.0 10.0 12.0 12.0 3.0 12.0
Minimum Split (s) 9.0 16.0 16.0 16.0 18.0 18.0 9.0 18.0
Total Split (s) 13.0 46.0 33.0 33.0 35.0 35.0 13.0 48.0
Total Split (%) 13.8% 48.9% 35.1% 35.1% 37.2% 37.2% 13.8% 51.1%
Maximum Green (s) 7.0 40.0 27.0 27.0 29.0 29.0 7.0 42.0
Yellow Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
All-Red Time (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lost Time Adjust (s) -1.0 -1.0 -1.0 -1.0
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McMahon Associates, Inc. St. Basil Redevelopment
4: Fox Chase Road & Cedar Road Existing Weekday AM

Lanes, Volumes, Timings Synchro 11
. 4: Fox Chase Road & Cedar Road

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Total Lost Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Lead/Lag Lead Lag Lag Lag Lag Lead
Lead-Lag Optimize?
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Recall Mode Max None None None None None Max None
Act Effct Green (s) 33.0 19.7 19.8 33.1
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.43 0.26 0.26 0.43
v/c Ratio 0.66 0.70 0.67 0.41
Control Delay 24.0 35.3 36.6 17.8
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 24.0 35.3 36.6 17.8
LOS C D D B
Approach Delay 24.0 35.3 36.6 17.8
Approach LOS C D D B
Queue Length 50th (ft) 121 135 94 82
Queue Length 95th (ft) 245 255 184 163
Internal Link Dist (ft) 219 352 358 319
Turn Bay Length (ft)
Base Capacity (vph) 702 668 519 860
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.52 0.48 0.43 0.31

Intersection Summary
Area Type: Other
Cycle Length: 94
Actuated Cycle Length: 76.4
Natural Cycle: 60
Control Type: Semi Act-Uncoord
Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.70
Intersection Signal Delay: 28.1 Intersection LOS: C
Intersection Capacity Utilization 75.5% ICU Level of Service D
Analysis Period (min) 15

Splits and Phases:     4: Fox Chase Road & Cedar Road
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McMahon Associates, Inc. St. Basil Redevelopment
1: Fox Chase Road & Forrest Avenue Existing Weekday PM

Lanes, Volumes, Timings Synchro 11
. 1: Fox Chase Road & Forrest Avenue

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 4 24 92 46 20 3 36 132 39 5 171 7
Future Volume (vph) 4 24 92 46 20 3 36 132 39 5 171 7
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800
Lane Width (ft) 13 13 13 15 15 15 12 12 12 15 15 15
Grade (%) 2% -1% -2% 1%
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Ped Bike Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 0.897 0.994 0.975 0.995
Flt Protected 0.998 0.968 0.991 0.999
Satd. Flow (prot) 0 1588 0 0 1913 0 0 1697 0 0 1921 0
Flt Permitted 0.990 0.754 0.937 0.994
Satd. Flow (perm) 0 1575 0 0 1490 0 0 1604 0 0 1911 0
Right Turn on Red No No No No
Satd. Flow (RTOR)
Link Speed (mph) 25 25 35 35
Link Distance (ft) 345 428 876 325
Travel Time (s) 9.4 11.7 17.1 6.3
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 4 4 2 2
Peak Hour Factor 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97
Heavy Vehicles (%) 0% 0% 5% 0% 0% 0% 8% 1% 8% 0% 2% 0%
Adj. Flow (vph) 4 25 95 47 21 3 37 136 40 5 176 7
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 124 0 0 71 0 0 213 0 0 188 0
Enter Blocked Intersection No No No No No No No No No No No No
Lane Alignment Left Left Right Left Left Right Left Left Right Left Left Right
Median Width(ft) 0 0 0 0
Link Offset(ft) 0 0 0 0
Crosswalk Width(ft) 16 16 16 16
Two way Left Turn Lane
Headway Factor 1.04 1.04 1.04 0.94 0.94 0.94 1.06 1.06 1.06 0.95 0.95 0.95
Turning Speed (mph) 15 9 15 9 15 9 15 9
Number of Detectors 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0
Detector Template Left Left Left Left
Leading Detector (ft) 20 35 20 35 20 0 20 0
Trailing Detector (ft) 0 -5 0 -5 0 0 0 0
Detector 1 Position(ft) 0 -5 0 -5 0 0 0 0
Detector 1 Size(ft) 20 40 20 40 20 6 20 6
Detector 1 Type Cl+Ex Cl+Ex Cl+Ex Cl+Ex Cl+Ex Cl+Ex Cl+Ex Cl+Ex
Detector 1 Channel
Detector 1 Extend (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Detector 1 Queue (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Detector 1 Delay (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Turn Type Perm NA Perm NA Perm NA Perm NA
Protected Phases 4 8 2 6
Permitted Phases 4 8 2 6
Detector Phase 4 4 8 8 2 2 6 6
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 15.0 15.0 15.0 15.0
Minimum Split (s) 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0 21.0 21.0 21.0 21.0
Total Split (s) 25.0 25.0 25.0 25.0 41.0 41.0 41.0 41.0
Total Split (%) 37.9% 37.9% 37.9% 37.9% 62.1% 62.1% 62.1% 62.1%
Maximum Green (s) 20.0 20.0 20.0 20.0 35.0 35.0 35.0 35.0
Yellow Time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
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McMahon Associates, Inc. St. Basil Redevelopment
1: Fox Chase Road & Forrest Avenue Existing Weekday PM

Lanes, Volumes, Timings Synchro 11
. 1: Fox Chase Road & Forrest Avenue

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
All-Red Time (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lost Time Adjust (s) -1.0 -1.0 -1.0 -1.0
Total Lost Time (s) 4.0 4.0 5.0 5.0
Lead/Lag
Lead-Lag Optimize?
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Recall Mode None None None None Max Max Max Max

Intersection Summary
Area Type: Other
Cycle Length: 66
Actuated Cycle Length: 56.6
Natural Cycle: 40
Control Type: Semi Act-Uncoord

Splits and Phases:     1: Fox Chase Road & Forrest Avenue
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McMahon Associates, Inc. St. Basil Redevelopment
1: Fox Chase Road & Forrest Avenue Existing Weekday PM

HCM 6th Signalized Intersection Summary Synchro 11
. 1: Fox Chase Road & Forrest Avenue

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 4 24 92 46 20 3 36 132 39 5 171 7
Future Volume (veh/h) 4 24 92 46 20 3 36 132 39 5 171 7
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 0.99 0.98 0.99 0.98 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Work Zone On Approach No No No No
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1849 1849 1776 1911 1911 1911 1761 1860 1761 1866 1837 1866
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 4 25 95 47 21 3 37 136 40 5 176 7
Peak Hour Factor 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97
Percent Heavy Veh, % 0 0 5 0 0 0 8 1 8 0 2 0
Cap, veh/h 74 51 177 247 99 10 225 792 217 77 1192 46
Arrive On Green 0.13 0.14 0.13 0.13 0.14 0.13 0.67 0.68 0.67 0.67 0.68 0.67
Sat Flow, veh/h 22 351 1224 923 686 71 211 1158 316 10 1741 68
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 124 0 0 71 0 0 213 0 0 188 0 0
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1598 0 0 1679 0 0 1685 0 0 1819 0 0
Q Serve(g_s), s 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 3.8 0.0 0.0 1.8 0.0 0.0 2.3 0.0 0.0 1.9 0.0 0.0
Prop In Lane 0.03 0.77 0.66 0.04 0.17 0.19 0.03 0.04
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 271 0 0 324 0 0 1202 0 0 1281 0 0
V/C Ratio(X) 0.46 0.00 0.00 0.22 0.00 0.00 0.18 0.00 0.00 0.15 0.00 0.00
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 676 0 0 691 0 0 1202 0 0 1281 0 0
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 21.3 0.0 0.0 20.3 0.0 0.0 3.0 0.0 0.0 2.9 0.0 0.0
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 1.2 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.0
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(95%),veh/ln 2.6 0.0 0.0 1.4 0.0 0.0 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.8 0.0 0.0
Unsig. Movement Delay, s/veh
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 22.5 0.0 0.0 20.7 0.0 0.0 3.4 0.0 0.0 3.2 0.0 0.0
LnGrp LOS C A A C A A A A A A A A
Approach Vol, veh/h 124 71 213 188
Approach Delay, s/veh 22.5 20.7 3.4 3.2
Approach LOS C C A A

Timer - Assigned Phs 2 4 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 41.0 11.6 41.0 11.6
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 6.0 5.0 6.0 5.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 35.0 20.0 35.0 20.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 0.0 5.8 0.0 3.8
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.2

Intersection Summary
HCM 6th Ctrl Delay 9.3
HCM 6th LOS A

Notes
User approved pedestrian interval to be less than phase max green.
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McMahon Associates, Inc. St. Basil Redevelopment
3: Fox Chase Road & Manor Access Existing Weekday PM

Lanes, Volumes, Timings Synchro 11
. 3: Fox Chase Road & Manor Access

Lane Group EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 13 24 6 194 309 0
Future Volume (vph) 13 24 6 194 309 0
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800
Lane Width (ft) 15 15 14 14 13 13
Grade (%) 3% 2% 0%
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Ped Bike Factor 1.00
Frt 0.911
Flt Protected 0.983 0.999
Satd. Flow (prot) 1747 0 0 1828 1806 0
Flt Permitted 0.983 0.992
Satd. Flow (perm) 1747 0 0 1815 1806 0
Right Turn on Red No No
Satd. Flow (RTOR)
Link Speed (mph) 30 35 35
Link Distance (ft) 250 379 876
Travel Time (s) 5.7 7.4 17.1
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 1 1
Peak Hour Factor 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97
Heavy Vehicles (%) 0% 0% 0% 4% 3% 0%
Adj. Flow (vph) 13 25 6 200 319 0
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Lane Group Flow (vph) 38 0 0 206 319 0
Enter Blocked Intersection No No No No No No
Lane Alignment Left Right Left Left Left Right
Median Width(ft) 15 0 0
Link Offset(ft) 0 0 0
Crosswalk Width(ft) 16 16 16
Two way Left Turn Lane
Headway Factor 0.97 0.97 1.00 1.00 1.03 1.03
Turning Speed (mph) 15 9 15 9
Number of Detectors 3 1 2 2
Detector Template Left
Leading Detector (ft) 40 20 256 255
Trailing Detector (ft) -3 0 0 0
Detector 1 Position(ft) -3 0 0 0
Detector 1 Size(ft) 6 20 6 5
Detector 1 Type Cl+Ex Cl+Ex Cl+Ex Cl+Ex
Detector 1 Channel
Detector 1 Extend (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Detector 1 Queue (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Detector 1 Delay (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 5.0
Detector 2 Position(ft) 13 250 250
Detector 2 Size(ft) 6 6 5
Detector 2 Type Cl+Ex Cl+Ex Cl+Ex
Detector 2 Channel
Detector 2 Extend (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0
Detector 3 Position(ft) 34
Detector 3 Size(ft) 6
Detector 3 Type Cl+Ex
Detector 3 Channel
Detector 3 Extend (s) 0.0
Turn Type Prot Perm NA NA
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McMahon Associates, Inc. St. Basil Redevelopment
3: Fox Chase Road & Manor Access Existing Weekday PM

Lanes, Volumes, Timings Synchro 11
. 3: Fox Chase Road & Manor Access

Lane Group EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Protected Phases 4 2 6
Permitted Phases 2
Detector Phase 4 2 2 6
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 3.0 15.0 15.0 15.0
Minimum Split (s) 8.0 21.0 21.0 21.0
Total Split (s) 20.0 47.0 47.0 47.0
Total Split (%) 29.9% 70.1% 70.1% 70.1%
Maximum Green (s) 15.0 41.0 41.0 41.0
Yellow Time (s) 3.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
All-Red Time (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lost Time Adjust (s) -1.0 -1.0 -1.0
Total Lost Time (s) 4.0 5.0 5.0
Lead/Lag
Lead-Lag Optimize?
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Minimum Gap (s) 3.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Time Before Reduce (s) 0.0 26.0 26.0 26.0
Time To Reduce (s) 0.0 10.0 10.0 10.0
Recall Mode None Max Max Max

Intersection Summary
Area Type: Other
Cycle Length: 67
Actuated Cycle Length: 61.3
Natural Cycle: 40
Control Type: Actuated-Uncoordinated

Splits and Phases:     3: Fox Chase Road & Manor Access
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McMahon Associates, Inc. St. Basil Redevelopment
3: Fox Chase Road & Manor Access Existing Weekday PM

HCM 6th Signalized Intersection Summary Synchro 11
. 3: Fox Chase Road & Manor Access

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 13 24 6 194 309 0
Future Volume (veh/h) 13 24 6 194 309 0
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Work Zone On Approach No No No
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1820 1820 1849 1790 1828 1872
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 13 25 6 200 319 0
Peak Hour Factor 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97
Percent Heavy Veh, % 0 0 0 4 3 0
Cap, veh/h 27 52 79 1382 1430 0
Arrive On Green 0.05 0.03 0.76 0.78 0.78 0.00
Sat Flow, veh/h 536 1030 13 1767 1828 0
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 39 0 206 0 319 0
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1607 0 1780 0 1828 0
Q Serve(g_s), s 1.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.5 0.0
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 1.3 0.0 1.5 0.0 2.5 0.0
Prop In Lane 0.33 0.64 0.03 0.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 80 0 1429 0 1430 0
V/C Ratio(X) 0.48 0.00 0.14 0.00 0.22 0.00
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 479 0 1429 0 1430 0
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 25.1 0.0 1.4 0.0 1.5 0.0
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 4.5 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.4 0.0
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(95%),veh/ln 1.0 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.4 0.0
Unsig. Movement Delay, s/veh
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 29.6 0.0 1.7 0.0 1.9 0.0
LnGrp LOS C A A A A A
Approach Vol, veh/h 39 206 319
Approach Delay, s/veh 29.6 1.7 1.9
Approach LOS C A A

Timer - Assigned Phs 2 4 6
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 47.0 6.7 47.0
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 6.0 5.0 6.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 41.0 15.0 41.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 3.5 3.8 5.0
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 3.8 0.0 6.2

Intersection Summary
HCM 6th Ctrl Delay 3.7
HCM 6th LOS A

Notes
User approved volume balancing among the lanes for turning movement.
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McMahon Associates, Inc. St. Basil Redevelopment
4: Fox Chase Road & Cedar Road Existing Weekday PM

Lanes, Volumes, Timings Synchro 11
. 4: Fox Chase Road & Cedar Road

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 58 246 112 6 264 69 75 101 5 73 181 62
Future Volume (vph) 58 246 112 6 264 69 75 101 5 73 181 62
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800
Lane Width (ft) 11 11 11 14 14 14 12 12 12 12 12 12
Grade (%) 0% -1% 1% 1%
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Ped Bike Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 0.964 0.973 0.996 0.973
Flt Protected 0.993 0.999 0.980 0.989
Satd. Flow (prot) 0 1645 0 0 1831 0 0 1713 0 0 1687 0
Flt Permitted 0.845 0.990 0.727 0.885
Satd. Flow (perm) 0 1399 0 0 1814 0 0 1268 0 0 1510 0
Right Turn on Red No No No No
Satd. Flow (RTOR)
Link Speed (mph) 35 35 35 35
Link Distance (ft) 299 432 438 399
Travel Time (s) 5.8 8.4 8.5 7.8
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 1 1 4 4
Peak Hour Factor 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97
Heavy Vehicles (%) 3% 1% 1% 0% 1% 6% 1% 2% 20% 3% 1% 2%
Adj. Flow (vph) 60 254 115 6 272 71 77 104 5 75 187 64
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 429 0 0 349 0 0 186 0 0 326 0
Enter Blocked Intersection No No No No No No No No No No No No
Lane Alignment Left Left Right Left Left Right Left Left Right Left Left Right
Median Width(ft) 0 0 0 0
Link Offset(ft) 0 0 0 0
Crosswalk Width(ft) 16 16 16 16
Two way Left Turn Lane
Headway Factor 1.12 1.12 1.12 0.98 0.98 0.98 1.08 1.08 1.08 1.08 1.08 1.08
Turning Speed (mph) 15 9 15 9 15 9 15 9
Number of Detectors 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Detector Template Left Left Left Left
Leading Detector (ft) 20 35 20 35 20 35 20 35
Trailing Detector (ft) 0 -5 0 -5 0 -5 0 -5
Detector 1 Position(ft) 0 -5 0 -5 0 -5 0 -5
Detector 1 Size(ft) 20 40 20 40 20 40 20 40
Detector 1 Type Cl+Ex Cl+Ex Cl+Ex Cl+Ex Cl+Ex Cl+Ex Cl+Ex Cl+Ex
Detector 1 Channel
Detector 1 Extend (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Detector 1 Queue (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Detector 1 Delay (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Turn Type pm+pt NA Perm NA Perm NA pm+pt NA
Protected Phases 3 8 4 6 5 2
Permitted Phases 8 4 6 2
Detector Phase 3 8 4 4 6 6 5 2
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 3.0 10.0 10.0 10.0 12.0 12.0 3.0 12.0
Minimum Split (s) 9.0 16.0 16.0 16.0 18.0 18.0 9.0 18.0
Total Split (s) 13.0 46.0 33.0 33.0 35.0 35.0 13.0 48.0
Total Split (%) 13.8% 48.9% 35.1% 35.1% 37.2% 37.2% 13.8% 51.1%
Maximum Green (s) 7.0 40.0 27.0 27.0 29.0 29.0 7.0 42.0
Yellow Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
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McMahon Associates, Inc. St. Basil Redevelopment
4: Fox Chase Road & Cedar Road Existing Weekday PM

Lanes, Volumes, Timings Synchro 11
. 4: Fox Chase Road & Cedar Road

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
All-Red Time (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lost Time Adjust (s) -1.0 -1.0 -1.0 -1.0
Total Lost Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Lead/Lag Lead Lag Lag Lag Lag Lead
Lead-Lag Optimize?
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Recall Mode Max None None None None None Max None
Act Effct Green (s) 33.3 20.1 17.8 31.1
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.45 0.27 0.24 0.42
v/c Ratio 0.66 0.71 0.61 0.50
Control Delay 22.1 34.0 35.7 19.8
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 22.1 34.0 35.7 19.8
LOS C C D B
Approach Delay 22.1 34.0 35.7 19.8
Approach LOS C C D B
Queue Length 50th (ft) 137 141 76 105
Queue Length 95th (ft) 269 261 155 200
Internal Link Dist (ft) 219 352 358 319
Turn Bay Length (ft)
Base Capacity (vph) 809 692 518 905
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.53 0.50 0.36 0.36

Intersection Summary
Area Type: Other
Cycle Length: 94
Actuated Cycle Length: 74.6
Natural Cycle: 60
Control Type: Semi Act-Uncoord
Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.71
Intersection Signal Delay: 26.7 Intersection LOS: C
Intersection Capacity Utilization 76.6% ICU Level of Service D
Analysis Period (min) 15

Splits and Phases:     4: Fox Chase Road & Cedar Road
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McMahon Associates, Inc. St. Basil Redevelopment
1: Fox Chase Road & Forrest Avenue 2029 without Dev Weekday AM

Lanes, Volumes, Timings Synchro 11
. 1: Fox Chase Road & Forrest Avenue

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 13 14 57 71 13 5 44 175 36 2 135 15
Future Volume (vph) 13 14 57 71 13 5 44 175 36 2 135 15
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800
Lane Width (ft) 13 13 13 15 15 15 12 12 12 15 15 15
Grade (%) 2% -1% -2% 1%
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Ped Bike Factor 1.00 1.00
Frt 0.909 0.992 0.981 0.986
Flt Protected 0.993 0.962 0.991 0.999
Satd. Flow (prot) 0 1569 0 0 1776 0 0 1644 0 0 1758 0
Flt Permitted 0.942 0.791 0.934 0.998
Satd. Flow (perm) 0 1488 0 0 1460 0 0 1549 0 0 1756 0
Right Turn on Red No No No No
Satd. Flow (RTOR)
Link Speed (mph) 25 25 35 35
Link Distance (ft) 345 428 876 325
Travel Time (s) 9.4 11.7 17.1 6.3
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 2 2
Peak Hour Factor 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90
Heavy Vehicles (%) 0% 7% 7% 7% 0% 20% 10% 7% 7% 50% 8% 27%
Adj. Flow (vph) 14 16 63 79 14 6 49 194 40 2 150 17
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 93 0 0 99 0 0 283 0 0 169 0
Enter Blocked Intersection No No No No No No No No No No No No
Lane Alignment Left Left Right Left Left Right Left Left Right Left Left Right
Median Width(ft) 0 0 0 0
Link Offset(ft) 0 0 0 0
Crosswalk Width(ft) 16 16 16 16
Two way Left Turn Lane
Headway Factor 1.04 1.04 1.04 0.94 0.94 0.94 1.06 1.06 1.06 0.95 0.95 0.95
Turning Speed (mph) 15 9 15 9 15 9 15 9
Number of Detectors 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0
Detector Template Left Left Left Left
Leading Detector (ft) 20 35 20 35 20 0 20 0
Trailing Detector (ft) 0 -5 0 -5 0 0 0 0
Detector 1 Position(ft) 0 -5 0 -5 0 0 0 0
Detector 1 Size(ft) 20 40 20 40 20 6 20 6
Detector 1 Type Cl+Ex Cl+Ex Cl+Ex Cl+Ex Cl+Ex Cl+Ex Cl+Ex Cl+Ex
Detector 1 Channel
Detector 1 Extend (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Detector 1 Queue (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Detector 1 Delay (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Turn Type Perm NA Perm NA Perm NA Perm NA
Protected Phases 4 8 2 6
Permitted Phases 4 8 2 6
Detector Phase 4 4 8 8 2 2 6 6
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 15.0 15.0 15.0 15.0
Minimum Split (s) 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0 21.0 21.0 21.0 21.0
Total Split (s) 25.0 25.0 25.0 25.0 41.0 41.0 41.0 41.0
Total Split (%) 37.9% 37.9% 37.9% 37.9% 62.1% 62.1% 62.1% 62.1%
Maximum Green (s) 20.0 20.0 20.0 20.0 35.0 35.0 35.0 35.0
Yellow Time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
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McMahon Associates, Inc. St. Basil Redevelopment
1: Fox Chase Road & Forrest Avenue 2029 without Dev Weekday AM

Lanes, Volumes, Timings Synchro 11
. 1: Fox Chase Road & Forrest Avenue

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
All-Red Time (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lost Time Adjust (s) -1.0 -1.0 -1.0 -1.0
Total Lost Time (s) 4.0 4.0 5.0 5.0
Lead/Lag
Lead-Lag Optimize?
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Recall Mode None None None None Max Max Max Max

Intersection Summary
Area Type: Other
Cycle Length: 66
Actuated Cycle Length: 56.3
Natural Cycle: 40
Control Type: Semi Act-Uncoord

Splits and Phases:     1: Fox Chase Road & Forrest Avenue
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McMahon Associates, Inc. St. Basil Redevelopment
1: Fox Chase Road & Forrest Avenue 2029 without Dev Weekday AM

HCM 6th Signalized Intersection Summary Synchro 11
. 1: Fox Chase Road & Forrest Avenue

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 13 14 57 71 13 5 44 175 36 2 135 15
Future Volume (veh/h) 13 14 57 71 13 5 44 175 36 2 135 15
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 0.99 0.99 0.99 0.99 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Work Zone On Approach No No No No
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1849 1747 1747 1807 1911 1615 1732 1775 1775 1136 1749 1472
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 14 16 63 79 14 6 49 194 40 2 150 17
Peak Hour Factor 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90
Percent Heavy Veh, % 0 7 7 7 0 20 10 7 7 50 8 27
Cap, veh/h 97 52 147 291 49 14 219 817 157 71 1055 118
Arrive On Green 0.13 0.14 0.13 0.13 0.14 0.13 0.67 0.68 0.67 0.67 0.68 0.67
Sat Flow, veh/h 128 358 1022 1165 342 97 203 1193 230 3 1541 173
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 93 0 0 99 0 0 283 0 0 169 0 0
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1508 0 0 1605 0 0 1625 0 0 1716 0 0
Q Serve(g_s), s 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 2.9 0.0 0.0 2.6 0.0 0.0 3.3 0.0 0.0 1.8 0.0 0.0
Prop In Lane 0.15 0.68 0.80 0.06 0.17 0.14 0.01 0.10
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 267 0 0 324 0 0 1162 0 0 1212 0 0
V/C Ratio(X) 0.35 0.00 0.00 0.31 0.00 0.00 0.24 0.00 0.00 0.14 0.00 0.00
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 645 0 0 685 0 0 1162 0 0 1212 0 0
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 20.9 0.0 0.0 20.8 0.0 0.0 3.2 0.0 0.0 2.9 0.0 0.0
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.8 0.0 0.0 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.0
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(95%),veh/ln 1.9 0.0 0.0 2.0 0.0 0.0 1.4 0.0 0.0 0.7 0.0 0.0
Unsig. Movement Delay, s/veh
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 21.7 0.0 0.0 21.3 0.0 0.0 3.7 0.0 0.0 3.2 0.0 0.0
LnGrp LOS C A A C A A A A A A A A
Approach Vol, veh/h 93 99 283 169
Approach Delay, s/veh 21.7 21.3 3.7 3.2
Approach LOS C C A A

Timer - Assigned Phs 2 4 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 41.0 11.6 41.0 11.6
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 6.0 5.0 6.0 5.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 35.0 20.0 35.0 20.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 0.0 4.9 0.0 4.6
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.2

Intersection Summary
HCM 6th Ctrl Delay 8.9
HCM 6th LOS A

Notes
User approved pedestrian interval to be less than phase max green.

206



McMahon Associates, Inc. St. Basil Redevelopment
3: Fox Chase Road & Manor Access 2029 without Dev Weekday AM

Lanes, Volumes, Timings Synchro 11
. 3: Fox Chase Road & Manor Access

Lane Group EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 1 2 18 254 248 15
Future Volume (vph) 1 2 18 254 248 15
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800
Lane Width (ft) 15 15 14 14 13 13
Grade (%) 3% 2% 0%
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Ped Bike Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 0.910 0.992
Flt Protected 0.984 0.997
Satd. Flow (prot) 1746 0 0 1779 1714 0
Flt Permitted 0.984 0.976
Satd. Flow (perm) 1744 0 0 1741 1714 0
Right Turn on Red No No
Satd. Flow (RTOR)
Link Speed (mph) 30 35 35
Link Distance (ft) 250 379 876
Travel Time (s) 5.7 7.4 17.1
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 2 1 1
Peak Hour Factor 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93
Heavy Vehicles (%) 0% 0% 0% 7% 8% 0%
Adj. Flow (vph) 1 2 19 273 267 16
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Lane Group Flow (vph) 3 0 0 292 283 0
Enter Blocked Intersection No No No No No No
Lane Alignment Left Right Left Left Left Right
Median Width(ft) 15 0 0
Link Offset(ft) 0 0 0
Crosswalk Width(ft) 16 16 16
Two way Left Turn Lane
Headway Factor 0.97 0.97 1.00 1.00 1.03 1.03
Turning Speed (mph) 15 9 15 9
Number of Detectors 3 1 2 2
Detector Template Left
Leading Detector (ft) 40 20 256 255
Trailing Detector (ft) -3 0 0 0
Detector 1 Position(ft) -3 0 0 0
Detector 1 Size(ft) 6 20 6 5
Detector 1 Type Cl+Ex Cl+Ex Cl+Ex Cl+Ex
Detector 1 Channel
Detector 1 Extend (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Detector 1 Queue (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Detector 1 Delay (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 5.0
Detector 2 Position(ft) 13 250 250
Detector 2 Size(ft) 6 6 5
Detector 2 Type Cl+Ex Cl+Ex Cl+Ex
Detector 2 Channel
Detector 2 Extend (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0
Detector 3 Position(ft) 34
Detector 3 Size(ft) 6
Detector 3 Type Cl+Ex
Detector 3 Channel
Detector 3 Extend (s) 0.0
Turn Type Prot Perm NA NA
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McMahon Associates, Inc. St. Basil Redevelopment
3: Fox Chase Road & Manor Access 2029 without Dev Weekday AM

Lanes, Volumes, Timings Synchro 11
. 3: Fox Chase Road & Manor Access

Lane Group EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Protected Phases 4 2 6
Permitted Phases 2
Detector Phase 4 2 2 6
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 3.0 15.0 15.0 15.0
Minimum Split (s) 8.0 21.0 21.0 24.0
Total Split (s) 20.0 47.0 47.0 47.0
Total Split (%) 29.9% 70.1% 70.1% 70.1%
Maximum Green (s) 15.0 41.0 41.0 41.0
Yellow Time (s) 3.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
All-Red Time (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lost Time Adjust (s) -1.0 -1.0 -1.0
Total Lost Time (s) 4.0 5.0 5.0
Lead/Lag
Lead-Lag Optimize?
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Minimum Gap (s) 3.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Time Before Reduce (s) 0.0 26.0 26.0 26.0
Time To Reduce (s) 0.0 10.0 10.0 10.0
Recall Mode None Max Max Max

Intersection Summary
Area Type: Other
Cycle Length: 67
Actuated Cycle Length: 64.3
Natural Cycle: 40
Control Type: Actuated-Uncoordinated

Splits and Phases:     3: Fox Chase Road & Manor Access
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McMahon Associates, Inc. St. Basil Redevelopment
3: Fox Chase Road & Manor Access 2029 without Dev Weekday AM

HCM 6th Signalized Intersection Summary Synchro 11
. 3: Fox Chase Road & Manor Access

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 1 2 18 254 248 15
Future Volume (veh/h) 1 2 18 254 248 15
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 0.98 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Work Zone On Approach No No No
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1820 1820 1849 1747 1755 1872
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 1 2 19 273 267 16
Peak Hour Factor 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93
Percent Heavy Veh, % 0 0 0 7 8 0
Cap, veh/h 9 18 115 1335 1320 79
Arrive On Green 0.02 0.00 0.79 0.81 0.81 0.79
Sat Flow, veh/h 409 818 52 1658 1639 98
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 4 0 292 0 0 283
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1635 0 1710 0 0 1737
Q Serve(g_s), s 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.0
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 0.1 0.0 2.1 0.0 0.0 2.0
Prop In Lane 0.25 0.50 0.07 0.06
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 37 0 1417 0 0 1399
V/C Ratio(X) 0.11 0.00 0.21 0.00 0.00 0.20
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 501 0 1417 0 0 1399
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 25.2 0.0 1.2 0.0 0.0 1.2
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 1.3 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.3
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(95%),veh/ln 0.1 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.2
Unsig. Movement Delay, s/veh
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 26.5 0.0 1.5 0.0 0.0 1.5
LnGrp LOS C A A A A A
Approach Vol, veh/h 4 292 283
Approach Delay, s/veh 26.5 1.5 1.5
Approach LOS C A A

Timer - Assigned Phs 2 4 6
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 47.0 5.2 47.0
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 6.0 5.0 6.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 41.0 15.0 41.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 4.1 2.6 4.0
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 5.7 0.0 5.5

Intersection Summary
HCM 6th Ctrl Delay 1.7
HCM 6th LOS A

Notes
User approved volume balancing among the lanes for turning movement.
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McMahon Associates, Inc. St. Basil Redevelopment
4: Fox Chase Road & Cedar Road 2029 without Dev Weekday AM

Lanes, Volumes, Timings Synchro 11
. 4: Fox Chase Road & Cedar Road

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 70 206 82 3 246 65 86 126 7 42 124 94
Future Volume (vph) 70 206 82 3 246 65 86 126 7 42 124 94
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800
Lane Width (ft) 11 11 11 14 14 14 12 12 12 12 12 12
Grade (%) 0% -1% 1% 1%
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 0.969 0.972 0.996 0.951
Flt Protected 0.990 0.981 0.992
Satd. Flow (prot) 0 1565 0 0 1790 0 0 1670 0 0 1560 0
Flt Permitted 0.754 0.996 0.756 0.938
Satd. Flow (perm) 0 1192 0 0 1783 0 0 1287 0 0 1475 0
Right Turn on Red No No No No
Satd. Flow (RTOR)
Link Speed (mph) 35 35 35 35
Link Distance (ft) 299 432 438 399
Travel Time (s) 5.8 8.4 8.5 7.8
Peak Hour Factor 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95
Heavy Vehicles (%) 18% 5% 1% 67% 4% 5% 7% 2% 29% 15% 4% 11%
Adj. Flow (vph) 74 217 86 3 259 68 91 133 7 44 131 99
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 377 0 0 330 0 0 231 0 0 274 0
Enter Blocked Intersection No No No No No No No No No No No No
Lane Alignment Left Left Right Left Left Right Left Left Right Left Left Right
Median Width(ft) 0 0 0 0
Link Offset(ft) 0 0 0 0
Crosswalk Width(ft) 16 16 16 16
Two way Left Turn Lane
Headway Factor 1.12 1.12 1.12 0.98 0.98 0.98 1.08 1.08 1.08 1.08 1.08 1.08
Turning Speed (mph) 15 9 15 9 15 9 15 9
Number of Detectors 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Detector Template Left Left Left Left
Leading Detector (ft) 20 35 20 35 20 35 20 35
Trailing Detector (ft) 0 -5 0 -5 0 -5 0 -5
Detector 1 Position(ft) 0 -5 0 -5 0 -5 0 -5
Detector 1 Size(ft) 20 40 20 40 20 40 20 40
Detector 1 Type Cl+Ex Cl+Ex Cl+Ex Cl+Ex Cl+Ex Cl+Ex Cl+Ex Cl+Ex
Detector 1 Channel
Detector 1 Extend (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Detector 1 Queue (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Detector 1 Delay (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Turn Type pm+pt NA Perm NA Perm NA pm+pt NA
Protected Phases 3 8 4 6 5 2
Permitted Phases 8 4 6 2
Detector Phase 3 8 4 4 6 6 5 2
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 3.0 10.0 10.0 10.0 12.0 12.0 3.0 12.0
Minimum Split (s) 9.0 16.0 16.0 16.0 18.0 18.0 9.0 18.0
Total Split (s) 13.0 46.0 33.0 33.0 35.0 35.0 13.0 48.0
Total Split (%) 13.8% 48.9% 35.1% 35.1% 37.2% 37.2% 13.8% 51.1%
Maximum Green (s) 7.0 40.0 27.0 27.0 29.0 29.0 7.0 42.0
Yellow Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
All-Red Time (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lost Time Adjust (s) -1.0 -1.0 -1.0 -1.0
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McMahon Associates, Inc. St. Basil Redevelopment
4: Fox Chase Road & Cedar Road 2029 without Dev Weekday AM

Lanes, Volumes, Timings Synchro 11
. 4: Fox Chase Road & Cedar Road

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Total Lost Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Lead/Lag Lead Lag Lag Lag Lag Lead
Lead-Lag Optimize?
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Recall Mode Max None None None None None Max None
Act Effct Green (s) 33.4 20.1 20.2 33.5
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.43 0.26 0.26 0.43
v/c Ratio 0.68 0.71 0.69 0.42
Control Delay 25.2 35.8 37.5 18.0
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 25.2 35.8 37.5 18.0
LOS C D D B
Approach Delay 25.2 35.8 37.5 18.0
Approach LOS C D D B
Queue Length 50th (ft) 127 140 98 86
Queue Length 95th (ft) 253 262 192 168
Internal Link Dist (ft) 219 352 358 319
Turn Bay Length (ft)
Base Capacity (vph) 687 661 511 849
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.55 0.50 0.45 0.32

Intersection Summary
Area Type: Other
Cycle Length: 94
Actuated Cycle Length: 77.1
Natural Cycle: 60
Control Type: Semi Act-Uncoord
Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.71
Intersection Signal Delay: 28.8 Intersection LOS: C
Intersection Capacity Utilization 77.0% ICU Level of Service D
Analysis Period (min) 15

Splits and Phases:     4: Fox Chase Road & Cedar Road
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McMahon Associates, Inc. St. Basil Redevelopment
1: Fox Chase Road & Forrest Avenue 2029 without Dev Weekday PM

Lanes, Volumes, Timings Synchro 11
. 1: Fox Chase Road & Forrest Avenue

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 4 25 94 47 20 3 37 135 40 5 175 7
Future Volume (vph) 4 25 94 47 20 3 37 135 40 5 175 7
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800
Lane Width (ft) 13 13 13 15 15 15 12 12 12 15 15 15
Grade (%) 2% -1% -2% 1%
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Ped Bike Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 0.897 0.994 0.975 0.995
Flt Protected 0.998 0.968 0.991 0.999
Satd. Flow (prot) 0 1588 0 0 1913 0 0 1697 0 0 1921 0
Flt Permitted 0.990 0.745 0.935 0.994
Satd. Flow (perm) 0 1575 0 0 1472 0 0 1600 0 0 1911 0
Right Turn on Red No No No No
Satd. Flow (RTOR)
Link Speed (mph) 25 25 35 35
Link Distance (ft) 345 428 876 325
Travel Time (s) 9.4 11.7 17.1 6.3
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 4 4 2 2
Peak Hour Factor 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97
Heavy Vehicles (%) 0% 0% 5% 0% 0% 0% 8% 1% 8% 0% 2% 0%
Adj. Flow (vph) 4 26 97 48 21 3 38 139 41 5 180 7
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 127 0 0 72 0 0 218 0 0 192 0
Enter Blocked Intersection No No No No No No No No No No No No
Lane Alignment Left Left Right Left Left Right Left Left Right Left Left Right
Median Width(ft) 0 0 0 0
Link Offset(ft) 0 0 0 0
Crosswalk Width(ft) 16 16 16 16
Two way Left Turn Lane
Headway Factor 1.04 1.04 1.04 0.94 0.94 0.94 1.06 1.06 1.06 0.95 0.95 0.95
Turning Speed (mph) 15 9 15 9 15 9 15 9
Number of Detectors 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0
Detector Template Left Left Left Left
Leading Detector (ft) 20 35 20 35 20 0 20 0
Trailing Detector (ft) 0 -5 0 -5 0 0 0 0
Detector 1 Position(ft) 0 -5 0 -5 0 0 0 0
Detector 1 Size(ft) 20 40 20 40 20 6 20 6
Detector 1 Type Cl+Ex Cl+Ex Cl+Ex Cl+Ex Cl+Ex Cl+Ex Cl+Ex Cl+Ex
Detector 1 Channel
Detector 1 Extend (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Detector 1 Queue (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Detector 1 Delay (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Turn Type Perm NA Perm NA Perm NA Perm NA
Protected Phases 4 8 2 6
Permitted Phases 4 8 2 6
Detector Phase 4 4 8 8 2 2 6 6
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 15.0 15.0 15.0 15.0
Minimum Split (s) 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0 21.0 21.0 21.0 21.0
Total Split (s) 25.0 25.0 25.0 25.0 41.0 41.0 41.0 41.0
Total Split (%) 37.9% 37.9% 37.9% 37.9% 62.1% 62.1% 62.1% 62.1%
Maximum Green (s) 20.0 20.0 20.0 20.0 35.0 35.0 35.0 35.0
Yellow Time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
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McMahon Associates, Inc. St. Basil Redevelopment
1: Fox Chase Road & Forrest Avenue 2029 without Dev Weekday PM

Lanes, Volumes, Timings Synchro 11
. 1: Fox Chase Road & Forrest Avenue

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
All-Red Time (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lost Time Adjust (s) -1.0 -1.0 -1.0 -1.0
Total Lost Time (s) 4.0 4.0 5.0 5.0
Lead/Lag
Lead-Lag Optimize?
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Recall Mode None None None None Max Max Max Max

Intersection Summary
Area Type: Other
Cycle Length: 66
Actuated Cycle Length: 56.7
Natural Cycle: 40
Control Type: Semi Act-Uncoord

Splits and Phases:     1: Fox Chase Road & Forrest Avenue
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McMahon Associates, Inc. St. Basil Redevelopment
1: Fox Chase Road & Forrest Avenue 2029 without Dev Weekday PM

HCM 6th Signalized Intersection Summary Synchro 11
. 1: Fox Chase Road & Forrest Avenue

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 4 25 94 47 20 3 37 135 40 5 175 7
Future Volume (veh/h) 4 25 94 47 20 3 37 135 40 5 175 7
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 0.99 0.98 0.99 0.98 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Work Zone On Approach No No No No
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1849 1849 1776 1911 1911 1911 1761 1860 1761 1866 1837 1866
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 4 26 97 48 21 3 38 139 41 5 180 7
Peak Hour Factor 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97
Percent Heavy Veh, % 0 0 5 0 0 0 8 1 8 0 2 0
Cap, veh/h 74 52 177 249 98 10 225 790 217 77 1193 45
Arrive On Green 0.13 0.14 0.13 0.13 0.14 0.13 0.67 0.68 0.67 0.67 0.68 0.67
Sat Flow, veh/h 22 356 1221 936 677 70 212 1155 317 10 1743 66
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 127 0 0 72 0 0 218 0 0 192 0 0
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1599 0 0 1682 0 0 1683 0 0 1819 0 0
Q Serve(g_s), s 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 3.9 0.0 0.0 1.8 0.0 0.0 2.3 0.0 0.0 2.0 0.0 0.0
Prop In Lane 0.03 0.76 0.67 0.04 0.17 0.19 0.03 0.04
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 272 0 0 326 0 0 1200 0 0 1280 0 0
V/C Ratio(X) 0.47 0.00 0.00 0.22 0.00 0.00 0.18 0.00 0.00 0.15 0.00 0.00
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 676 0 0 690 0 0 1200 0 0 1280 0 0
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 21.3 0.0 0.0 20.3 0.0 0.0 3.1 0.0 0.0 2.9 0.0 0.0
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 1.2 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.0
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(95%),veh/ln 2.7 0.0 0.0 1.4 0.0 0.0 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.8 0.0 0.0
Unsig. Movement Delay, s/veh
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 22.5 0.0 0.0 20.7 0.0 0.0 3.4 0.0 0.0 3.2 0.0 0.0
LnGrp LOS C A A C A A A A A A A A
Approach Vol, veh/h 127 72 218 192
Approach Delay, s/veh 22.5 20.7 3.4 3.2
Approach LOS C C A A

Timer - Assigned Phs 2 4 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 41.0 11.6 41.0 11.6
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 6.0 5.0 6.0 5.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 35.0 20.0 35.0 20.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 0.0 5.9 0.0 3.8
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.2

Intersection Summary
HCM 6th Ctrl Delay 9.4
HCM 6th LOS A

Notes
User approved pedestrian interval to be less than phase max green.
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McMahon Associates, Inc. St. Basil Redevelopment
3: Fox Chase Road & Manor Access 2029 without Dev Weekday PM

Lanes, Volumes, Timings Synchro 11
. 3: Fox Chase Road & Manor Access

Lane Group EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 13 25 6 199 316 0
Future Volume (vph) 13 25 6 199 316 0
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800
Lane Width (ft) 15 15 14 14 13 13
Grade (%) 3% 2% 0%
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Ped Bike Factor 1.00
Frt 0.910
Flt Protected 0.984 0.999
Satd. Flow (prot) 1746 0 0 1828 1806 0
Flt Permitted 0.984 0.992
Satd. Flow (perm) 1746 0 0 1815 1806 0
Right Turn on Red No No
Satd. Flow (RTOR)
Link Speed (mph) 30 35 35
Link Distance (ft) 250 379 876
Travel Time (s) 5.7 7.4 17.1
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 1 1
Peak Hour Factor 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97
Heavy Vehicles (%) 0% 0% 0% 4% 3% 0%
Adj. Flow (vph) 13 26 6 205 326 0
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Lane Group Flow (vph) 39 0 0 211 326 0
Enter Blocked Intersection No No No No No No
Lane Alignment Left Right Left Left Left Right
Median Width(ft) 15 0 0
Link Offset(ft) 0 0 0
Crosswalk Width(ft) 16 16 16
Two way Left Turn Lane
Headway Factor 0.97 0.97 1.00 1.00 1.03 1.03
Turning Speed (mph) 15 9 15 9
Number of Detectors 3 1 2 2
Detector Template Left
Leading Detector (ft) 40 20 256 255
Trailing Detector (ft) -3 0 0 0
Detector 1 Position(ft) -3 0 0 0
Detector 1 Size(ft) 6 20 6 5
Detector 1 Type Cl+Ex Cl+Ex Cl+Ex Cl+Ex
Detector 1 Channel
Detector 1 Extend (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Detector 1 Queue (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Detector 1 Delay (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 5.0
Detector 2 Position(ft) 13 250 250
Detector 2 Size(ft) 6 6 5
Detector 2 Type Cl+Ex Cl+Ex Cl+Ex
Detector 2 Channel
Detector 2 Extend (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0
Detector 3 Position(ft) 34
Detector 3 Size(ft) 6
Detector 3 Type Cl+Ex
Detector 3 Channel
Detector 3 Extend (s) 0.0
Turn Type Prot Perm NA NA
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McMahon Associates, Inc. St. Basil Redevelopment
3: Fox Chase Road & Manor Access 2029 without Dev Weekday PM

Lanes, Volumes, Timings Synchro 11
. 3: Fox Chase Road & Manor Access

Lane Group EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Protected Phases 4 2 6
Permitted Phases 2
Detector Phase 4 2 2 6
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 3.0 15.0 15.0 15.0
Minimum Split (s) 8.0 21.0 21.0 21.0
Total Split (s) 20.0 47.0 47.0 47.0
Total Split (%) 29.9% 70.1% 70.1% 70.1%
Maximum Green (s) 15.0 41.0 41.0 41.0
Yellow Time (s) 3.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
All-Red Time (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lost Time Adjust (s) -1.0 -1.0 -1.0
Total Lost Time (s) 4.0 5.0 5.0
Lead/Lag
Lead-Lag Optimize?
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Minimum Gap (s) 3.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Time Before Reduce (s) 0.0 26.0 26.0 26.0
Time To Reduce (s) 0.0 10.0 10.0 10.0
Recall Mode None Max Max Max

Intersection Summary
Area Type: Other
Cycle Length: 67
Actuated Cycle Length: 61.3
Natural Cycle: 40
Control Type: Actuated-Uncoordinated

Splits and Phases:     3: Fox Chase Road & Manor Access
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McMahon Associates, Inc. St. Basil Redevelopment
3: Fox Chase Road & Manor Access 2029 without Dev Weekday PM

HCM 6th Signalized Intersection Summary Synchro 11
. 3: Fox Chase Road & Manor Access

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 13 25 6 199 316 0
Future Volume (veh/h) 13 25 6 199 316 0
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Work Zone On Approach No No No
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1820 1820 1849 1790 1828 1872
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 13 26 6 205 326 0
Peak Hour Factor 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97
Percent Heavy Veh, % 0 0 0 4 3 0
Cap, veh/h 27 53 79 1382 1429 0
Arrive On Green 0.05 0.03 0.76 0.78 0.78 0.00
Sat Flow, veh/h 522 1044 13 1768 1828 0
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 40 0 211 0 326 0
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1606 0 1780 0 1828 0
Q Serve(g_s), s 1.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.5 0.0
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 1.3 0.0 1.6 0.0 2.5 0.0
Prop In Lane 0.32 0.65 0.03 0.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 82 0 1427 0 1429 0
V/C Ratio(X) 0.49 0.00 0.15 0.00 0.23 0.00
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 478 0 1427 0 1429 0
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 25.1 0.0 1.5 0.0 1.6 0.0
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 4.5 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.4 0.0
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(95%),veh/ln 1.0 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.4 0.0
Unsig. Movement Delay, s/veh
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 29.6 0.0 1.7 0.0 1.9 0.0
LnGrp LOS C A A A A A
Approach Vol, veh/h 40 211 326
Approach Delay, s/veh 29.6 1.7 1.9
Approach LOS C A A

Timer - Assigned Phs 2 4 6
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 47.0 6.7 47.0
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 6.0 5.0 6.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 41.0 15.0 41.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 3.6 3.8 5.0
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 3.9 0.1 6.3

Intersection Summary
HCM 6th Ctrl Delay 3.8
HCM 6th LOS A

Notes
User approved volume balancing among the lanes for turning movement.
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McMahon Associates, Inc. St. Basil Redevelopment
4: Fox Chase Road & Cedar Road 2029 without Dev Weekday PM

Lanes, Volumes, Timings Synchro 11
. 4: Fox Chase Road & Cedar Road

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 59 252 115 6 270 71 77 103 5 75 185 63
Future Volume (vph) 59 252 115 6 270 71 77 103 5 75 185 63
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800
Lane Width (ft) 11 11 11 14 14 14 12 12 12 12 12 12
Grade (%) 0% -1% 1% 1%
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Ped Bike Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 0.963 0.972 0.996 0.974
Flt Protected 0.993 0.999 0.980 0.989
Satd. Flow (prot) 0 1643 0 0 1829 0 0 1713 0 0 1689 0
Flt Permitted 0.839 0.991 0.723 0.880
Satd. Flow (perm) 0 1388 0 0 1814 0 0 1262 0 0 1503 0
Right Turn on Red No No No No
Satd. Flow (RTOR)
Link Speed (mph) 35 35 35 35
Link Distance (ft) 299 432 438 399
Travel Time (s) 5.8 8.4 8.5 7.8
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 1 1 4 4
Peak Hour Factor 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97
Heavy Vehicles (%) 3% 1% 1% 0% 1% 6% 1% 2% 20% 3% 1% 2%
Adj. Flow (vph) 61 260 119 6 278 73 79 106 5 77 191 65
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 440 0 0 357 0 0 190 0 0 333 0
Enter Blocked Intersection No No No No No No No No No No No No
Lane Alignment Left Left Right Left Left Right Left Left Right Left Left Right
Median Width(ft) 0 0 0 0
Link Offset(ft) 0 0 0 0
Crosswalk Width(ft) 16 16 16 16
Two way Left Turn Lane
Headway Factor 1.12 1.12 1.12 0.98 0.98 0.98 1.08 1.08 1.08 1.08 1.08 1.08
Turning Speed (mph) 15 9 15 9 15 9 15 9
Number of Detectors 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Detector Template Left Left Left Left
Leading Detector (ft) 20 35 20 35 20 35 20 35
Trailing Detector (ft) 0 -5 0 -5 0 -5 0 -5
Detector 1 Position(ft) 0 -5 0 -5 0 -5 0 -5
Detector 1 Size(ft) 20 40 20 40 20 40 20 40
Detector 1 Type Cl+Ex Cl+Ex Cl+Ex Cl+Ex Cl+Ex Cl+Ex Cl+Ex Cl+Ex
Detector 1 Channel
Detector 1 Extend (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Detector 1 Queue (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Detector 1 Delay (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Turn Type pm+pt NA Perm NA Perm NA pm+pt NA
Protected Phases 3 8 4 6 5 2
Permitted Phases 8 4 6 2
Detector Phase 3 8 4 4 6 6 5 2
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 3.0 10.0 10.0 10.0 12.0 12.0 3.0 12.0
Minimum Split (s) 9.0 16.0 16.0 16.0 18.0 18.0 9.0 18.0
Total Split (s) 13.0 46.0 33.0 33.0 35.0 35.0 13.0 48.0
Total Split (%) 13.8% 48.9% 35.1% 35.1% 37.2% 37.2% 13.8% 51.1%
Maximum Green (s) 7.0 40.0 27.0 27.0 29.0 29.0 7.0 42.0
Yellow Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
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McMahon Associates, Inc. St. Basil Redevelopment
4: Fox Chase Road & Cedar Road 2029 without Dev Weekday PM

Lanes, Volumes, Timings Synchro 11
. 4: Fox Chase Road & Cedar Road

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
All-Red Time (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lost Time Adjust (s) -1.0 -1.0 -1.0 -1.0
Total Lost Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Lead/Lag Lead Lag Lag Lag Lag Lead
Lead-Lag Optimize?
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Recall Mode Max None None None None None Max None
Act Effct Green (s) 33.7 20.5 18.2 31.5
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.45 0.27 0.24 0.42
v/c Ratio 0.68 0.73 0.62 0.51
Control Delay 23.1 34.7 36.1 20.1
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 23.1 34.7 36.1 20.1
LOS C C D C
Approach Delay 23.1 34.7 36.1 20.1
Approach LOS C C D C
Queue Length 50th (ft) 144 146 79 109
Queue Length 95th (ft) 282 271 158 204
Internal Link Dist (ft) 219 352 358 319
Turn Bay Length (ft)
Base Capacity (vph) 796 686 511 893
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.55 0.52 0.37 0.37

Intersection Summary
Area Type: Other
Cycle Length: 94
Actuated Cycle Length: 75.4
Natural Cycle: 60
Control Type: Semi Act-Uncoord
Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.73
Intersection Signal Delay: 27.3 Intersection LOS: C
Intersection Capacity Utilization 78.1% ICU Level of Service D
Analysis Period (min) 15

Splits and Phases:     4: Fox Chase Road & Cedar Road
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McMahon Associates, Inc. St. Basil Redevelopment
1: Fox Chase Road & Forrest Avenue 2029 with Dev Weekday AM

Lanes, Volumes, Timings Synchro 11
. 1: Fox Chase Road & Forrest Avenue

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 13 14 57 72 13 5 46 180 38 2 138 15
Future Volume (vph) 13 14 57 72 13 5 46 180 38 2 138 15
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800
Lane Width (ft) 13 13 13 15 15 15 12 12 12 15 15 15
Grade (%) 2% -1% -2% 1%
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Ped Bike Factor 1.00 1.00
Frt 0.909 0.992 0.981 0.987
Flt Protected 0.993 0.962 0.991 0.999
Satd. Flow (prot) 0 1569 0 0 1776 0 0 1644 0 0 1760 0
Flt Permitted 0.942 0.790 0.932 0.998
Satd. Flow (perm) 0 1488 0 0 1458 0 0 1546 0 0 1758 0
Right Turn on Red No No No No
Satd. Flow (RTOR)
Link Speed (mph) 25 25 35 35
Link Distance (ft) 345 428 876 325
Travel Time (s) 9.4 11.7 17.1 6.3
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 2 2
Peak Hour Factor 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90
Heavy Vehicles (%) 0% 7% 7% 7% 0% 20% 10% 7% 7% 50% 8% 27%
Adj. Flow (vph) 14 16 63 80 14 6 51 200 42 2 153 17
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 93 0 0 100 0 0 293 0 0 172 0
Enter Blocked Intersection No No No No No No No No No No No No
Lane Alignment Left Left Right Left Left Right Left Left Right Left Left Right
Median Width(ft) 0 0 0 0
Link Offset(ft) 0 0 0 0
Crosswalk Width(ft) 16 16 16 16
Two way Left Turn Lane
Headway Factor 1.04 1.04 1.04 0.94 0.94 0.94 1.06 1.06 1.06 0.95 0.95 0.95
Turning Speed (mph) 15 9 15 9 15 9 15 9
Number of Detectors 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0
Detector Template Left Left Left Left
Leading Detector (ft) 20 35 20 35 20 0 20 0
Trailing Detector (ft) 0 -5 0 -5 0 0 0 0
Detector 1 Position(ft) 0 -5 0 -5 0 0 0 0
Detector 1 Size(ft) 20 40 20 40 20 6 20 6
Detector 1 Type Cl+Ex Cl+Ex Cl+Ex Cl+Ex Cl+Ex Cl+Ex Cl+Ex Cl+Ex
Detector 1 Channel
Detector 1 Extend (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Detector 1 Queue (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Detector 1 Delay (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Turn Type Perm NA Perm NA Perm NA Perm NA
Protected Phases 4 8 2 6
Permitted Phases 4 8 2 6
Detector Phase 4 4 8 8 2 2 6 6
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 15.0 15.0 15.0 15.0
Minimum Split (s) 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0 21.0 21.0 21.0 21.0
Total Split (s) 25.0 25.0 25.0 25.0 41.0 41.0 41.0 41.0
Total Split (%) 37.9% 37.9% 37.9% 37.9% 62.1% 62.1% 62.1% 62.1%
Maximum Green (s) 20.0 20.0 20.0 20.0 35.0 35.0 35.0 35.0
Yellow Time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
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McMahon Associates, Inc. St. Basil Redevelopment
1: Fox Chase Road & Forrest Avenue 2029 with Dev Weekday AM

Lanes, Volumes, Timings Synchro 11
. 1: Fox Chase Road & Forrest Avenue

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
All-Red Time (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lost Time Adjust (s) -1.0 -1.0 -1.0 -1.0
Total Lost Time (s) 4.0 4.0 5.0 5.0
Lead/Lag
Lead-Lag Optimize?
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Recall Mode None None None None Max Max Max Max

Intersection Summary
Area Type: Other
Cycle Length: 66
Actuated Cycle Length: 56.4
Natural Cycle: 40
Control Type: Semi Act-Uncoord

Splits and Phases:     1: Fox Chase Road & Forrest Avenue
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McMahon Associates, Inc. St. Basil Redevelopment
1: Fox Chase Road & Forrest Avenue 2029 with Dev Weekday AM

HCM 6th Signalized Intersection Summary Synchro 11
. 1: Fox Chase Road & Forrest Avenue

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 13 14 57 72 13 5 46 180 38 2 138 15
Future Volume (veh/h) 13 14 57 72 13 5 46 180 38 2 138 15
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 0.99 0.99 0.99 0.99 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Work Zone On Approach No No No No
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1849 1747 1747 1807 1911 1615 1732 1775 1775 1136 1749 1472
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 14 16 63 80 14 6 51 200 42 2 153 17
Peak Hour Factor 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90
Percent Heavy Veh, % 0 7 7 7 0 20 10 7 7 50 8 27
Cap, veh/h 97 52 147 292 49 14 220 813 159 71 1057 116
Arrive On Green 0.13 0.14 0.13 0.13 0.14 0.13 0.67 0.68 0.67 0.67 0.68 0.67
Sat Flow, veh/h 128 358 1022 1169 339 96 204 1187 233 3 1544 170
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 93 0 0 100 0 0 293 0 0 172 0 0
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1508 0 0 1604 0 0 1623 0 0 1717 0 0
Q Serve(g_s), s 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 2.9 0.0 0.0 2.6 0.0 0.0 3.5 0.0 0.0 1.9 0.0 0.0
Prop In Lane 0.15 0.68 0.80 0.06 0.17 0.14 0.01 0.10
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 268 0 0 324 0 0 1161 0 0 1212 0 0
V/C Ratio(X) 0.35 0.00 0.00 0.31 0.00 0.00 0.25 0.00 0.00 0.14 0.00 0.00
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 645 0 0 685 0 0 1161 0 0 1212 0 0
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 20.9 0.0 0.0 20.8 0.0 0.0 3.2 0.0 0.0 2.9 0.0 0.0
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.8 0.0 0.0 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.0
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(95%),veh/ln 1.9 0.0 0.0 2.1 0.0 0.0 1.5 0.0 0.0 0.8 0.0 0.0
Unsig. Movement Delay, s/veh
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 21.7 0.0 0.0 21.3 0.0 0.0 3.7 0.0 0.0 3.2 0.0 0.0
LnGrp LOS C A A C A A A A A A A A
Approach Vol, veh/h 93 100 293 172
Approach Delay, s/veh 21.7 21.3 3.7 3.2
Approach LOS C C A A

Timer - Assigned Phs 2 4 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 41.0 11.6 41.0 11.6
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 6.0 5.0 6.0 5.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 35.0 20.0 35.0 20.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 0.0 4.9 0.0 4.6
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.2

Intersection Summary
HCM 6th Ctrl Delay 8.8
HCM 6th LOS A

Notes
User approved pedestrian interval to be less than phase max green.
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McMahon Associates, Inc. St. Basil Redevelopment
3: Fox Chase Road & Manor Access/Local Road 2029 with Dev Weekday AM

Lanes, Volumes, Timings Synchro 11
. 3: Fox Chase Road & Manor Access/Local Road

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 1 0 2 27 0 9 18 254 13 4 248 15
Future Volume (vph) 1 0 2 27 0 9 18 254 13 4 248 15
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800
Lane Width (ft) 15 15 15 16 16 16 14 14 14 13 13 13
Grade (%) 3% 0% 2% 0%
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Ped Bike Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 0.910 0.965 0.994 0.992
Flt Protected 0.984 0.964 0.997 0.999
Satd. Flow (prot) 0 1746 0 0 1861 0 0 1771 0 0 1713 0
Flt Permitted 0.874 0.793 0.977 0.997
Satd. Flow (perm) 0 1549 0 0 1530 0 0 1736 0 0 1710 0
Right Turn on Red No No No No
Satd. Flow (RTOR)
Link Speed (mph) 30 25 35 35
Link Distance (ft) 250 253 379 876
Travel Time (s) 5.7 6.9 7.4 17.1
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 2 1 1
Peak Hour Factor 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93
Heavy Vehicles (%) 0% 2% 0% 2% 2% 2% 0% 7% 2% 2% 8% 0%
Adj. Flow (vph) 1 0 2 29 0 10 19 273 14 4 267 16
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 3 0 0 39 0 0 306 0 0 287 0
Enter Blocked Intersection No No No No No No No No No No No No
Lane Alignment Left Left Right Left Left Right Left Left Right Left Left Right
Median Width(ft) 0 10 0 0
Link Offset(ft) 0 0 0 0
Crosswalk Width(ft) 16 16 16 16
Two way Left Turn Lane
Headway Factor 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.91 0.91 0.91 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.03 1.03 1.03
Turning Speed (mph) 15 9 15 9 15 9 15 9
Number of Detectors 3 1 1 1 1 2 1 2
Detector Template Left Left Left
Leading Detector (ft) 40 35 20 35 20 236 20 236
Trailing Detector (ft) -3 -5 0 -5 0 -5 0 -5
Detector 1 Position(ft) -3 -5 0 -5 0 -5 0 -5
Detector 1 Size(ft) 6 40 20 40 20 40 20 40
Detector 1 Type Cl+Ex Cl+Ex Cl+Ex Cl+Ex Cl+Ex Cl+Ex Cl+Ex Cl+Ex
Detector 1 Channel
Detector 1 Extend (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Detector 1 Queue (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Detector 1 Delay (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 5.0
Detector 2 Position(ft) 13 230 230
Detector 2 Size(ft) 6 6 6
Detector 2 Type Cl+Ex Extend Extend
Detector 2 Channel
Detector 2 Extend (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0
Detector 3 Position(ft) 34
Detector 3 Size(ft) 6
Detector 3 Type Cl+Ex
Detector 3 Channel
Detector 3 Extend (s) 0.0
Turn Type Perm NA Perm NA Perm NA Perm NA
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McMahon Associates, Inc. St. Basil Redevelopment
3: Fox Chase Road & Manor Access/Local Road 2029 with Dev Weekday AM

Lanes, Volumes, Timings Synchro 11
. 3: Fox Chase Road & Manor Access/Local Road

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Protected Phases 4 8 2 6
Permitted Phases 4 8 2 6
Detector Phase 4 4 8 8 2 2 6 6
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 15.0 15.0 15.0 15.0
Minimum Split (s) 8.0 8.0 8.0 8.0 21.0 21.0 21.0 21.0
Total Split (s) 20.0 20.0 20.0 20.0 47.0 47.0 47.0 47.0
Total Split (%) 29.9% 29.9% 29.9% 29.9% 70.1% 70.1% 70.1% 70.1%
Maximum Green (s) 15.0 15.0 15.0 15.0 41.0 41.0 41.0 41.0
Yellow Time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
All-Red Time (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lost Time Adjust (s) -1.0 -1.0 -1.0 -1.0
Total Lost Time (s) 4.0 4.0 5.0 5.0
Lead/Lag
Lead-Lag Optimize?
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Minimum Gap (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Time Before Reduce (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 26.0 26.0 26.0 26.0
Time To Reduce (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 10.0 10.0 10.0 10.0
Recall Mode None None None None Max Max Max Max

Intersection Summary
Area Type: Other
Cycle Length: 67
Actuated Cycle Length: 61.4
Natural Cycle: 40
Control Type: Actuated-Uncoordinated

Splits and Phases:     3: Fox Chase Road & Manor Access/Local Road
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McMahon Associates, Inc. St. Basil Redevelopment
3: Fox Chase Road & Manor Access/Local Road 2029 with Dev Weekday AM

HCM 6th Signalized Intersection Summary Synchro 11
. 3: Fox Chase Road & Manor Access/Local Road

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 1 0 2 27 0 9 18 254 13 4 248 15
Future Volume (veh/h) 1 0 2 27 0 9 18 254 13 4 248 15
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 0.98 0.97 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Work Zone On Approach No No No No
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1820 1791 1820 1843 1843 1843 1849 1747 1820 1843 1755 1872
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 1 0 2 29 0 10 19 273 14 4 267 16
Peak Hour Factor 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93
Percent Heavy Veh, % 0 2 0 2 2 2 0 7 2 2 8 0
Cap, veh/h 114 0 49 172 0 19 109 1234 61 72 1281 76
Arrive On Green 0.05 0.00 0.03 0.03 0.00 0.03 0.77 0.78 0.77 0.77 0.78 0.77
Sat Flow, veh/h 515 0 1029 1137 0 392 48 1574 78 4 1633 97
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 3 0 0 39 0 0 306 0 0 287 0 0
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1544 0 0 1529 0 0 1699 0 0 1735 0 0
Q Serve(g_s), s 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 0.1 0.0 0.0 1.3 0.0 0.0 2.5 0.0 0.0 2.3 0.0 0.0
Prop In Lane 0.33 0.67 0.74 0.26 0.06 0.05 0.01 0.06
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 164 0 0 162 0 0 1372 0 0 1396 0 0
V/C Ratio(X) 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.24 0.00 0.00 0.22 0.00 0.00 0.21 0.00 0.00
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 524 0 0 514 0 0 1372 0 0 1396 0 0
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 24.6 0.0 0.0 25.4 0.0 0.0 1.5 0.0 0.0 1.5 0.0 0.0
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.8 0.0 0.0 0.4 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.0
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(95%),veh/ln 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.9 0.0 0.0 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.5 0.0 0.0
Unsig. Movement Delay, s/veh
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 24.7 0.0 0.0 26.1 0.0 0.0 1.9 0.0 0.0 1.8 0.0 0.0
LnGrp LOS C A A C A A A A A A A A
Approach Vol, veh/h 3 39 306 287
Approach Delay, s/veh 24.7 26.1 1.9 1.8
Approach LOS C C A A

Timer - Assigned Phs 2 4 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 47.0 6.6 47.0 6.6
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 6.0 5.0 6.0 5.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 41.0 15.0 41.0 15.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 4.5 2.6 4.3 3.3
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 5.6 0.0 5.1 0.0

Intersection Summary
HCM 6th Ctrl Delay 3.5
HCM 6th LOS A

227



McMahon Associates, Inc. St. Basil Redevelopment
4: Fox Chase Road & Cedar Road 2029 with Dev Weekday AM

Lanes, Volumes, Timings Synchro 11
. 4: Fox Chase Road & Cedar Road

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 75 206 82 3 246 69 86 130 7 51 131 105
Future Volume (vph) 75 206 82 3 246 69 86 130 7 51 131 105
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800
Lane Width (ft) 11 11 11 14 14 14 12 12 12 12 12 12
Grade (%) 0% -1% 1% 1%
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 0.970 0.971 0.996 0.951
Flt Protected 0.990 0.981 0.991
Satd. Flow (prot) 0 1565 0 0 1788 0 0 1671 0 0 1555 0
Flt Permitted 0.728 0.996 0.748 0.917
Satd. Flow (perm) 0 1151 0 0 1781 0 0 1274 0 0 1439 0
Right Turn on Red No No No No
Satd. Flow (RTOR)
Link Speed (mph) 35 35 35 35
Link Distance (ft) 299 432 438 399
Travel Time (s) 5.8 8.4 8.5 7.8
Peak Hour Factor 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95
Heavy Vehicles (%) 18% 5% 1% 67% 4% 5% 7% 2% 29% 15% 4% 11%
Adj. Flow (vph) 79 217 86 3 259 73 91 137 7 54 138 111
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 382 0 0 335 0 0 235 0 0 303 0
Enter Blocked Intersection No No No No No No No No No No No No
Lane Alignment Left Left Right Left Left Right Left Left Right Left Left Right
Median Width(ft) 0 0 0 0
Link Offset(ft) 0 0 0 0
Crosswalk Width(ft) 16 16 16 16
Two way Left Turn Lane
Headway Factor 1.12 1.12 1.12 0.98 0.98 0.98 1.08 1.08 1.08 1.08 1.08 1.08
Turning Speed (mph) 15 9 15 9 15 9 15 9
Number of Detectors 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Detector Template Left Left Left Left
Leading Detector (ft) 20 35 20 35 20 35 20 35
Trailing Detector (ft) 0 -5 0 -5 0 -5 0 -5
Detector 1 Position(ft) 0 -5 0 -5 0 -5 0 -5
Detector 1 Size(ft) 20 40 20 40 20 40 20 40
Detector 1 Type Cl+Ex Cl+Ex Cl+Ex Cl+Ex Cl+Ex Cl+Ex Cl+Ex Cl+Ex
Detector 1 Channel
Detector 1 Extend (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Detector 1 Queue (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Detector 1 Delay (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Turn Type pm+pt NA Perm NA Perm NA pm+pt NA
Protected Phases 3 8 4 6 5 2
Permitted Phases 8 4 6 2
Detector Phase 3 8 4 4 6 6 5 2
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 3.0 10.0 10.0 10.0 12.0 12.0 3.0 12.0
Minimum Split (s) 9.0 16.0 16.0 16.0 18.0 18.0 9.0 18.0
Total Split (s) 13.0 46.0 33.0 33.0 35.0 35.0 13.0 48.0
Total Split (%) 13.8% 48.9% 35.1% 35.1% 37.2% 37.2% 13.8% 51.1%
Maximum Green (s) 7.0 40.0 27.0 27.0 29.0 29.0 7.0 42.0
Yellow Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
All-Red Time (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lost Time Adjust (s) -1.0 -1.0 -1.0 -1.0
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McMahon Associates, Inc. St. Basil Redevelopment
4: Fox Chase Road & Cedar Road 2029 with Dev Weekday AM

Lanes, Volumes, Timings Synchro 11
. 4: Fox Chase Road & Cedar Road

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Total Lost Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Lead/Lag Lead Lag Lag Lag Lag Lead
Lead-Lag Optimize?
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Recall Mode Max None None None None None Max None
Act Effct Green (s) 33.9 20.6 20.7 34.0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.43 0.26 0.27 0.44
v/c Ratio 0.70 0.71 0.70 0.48
Control Delay 26.5 36.1 38.5 19.2
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 26.5 36.1 38.5 19.2
LOS C D D B
Approach Delay 26.5 36.1 38.5 19.2
Approach LOS C D D B
Queue Length 50th (ft) 132 144 102 99
Queue Length 95th (ft) 257 265 196 187
Internal Link Dist (ft) 219 352 358 319
Turn Bay Length (ft)
Base Capacity (vph) 662 653 500 823
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.58 0.51 0.47 0.37

Intersection Summary
Area Type: Other
Cycle Length: 94
Actuated Cycle Length: 78.1
Natural Cycle: 60
Control Type: Semi Act-Uncoord
Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.71
Intersection Signal Delay: 29.5 Intersection LOS: C
Intersection Capacity Utilization 76.4% ICU Level of Service D
Analysis Period (min) 15

Splits and Phases:     4: Fox Chase Road & Cedar Road
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McMahon Associates, Inc. St. Basil Redevelopment
1: Fox Chase Road & Forrest Avenue 2029 with Dev Weekday PM

Lanes, Volumes, Timings Synchro 11
. 1: Fox Chase Road & Forrest Avenue

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 4 25 95 49 20 3 38 139 41 5 181 7
Future Volume (vph) 4 25 95 49 20 3 38 139 41 5 181 7
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800
Lane Width (ft) 13 13 13 15 15 15 12 12 12 15 15 15
Grade (%) 2% -1% -2% 1%
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Ped Bike Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 0.897 0.995 0.975 0.995
Flt Protected 0.998 0.967 0.991 0.999
Satd. Flow (prot) 0 1588 0 0 1913 0 0 1697 0 0 1921 0
Flt Permitted 0.990 0.729 0.934 0.994
Satd. Flow (perm) 0 1575 0 0 1442 0 0 1599 0 0 1911 0
Right Turn on Red No No No No
Satd. Flow (RTOR)
Link Speed (mph) 25 25 35 35
Link Distance (ft) 345 428 876 325
Travel Time (s) 9.4 11.7 17.1 6.3
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 4 4 2 2
Peak Hour Factor 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97
Heavy Vehicles (%) 0% 0% 5% 0% 0% 0% 8% 1% 8% 0% 2% 0%
Adj. Flow (vph) 4 26 98 51 21 3 39 143 42 5 187 7
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 128 0 0 75 0 0 224 0 0 199 0
Enter Blocked Intersection No No No No No No No No No No No No
Lane Alignment Left Left Right Left Left Right Left Left Right Left Left Right
Median Width(ft) 0 0 0 0
Link Offset(ft) 0 0 0 0
Crosswalk Width(ft) 16 16 16 16
Two way Left Turn Lane
Headway Factor 1.04 1.04 1.04 0.94 0.94 0.94 1.06 1.06 1.06 0.95 0.95 0.95
Turning Speed (mph) 15 9 15 9 15 9 15 9
Number of Detectors 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0
Detector Template Left Left Left Left
Leading Detector (ft) 20 35 20 35 20 0 20 0
Trailing Detector (ft) 0 -5 0 -5 0 0 0 0
Detector 1 Position(ft) 0 -5 0 -5 0 0 0 0
Detector 1 Size(ft) 20 40 20 40 20 6 20 6
Detector 1 Type Cl+Ex Cl+Ex Cl+Ex Cl+Ex Cl+Ex Cl+Ex Cl+Ex Cl+Ex
Detector 1 Channel
Detector 1 Extend (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Detector 1 Queue (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Detector 1 Delay (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Turn Type Perm NA Perm NA Perm NA Perm NA
Protected Phases 4 8 2 6
Permitted Phases 4 8 2 6
Detector Phase 4 4 8 8 2 2 6 6
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 15.0 15.0 15.0 15.0
Minimum Split (s) 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0 21.0 21.0 21.0 21.0
Total Split (s) 25.0 25.0 25.0 25.0 41.0 41.0 41.0 41.0
Total Split (%) 37.9% 37.9% 37.9% 37.9% 62.1% 62.1% 62.1% 62.1%
Maximum Green (s) 20.0 20.0 20.0 20.0 35.0 35.0 35.0 35.0
Yellow Time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
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McMahon Associates, Inc. St. Basil Redevelopment
1: Fox Chase Road & Forrest Avenue 2029 with Dev Weekday PM

Lanes, Volumes, Timings Synchro 11
. 1: Fox Chase Road & Forrest Avenue

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
All-Red Time (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lost Time Adjust (s) -1.0 -1.0 -1.0 -1.0
Total Lost Time (s) 4.0 4.0 5.0 5.0
Lead/Lag
Lead-Lag Optimize?
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Recall Mode None None None None Max Max Max Max

Intersection Summary
Area Type: Other
Cycle Length: 66
Actuated Cycle Length: 56.7
Natural Cycle: 40
Control Type: Semi Act-Uncoord

Splits and Phases:     1: Fox Chase Road & Forrest Avenue
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McMahon Associates, Inc. St. Basil Redevelopment
1: Fox Chase Road & Forrest Avenue 2029 with Dev Weekday PM

HCM 6th Signalized Intersection Summary Synchro 11
. 1: Fox Chase Road & Forrest Avenue

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 4 25 95 49 20 3 38 139 41 5 181 7
Future Volume (veh/h) 4 25 95 49 20 3 38 139 41 5 181 7
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 0.99 0.98 0.99 0.98 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Work Zone On Approach No No No No
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1849 1849 1776 1911 1911 1911 1761 1860 1761 1866 1837 1866
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 4 26 98 51 21 3 39 143 42 5 187 7
Peak Hour Factor 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97
Percent Heavy Veh, % 0 0 5 0 0 0 8 1 8 0 2 0
Cap, veh/h 74 51 178 255 94 10 225 790 216 77 1194 44
Arrive On Green 0.13 0.15 0.13 0.13 0.15 0.13 0.66 0.68 0.66 0.66 0.68 0.66
Sat Flow, veh/h 22 353 1224 964 649 67 211 1156 315 9 1746 64
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 128 0 0 75 0 0 224 0 0 199 0 0
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1599 0 0 1680 0 0 1682 0 0 1820 0 0
Q Serve(g_s), s 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 4.0 0.0 0.0 1.9 0.0 0.0 2.4 0.0 0.0 2.1 0.0 0.0
Prop In Lane 0.03 0.77 0.68 0.04 0.17 0.19 0.03 0.04
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 272 0 0 327 0 0 1198 0 0 1280 0 0
V/C Ratio(X) 0.47 0.00 0.00 0.23 0.00 0.00 0.19 0.00 0.00 0.16 0.00 0.00
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 676 0 0 688 0 0 1198 0 0 1280 0 0
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 21.3 0.0 0.0 20.4 0.0 0.0 3.1 0.0 0.0 3.0 0.0 0.0
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 1.3 0.0 0.0 0.4 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.0
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(95%),veh/ln 2.7 0.0 0.0 1.5 0.0 0.0 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.9 0.0 0.0
Unsig. Movement Delay, s/veh
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 22.6 0.0 0.0 20.7 0.0 0.0 3.4 0.0 0.0 3.2 0.0 0.0
LnGrp LOS C A A C A A A A A A A A
Approach Vol, veh/h 128 75 224 199
Approach Delay, s/veh 22.6 20.7 3.4 3.2
Approach LOS C C A A

Timer - Assigned Phs 2 4 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 41.0 11.6 41.0 11.6
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 6.0 5.0 6.0 5.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 35.0 20.0 35.0 20.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 0.0 6.0 0.0 3.9
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.2

Intersection Summary
HCM 6th Ctrl Delay 9.3
HCM 6th LOS A

Notes
User approved pedestrian interval to be less than phase max green.
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McMahon Associates, Inc. St. Basil Redevelopment
3: Fox Chase Road & Manor Access/Local Road 2029 with Dev Weekday PM

Lanes, Volumes, Timings Synchro 11
. 3: Fox Chase Road & Manor Access/Local Road

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 13 0 25 18 0 6 6 199 28 9 316 0
Future Volume (vph) 13 0 25 18 0 6 6 199 28 9 316 0
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800
Lane Width (ft) 15 12 15 12 12 12 14 14 12 12 13 13
Grade (%) 3% 0% 2% 0%
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Ped Bike Factor 1.00
Frt 0.910 0.968 0.984
Flt Protected 0.984 0.963 0.999 0.999
Satd. Flow (prot) 0 1588 0 0 1645 0 0 1803 0 0 1804 0
Flt Permitted 0.879 0.819 0.993 0.993
Satd. Flow (perm) 0 1418 0 0 1399 0 0 1792 0 0 1794 0
Right Turn on Red No No No No
Satd. Flow (RTOR)
Link Speed (mph) 30 25 35 35
Link Distance (ft) 250 228 379 876
Travel Time (s) 5.7 6.2 7.4 17.1
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 1 1
Peak Hour Factor 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97
Heavy Vehicles (%) 0% 2% 0% 2% 2% 2% 0% 4% 2% 2% 3% 0%
Adj. Flow (vph) 13 0 26 19 0 6 6 205 29 9 326 0
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 39 0 0 25 0 0 240 0 0 335 0
Enter Blocked Intersection No No No No No No No No No No No No
Lane Alignment Left Left Right Left Left Right Left Left Right Left Left Right
Median Width(ft) 0 10 0 0
Link Offset(ft) 0 0 0 0
Crosswalk Width(ft) 16 16 16 16
Two way Left Turn Lane
Headway Factor 0.97 1.09 0.97 1.07 1.07 1.07 1.00 1.00 1.09 1.07 1.03 1.03
Turning Speed (mph) 15 9 15 9 15 9 15 9
Number of Detectors 3 1 1 1 1 2 1 2
Detector Template Left Left Left
Leading Detector (ft) 40 35 20 35 20 236 20 236
Trailing Detector (ft) -3 -5 0 -5 0 -5 0 -5
Detector 1 Position(ft) -3 -5 0 -5 0 -5 0 -5
Detector 1 Size(ft) 6 40 20 40 20 40 20 40
Detector 1 Type Cl+Ex Cl+Ex Cl+Ex Cl+Ex Cl+Ex Cl+Ex Cl+Ex Cl+Ex
Detector 1 Channel
Detector 1 Extend (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Detector 1 Queue (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Detector 1 Delay (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 5.0
Detector 2 Position(ft) 13 230 230
Detector 2 Size(ft) 6 6 6
Detector 2 Type Cl+Ex Extend Extend
Detector 2 Channel
Detector 2 Extend (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0
Detector 3 Position(ft) 34
Detector 3 Size(ft) 6
Detector 3 Type Cl+Ex
Detector 3 Channel
Detector 3 Extend (s) 0.0
Turn Type Perm NA Perm NA Perm NA Perm NA
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McMahon Associates, Inc. St. Basil Redevelopment
3: Fox Chase Road & Manor Access/Local Road 2029 with Dev Weekday PM

Lanes, Volumes, Timings Synchro 11
. 3: Fox Chase Road & Manor Access/Local Road

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Protected Phases 4 8 2 6
Permitted Phases 4 8 2 6
Detector Phase 4 4 8 8 2 2 6 6
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 15.0 15.0 15.0 15.0
Minimum Split (s) 8.0 8.0 8.0 8.0 21.0 21.0 21.0 21.0
Total Split (s) 20.0 20.0 20.0 20.0 47.0 47.0 47.0 47.0
Total Split (%) 29.9% 29.9% 29.9% 29.9% 70.1% 70.1% 70.1% 70.1%
Maximum Green (s) 15.0 15.0 15.0 15.0 41.0 41.0 41.0 41.0
Yellow Time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
All-Red Time (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lost Time Adjust (s) -1.0 -1.0 -1.0 -1.0
Total Lost Time (s) 4.0 4.0 5.0 5.0
Lead/Lag
Lead-Lag Optimize?
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Minimum Gap (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Time Before Reduce (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 26.0 26.0 26.0 26.0
Time To Reduce (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 10.0 10.0 10.0 10.0
Recall Mode None None None None Max Max Max Max

Intersection Summary
Area Type: Other
Cycle Length: 67
Actuated Cycle Length: 58.5
Natural Cycle: 40
Control Type: Actuated-Uncoordinated

Splits and Phases:     3: Fox Chase Road & Manor Access/Local Road
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McMahon Associates, Inc. St. Basil Redevelopment
3: Fox Chase Road & Manor Access/Local Road 2029 with Dev Weekday PM

HCM 6th Signalized Intersection Summary Synchro 11
. 3: Fox Chase Road & Manor Access/Local Road

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 13 0 25 18 0 6 6 199 28 9 316 0
Future Volume (veh/h) 13 0 25 18 0 6 6 199 28 9 316 0
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Work Zone On Approach No Yes No No
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1820 1722 1820 1772 1772 1772 1849 1790 1750 1772 1828 1872
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 13 0 26 19 0 6 6 205 29 9 326 0
Peak Hour Factor 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97
Percent Heavy Veh, % 0 2 0 2 2 2 0 4 2 2 3 0
Cap, veh/h 118 0 60 195 0 25 75 1175 163 78 1394 0
Arrive On Green 0.06 0.00 0.05 0.05 0.00 0.05 0.75 0.77 0.75 0.75 0.77 0.00
Sat Flow, veh/h 475 0 949 1238 0 391 10 1524 211 13 1807 0
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 39 0 0 25 0 0 240 0 0 335 0 0
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1424 0 0 1629 0 0 1745 0 0 1820 0 0
Q Serve(g_s), s 1.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 1.4 0.0 0.0 0.8 0.0 0.0 2.0 0.0 0.0 2.8 0.0 0.0
Prop In Lane 0.33 0.67 0.76 0.24 0.02 0.12 0.03 0.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 179 0 0 190 0 0 1381 0 0 1438 0 0
V/C Ratio(X) 0.22 0.00 0.00 0.13 0.00 0.00 0.17 0.00 0.00 0.23 0.00 0.00
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 501 0 0 501 0 0 1381 0 0 1438 0 0
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 24.8 0.0 0.0 24.7 0.0 0.0 1.7 0.0 0.0 1.8 0.0 0.0
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.6 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.4 0.0 0.0
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(95%),veh/ln 0.9 0.0 0.0 0.6 0.0 0.0 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.7 0.0 0.0
Unsig. Movement Delay, s/veh
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 25.5 0.0 0.0 25.0 0.0 0.0 1.9 0.0 0.0 2.1 0.0 0.0
LnGrp LOS C A A C A A A A A A A A
Approach Vol, veh/h 39 25 240 335
Approach Delay, s/veh 25.5 25.0 1.9 2.1
Approach LOS C C A A

Timer - Assigned Phs 2 4 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 47.0 7.5 47.0 7.5
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 6.0 5.0 6.0 5.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 41.0 15.0 41.0 15.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 4.0 3.9 4.8 2.8
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 4.2 0.0 6.1 0.0

Intersection Summary
HCM 6th Ctrl Delay 4.4
HCM 6th LOS A
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings Synchro 11
. 4: Fox Chase Road & Cedar Road

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 70 252 115 6 270 80 77 111 5 81 190 70
Future Volume (vph) 70 252 115 6 270 80 77 111 5 81 190 70
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800
Lane Width (ft) 11 11 11 14 14 14 12 12 12 12 12 12
Grade (%) 0% -1% 1% 1%
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Ped Bike Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 0.964 0.970 0.997 0.972
Flt Protected 0.992 0.999 0.980 0.988
Satd. Flow (prot) 0 1642 0 0 1822 0 0 1715 0 0 1683 0
Flt Permitted 0.786 0.991 0.725 0.863
Satd. Flow (perm) 0 1301 0 0 1808 0 0 1267 0 0 1470 0
Right Turn on Red No No No No
Satd. Flow (RTOR)
Link Speed (mph) 35 35 35 35
Link Distance (ft) 299 432 438 399
Travel Time (s) 5.8 8.4 8.5 7.8
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 1 1 4 4
Peak Hour Factor 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97
Heavy Vehicles (%) 3% 1% 1% 0% 1% 6% 1% 2% 20% 3% 1% 2%
Adj. Flow (vph) 72 260 119 6 278 82 79 114 5 84 196 72
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 451 0 0 366 0 0 198 0 0 352 0
Enter Blocked Intersection No No No No No No No No No No No No
Lane Alignment Left Left Right Left Left Right Left Left Right Left Left Right
Median Width(ft) 0 0 0 0
Link Offset(ft) 0 0 0 0
Crosswalk Width(ft) 16 16 16 16
Two way Left Turn Lane
Headway Factor 1.12 1.12 1.12 0.98 0.98 0.98 1.08 1.08 1.08 1.08 1.08 1.08
Turning Speed (mph) 15 9 15 9 15 9 15 9
Number of Detectors 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Detector Template Left Left Left Left
Leading Detector (ft) 20 35 20 35 20 35 20 35
Trailing Detector (ft) 0 -5 0 -5 0 -5 0 -5
Detector 1 Position(ft) 0 -5 0 -5 0 -5 0 -5
Detector 1 Size(ft) 20 40 20 40 20 40 20 40
Detector 1 Type Cl+Ex Cl+Ex Cl+Ex Cl+Ex Cl+Ex Cl+Ex Cl+Ex Cl+Ex
Detector 1 Channel
Detector 1 Extend (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Detector 1 Queue (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Detector 1 Delay (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Turn Type pm+pt NA Perm NA Perm NA pm+pt NA
Protected Phases 3 8 4 6 5 2
Permitted Phases 8 4 6 2
Detector Phase 3 8 4 4 6 6 5 2
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 3.0 10.0 10.0 10.0 12.0 12.0 3.0 12.0
Minimum Split (s) 9.0 16.0 16.0 16.0 18.0 18.0 9.0 18.0
Total Split (s) 13.0 46.0 33.0 33.0 35.0 35.0 13.0 48.0
Total Split (%) 13.8% 48.9% 35.1% 35.1% 37.2% 37.2% 13.8% 51.1%
Maximum Green (s) 7.0 40.0 27.0 27.0 29.0 29.0 7.0 42.0
Yellow Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings Synchro 11
. 4: Fox Chase Road & Cedar Road

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
All-Red Time (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Lost Time Adjust (s) -1.0 -1.0 -1.0 -1.0
Total Lost Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Lead/Lag Lead Lag Lag Lag Lag Lead
Lead-Lag Optimize?
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Recall Mode Max None None None None None Max None
Act Effct Green (s) 34.6 21.4 18.8 32.1
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.45 0.28 0.24 0.42
v/c Ratio 0.73 0.73 0.64 0.55
Control Delay 25.5 35.0 37.1 21.3
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 25.5 35.0 37.1 21.3
LOS C D D C
Approach Delay 25.5 35.0 37.1 21.3
Approach LOS C D D C
Queue Length 50th (ft) 153 154 84 118
Queue Length 95th (ft) 297 283 165 217
Internal Link Dist (ft) 219 352 358 319
Turn Bay Length (ft)
Base Capacity (vph) 744 671 504 861
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.61 0.55 0.39 0.41

Intersection Summary
Area Type: Other
Cycle Length: 94
Actuated Cycle Length: 76.9
Natural Cycle: 60
Control Type: Semi Act-Uncoord
Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.73
Intersection Signal Delay: 28.7 Intersection LOS: C
Intersection Capacity Utilization 80.8% ICU Level of Service D
Analysis Period (min) 15

Splits and Phases:     4: Fox Chase Road & Cedar Road

237



238



 
3100 Horizon Drive 

Suite 200 
King of Prussia, PA 19406 

T: 610-277-2402 
F: 610-277-7449 

 
www.pennoni.com 

 
June 1, 2023 
 
ABINT130030 
 
Mr. Richard Manfredi, Township Manager 
Abington Township 
1176 Old York Road 
Abington, PA 19001 
 
RE: LD-23-01-711 Fox Chase Road (St. Basil) 
 PARID: 30-00-22424-00-1/ TMID: 30059 025 

PARID: 30-00-22424-00-5/ TMID: 30059 026 
Conditional Use Application Zoning Review 

 
Dear Mr. Manfredi: 
 
We have received a copy of the Conditional Use Application, application narrative, and redacted agreement 
of sale received on March 30, 2023, in conjunction with the subdivision and land development application 
submission of the Preliminary/Final Major Land Development Plans dated March 24, 2023, as submitted by 
the Applicant, Toll Mid-Atlantic, L.P Company, Inc. for the above referenced property on behalf of the property 
owner, Sisters of St. Basil the Great.  
 
The Applicant is proposing to demolish the existing structures of the former St. Basil Academy School site; and 
construct a total of 150 age-restricted carriage homes as well as a clubhouse and pool on an existing parcel of 
land located within the newly created AR – Age Restricted Carriage Home Overlay District. The entire site 
consists of approx. 46.37 acres and is located within the CS – Community Service Zoning District. Other site 
improvements for this site include parking, curbing, sidewalk, landscaping, lighting, and sanitary and 
stormwater management facilities.  Access to/from the site will be by way of one (1) proposed entrance off 
Fox Chase Road. In addition, an emergency access road is proposed off of Fox Chase Road on the northwestern 
corner of the site.  The proposed development will be serviced by public water and sewer. 
 
This project is located within the CS – Community Service Zoning District and the newly created AR – Age 
Restricted Carriage Home Overlay District as adopted by Ordinance no. 2199 on November 10, 2022. The site 
is fronted by Fox Chase Road to the southwest; residential properties zoned in the R1 – Low Medium Density 
Residential Zoning District to the north or northeast; residential properties zoned in the R3 – Medium Density 
Residential Zoning District, as well as the RC – Recreation/Conservation Zoning District, to the southeast; and 
residential properties zoned in the R4 – High Density Residential Zoning District to the south.  In addition, a 
tributary of the Pennypack Creek traverses from north to south within the eastern corner of the track. 
 
In accordance with the FEMA, Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) Panel No. 42091C0403G, effective March 2, 
2016, the tract is identified to be primarily located within Zone X, an area outside the 0.2% chance flood and 
minimal flood hazard.  However, the area where the Pennypack Creek tributary traverses the site is located 
within Flood Zone X, an area of 0.2% annual chance flood hazard, areas of 1% annual chance flood with 
average depth less than one foot or with drainage areas of less than one square mile. Therefore, based on the 
FEMA FIRM determination, this site is not located within the Floodplain Conservation District, and is therefore 
not subject to the floodplain regulations of the Floodplain Conservation District. However, per the Abington 
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Township Riparian Corridor Analysis Map, Figure 15.2, and Section 1502.A.1, this parcel is identified as a parcel 
which is located within and intersecting the Riparian Corridor; and is therefore, subject to the regulations of 
the Riparian Corridor Conservation District. 
 
Under this Conditional Use Application, the Applicant is proposing to provide a new sewer main connection 
for the majority of the Property to the existing sanitary sewer manhole located within a 20-foot wide sanitary 
sewer easement located on the east side of the property and within Zone 2 of the Riparian Corridor 
Conservation District.   
 

CONDITIONAL USE REQUESTED 
 

The Applicant is requesting the following conditional use approval from the Abington Township Zoning 
Code: 
 

1. §1503.B.2.b - Used Permitted by Conditional Use, Zone 2 – A conditional use approval to allow for 
the installation of a central sewer line in Zone 2 of the Riparian Corridor Conservation District. 
The Applicant is proposing a new central sewer main to cross Zone 2 of the Riparian Corridor 
Conservation District which requires conditional use approval from the Abington Township Board 
of Commissioners. 

 
The following documents have been reviewed: 
 

Title Sheet Dated Revised 

Conditional Use Application Submittal    

Conditional Use Application & Application Fee 3 pages ----- ----- 

Application Narrative 1 page ----- ----- 

Redacted Agreement of Sale 40 pages 05/04/20 ----- 
    

Land Development Plans    

Cover Sheet 1 of 64 03/24/23 ----- 

Record Plans 2-5 of 64 03/24/23 ----- 

General Notes 6 of 64 03/24/23 ----- 

Existing Features Plans 7-10 of 64 03/24/23 ----- 

Overall Site Plan 11 of 64 03/24/23 ----- 

Grading Plans 12-19 of 64 03/24/23 ----- 

Utility Plans 20-27 of 64 03/24/23 ----- 

Road Plan & Profile 28-34 of 64 03/24/23 ----- 

Easement Profiles 35-39 of 64 03/24/23 ----- 

Construction Details 40-41 of 64 03/24/23 ----- 

Storm Sewer Details 42-43 of 64 03/24/23 ----- 

Sanitary Sewer Details 44-45 of 64 03/24/23 ----- 

Water Details 46 of 64 03/24/23 ----- 

Basin Details 47-55 of 64 03/24/23 ----- 

Landscape & Lighting Plans 56-63 of 64 03/24/23 ----- 

Landscape & Lighting Details & Notes 64 of 64 03/24/23 ----- 

Erosion and Sediment Control Plans    

Cover Sheet 1 of 15 03/24/23 ----- 

Erosion and Sediment Control Plan 2-9 of 15 03/24/23 ----- 

Erosion and Sediment Control Details 10-13 of 15 03/24/23 ----- 

Erosion and Sediment Control Notes 14-15 of 15 03/24/23 ----- 
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Stormwater Management Narrative 660 pages 03/2023 ----- 

 
We have performed a review of the above referenced plans for compliance with the Zoning Ordinance 
(Chapter 162).  We offer the following comments for your consideration: 
 

ZONING COMMENTS 
 

1. Per §301 – Permitted Uses – Based on the Abington Township Comprehensive Use Matrix, the existing 
and  proposed uses on the above referenced property are: 
 
• Existing/Former Use E-14 – School/College – The former St. Basil Academy, which is classified as a 

Use E-14 – School/College use is a permitted  use within the CS – Community Service Zoning District.  
 
• Proposed Use H-13 - Age-Restricted Carriage Home Dwelling Unit (Single-Family Attached) – The 

Applicant is utilizing the AR - Age-Restricted Carriage Home Overlay District for the proposed 
carriage homes on the site.  A Use H-13 is a permitted use within the AR - Age-Restricted Carriage 
Home Overlay District for the site.  

 
2. Per §1503.B.2.b – Used Permitted by Conditional Use, Zone 2 – Corridor crossings by centralized sewer 

and water lines and/or public utility transmission lines, provided that any disturbance is offset by 
corridor mitigation measures as outlined in §1508, Riparian Management of this chapter, and provided 
underground utility and pipe crossings are located at least 3 feet below stream invert. 
The eastern portion of this site is located within the Riparian Corridor Conservation District Zone 2. 
Based on the utility plans, the Applicant is proposing new sanitary lines to be located within Zone 2 of 
the Riparian Corridor which is only permitted by conditional use. As part of this Land Development 
application, the Applicant has included a completed conditional use application seeking approval from 
this Code Section to allow for the sanitary sewer crossing within Zone 2 of the Riparian Corridor 
Conservation District. 
 

3. Per §1710.A – Use Regulations – Based on the Abington Township comprehensive Use Matrix, Use H-13 
– Age-Restricted Carriage Home Dwelling Unit (Single-Family attached) was created as part of Ordinance 
No. 2199 which permits Use H-13 within the AR – Age Restricted Carriage Home Overlay Zoning District. 
Based on Ordinance No. 2199 as adopted on November 10, 2022, the subject property is located 
within the AR – Age Restricted Carriage Home Overlay Zoning District; therefore, a Use H-13 is 
permitted within this overlay zoning district.  
 

4. Per §1710.B – Use Regulations – Based on the Abington Township comprehensive Use Matrix, Use A-6 
Clubhouse, Use A-18 – Outdoor Recreation, Uses Accessory to, Use A-24 Swimming Pool, and Use A-25 
Tennis/Sports Court are all permitted within the AR Overlay Zoning District. 
The Applicant is proposing a clubhouse, pool, and outdoor recreation areas as part of this land 
development which are permitted within the AR – Age Restricted Carriage Home Overlay Zoning 
District. 
 

5. Per §1711, Figure 17.2 – Dimensional Regulations – The minimum lot area shall be 40 acres gross. 
Based on the plans, the total tract area is 46.37 acres which is in compliance with this Code Section. 
 

6. Per §1711, Figure 17.2 – Dimensional Regulations – The minimum front yard setback shall be 30 feet 
dwelling setback from the face of the curb and/or edge of cartway. 
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Based on our measurements, it appears that the Applicant will comply with the required dwelling 
setback dimensions; however, dimensions for the building setbacks shall be provided on the plans to 
ensure compliance with this Code Section. 
 

7. Per §1711, Figure 17.2 – Dimensional Regulations – The maximum building coverage shall be 25%. 
The Applicant has provided a building coverage percentage of 19.8% which is in compliance with this 
Code Section. The Applicant shall provide a building coverage calculation on the plans showing the 
total building areas and the resulting percentages to ensure compliance with this Code Section. 
 

8. Per §1711, Figure 17.2 – Dimensional Regulations – The maximum impervious coverage shall be 50% 
and the minimum green area shall be 50%. 
The Applicant has provided a building coverage percentage of 34.3% which is in compliance with this 
Code Section. The Applicant shall provide an impervious coverage calculation on the plans showing 
the total impervious areas and the resulting percentages to ensure compliance with this Code Section.  
 

9. Per §1711, Figure 17.2 – Dimensional Regulations – The minimum open space shall be the gross site 
area (in acres) x 0.40. 
The Applicant has provided a building coverage percentage of 34.3% which is in compliance with this 
Code Section. The Applicant shall provide an open space calculation on the plans showing the total 
open space and the resulting percentages to ensure compliance with this Code Section.  
 

10. Per §1711, Figure 17.2 – Dimensional Regulations – The maximum density shall be the gross site area 
(in acres) x 3.4. 
The Applicant is proposing 150 dwellings on 46.37 acres of land which results in a density of 3.23 
DU/Ac. which is less than the maximum allowable of 3.4 DU/Ac.; however, per §201 – Definitions – 
density is defined as the dwelling units per developable acre. The definition of developable acre is 
land remaining at a development site after excluding existing easements; rights-of-ways; areas 
consisting of floodplain and wetlands which are protected from development by federal, state, or 
local land regulations; and steep slope areas (including those steep slope areas for which a grant of 
special exception has been denied by the Township Zoning Hearing Board). The Applicant shall 
provide a developable acreage calculation on the plan and also provide a density calculation based on 
the developable acreage to ensure compliance with this Code Section. 
 

11. Per §1711, Figure 17.2 – Dimensional Regulations – The maximum building height shall be 35 feet. 
The Applicant is indicating that the building heights will be less than 30 feet. The Applicant has 
provided architectural renderings; however, no dimensions were shown on the renderings. The 
Applicant shall provide architectural drawings or update the renderings to include the building height 
dimensions for the proposed dwellings and clubhouse to ensure the buildings are no more than 35 
feet in height. 
 

12. Per §1712.B – Special Development Regulations – Along any boundary line of the tract adjoining an 
existing residential use, a 125-foot-wide green area shall be provided. In addition, a screening buffer 
conforming to §2403.B.4 Buffer specifications, Medium Intensity Buffer Option A, with a depth of not 
less than 40 feet, shall be situated within the green area, the final location if which shall be determined 
during land development. 
The Applicant is proposing a 125-foot-wide green area which includes a 40-foot-wide medium 
intensity buffer area, and is therefore in compliance with the above Code Section. 
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13. Per §1806.B – Conditional Uses – The Board of Commissioners shall grant a conditional use only if it 
finds adequate evidence that any proposed development submitted will meet all of the following 
general requirements as well as any specific requirements and standards listed herein for the proposed 
use. The Board shall require that any proposed use, and its location among other things, shall be:  
1. In accordance with the Abington Township Comprehensive Plan.  
2. Consistent with the spirit, purposes, and intent of the applicable zoning district.  
3. An improvement which is not a detriment to the properties in the immediate vicinity, and which 

shall be in the best interests of the Township.  
4. In conformance with all applicable requirements of this Ordinance and all municipal, state and 

federal codes applicable to the use or process in question. 
The Applicant will be required to meet the requirements and standards of this Code provision. 
 

14. Per §1806.G – Criteria for Conditional Use Approval – Applications for conditional use approval shall 
contain all data, information, and reports necessary for the Board of Commissioners to evaluate the 
proposal. In addition to the requirements of the Pennsylvania Municipalities Planning Code (MPC), the 
following criteria shall be considered by the Board of Commissioners:  

1. Consistency with the goals, objectives, and recommendations of the Township and County 
Comprehensive Plans; Old York Road Corridor Improvement Plan; Township Open Space, 
Recreation, and Environmental Resource Protection Plan; Township Revitalization Plans, and other 
plans adopted by the Township.  

 
2. Suitability of the proposed use for the property in question. This criterion shall consider issues 
such as traffic, vehicular and pedestrian circulation, adjacent land use(s), buffering, and other 
impacts on the surrounding area.  
 
3. Community Character. The impact of the proposed use on the surrounding community shall be 
considered. If the proposal is adjacent to a residential district, the scale of the use shall relate to and 
complement the surrounding area. The location and design of parking areas shall be in harmony 
with preserving the general appearance and character of the area. All new buildings shall be 
architecturally compatible with existing buildings on the site.  
 
4. Nuisance/Safety Analysis. The use shall not generate excessive noise, noxious odors, air pollution 
or lighting, or result in pedestrian conflict or other safety hazards to people or property. Artificial 
light shall be directed away from adjacent property and buildings. Artificial lighting shall be located 
to avoid shining into habitable room windows offsite. Outdoor uses and accessory facilities shall 
only be permitted where the noise generated by the use will have a minimal impact on nearby 
residential uses and where hazards are contained on the site to the maximum extent possible.  
 
5. Traffic Impact. The existing road system must be able to accommodate the peak traffic generated 
by the proposed use in a safe and efficient manner. Existing residential areas shall not be impacted 
by significant volumes of traffic from the proposed facility. The Board of Commissioners may 
request a traffic impact study, as described in Traffic Impact Study section of the SALDO.  
 
6. Public Utilities. All uses shall be capable of being served by public sewer. A use may be permitted 
to be served by an on lot sanitary system, only if deemed acceptable by the Board of Commissioners 
and the adopted 537 Plan of the Township, upon recommendation of the Township Engineer, and 
upon approval of the Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection. Sufficient water supply 
must be available to accommodate all the needs of the proposed use. 

 
The Applicant will be required to meet the criteria of these Code provisions. 
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15. Per §2103.H Use H-13.1 – Age-Restricted Carriage Home Dwelling Unit (Single-Family Attached) – Age 

Restricted carriage homes may be one or two-level dwelling units above grade, provided that they do 
not exceed the district height limitation and may have a third level serving as a basement.  
The Applicant shall provide architectural drawings or updated renderings of the dwellings to show 
total number of stories for the buildings, as well as the building heights to ensure compliance with this 
Code Section. 
 

16. Per §2103.H Use H-13.2 – Age-Restricted Carriage Home Dwelling Unit (Single-Family Attached) – All 
age-restricted carriage home dwelling units must connect to public water and sewer.  
On the Utility Plans, there are some locations where the water lines are not shown connecting to the 
dwellings within the development. The Applicant shall confirm the connections and revise 
accordingly. 
 

17. Per Article XXII – Signs – Any monument/landmark signage proposed as part of the land development 
shall be shown on the plan. The Applicant shall be responsible for obtaining the required sign permits. 
 

18. Per §2304.H Use H-13 – Age-Restricted Carriage Home Dwelling Unit (Single-Family Attached) – 2 
parking spaces exclusive of garage space, plus one-quarter (1/4) parking space per dwelling unit for 
visitor and overflow parking shall be provided. The visitor and overflow parking may be provided in 
designated on-street parking spaces; parking spaces may be reduced to 9’ x 18’; and single car garages 
may not be utilized as required parking spaces, unless a basement is provided. 
The Applicant is proposing 150 dwelling units which requires the following parking spaces. 

• 150 Units x 2 spaces per unit = 300 parking spaces 

• 150 Units x (1/4) spaces per unit = 37.5 = 38 parking spaces 
In total, the Applicant is required to provide 338 parking spaces for the dwelling units. Based on the 
plan provided, the Applicant is proposing 359 parking spaces on site consisting of 300 parking spaces 
in the driveways of the dwelling units and 59 parking spaces on Roads A, B, D, and E as well as in front 
of the clubhouse area. The Applicant shall clarify if any basements will be provided for the proposed 
dwelling units to confirm the total number of parking spaces being provided on the site. The Applicant 
shall update the parking calculation on the Record Plan (Sheet 3) to reflect the correct number of 
parking spaces required and proposed. 
 

19. Per §2307.A – Parking for Individuals with Disabilities – Accessible parking spaces shall be provided for 
any place of public accommodation or any commercial facility, pursuant to the Americans with Disabilities 
Act of 1990, as amended and shall be designed in accordance with the Rules and Regulations of said Act, 
as amended. 
The Applicant is not required to provide ADA accessible parking for the private on-lot parking spaces 
within the driveway areas of the individual dwellings; however, the Applicant shall provide ADA 
accessible parking located in front of the proposed clubhouse area for the additional overflow parking 
requirements. Based on the overflow parking requirements, the Applicant is proposing 59 parking 
spaces which requires a minimum of three (3) accessible parking spaces to be provided, of which one 
of the accessible parking spaces shall be van accessible in accordance with ADA guidelines. 
 

20. Per §2310.A – Parking Lot and Frontage Development Standards – The minimum width of drives and 
parking aisles shall be 24 feet for two-way travel and 12 feet for one-way travel. 
Based on the plans, in the areas where the Applicant is proposing on-street parking, the drive aisle 
width for the two-way road around the on-street parking is only 20 feet wide which is less than the 
required 24 feet wide. The Applicant shall revise the parking and drive layout to ensure a minimum of 
24 feet for two-way travel is provided. 
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21. Per §2401.A.2.d.(1).(a) – Preservation and Protection of Existing Vegetation – Tree replacement shall 

occur when new impervious coverage exceeds 500 SF and a tree with a minimum caliper of six (6) inches 
is removed. In such cases, two new trees, each a minimum of 3-to-3.5” caliper, measured 6” above grade, 
shall be planted for each tree with a minimum caliper of 6” or greater that is removed. 
Based on the Existing Features Plan (Sheet 7), the Applicant is indicating that they are removing 67 trees 
as part of this Land Development project. The trees shall be labeled with a diameter of the tree to be 
removed to confirm the required tree replacement. A tree replacement calculation shall be provided 
on the landscaping plan showing the total number of trees removed and the total number of trees 
proposed based on this code requirement. In addition, the Applicant shall label the trees that are 
proposed to remain. For example, on the Existing Features Plan (Sheet 7), the existing trees that are not 
labeled which are located between the trees labeled 44 and 45 and 48 and 49 as not proposed to be 
removed; however, on the Utility Plan (Sheet 24) there is storm piping proposed directly underneath 
those trees which will require those trees to be removed. The Applicant shall clarify and confirm all 
trees to remain or to be removed and update the label on the Existing Features plan accordingly. 
 

22. Per §2401.A.2.d.(1).(c) – Preservation and Protection of Existing Vegetation – Each mature tree with a 
10-inch caliper or greater on the site shall be designated either “TO REMAIN” or “TO BE REMOVED”. 
The Applicant shall label all trees with a ten (10) in caliper or greater as “TO REMAIN” or “TO BE 
REMOVED”. 
 

23. Per §2401.A.2.d.(2) – Preservation and Protection of Existing Vegetation – Existing vegetation 
designated “TO REMAIN,” in accordance with the landscaping plan of a subdivision or land development 
shall be identified in the field prior to any clearing and shall be physically protected throughout the 
construction process. A temporary tree protection zone, constructed according to the standards 
expressed below, shall be erected a minimum of one foot outside the drip line on all sides of individual 
trees or tree masses prior to major clearing or construction. The barrier shall be placed to prevent 
disturbance to or compaction of soil inside the barrier and shall remain until construction is complete. The 
barrier shall be shown on the landscape plan. 
On the E&S plans, there is a callout for tree protection fencing in the legend; however, it is unclear 
where the tree protection fencing is provided on the plans to protect the existing vegetation shown to 
remain on the site. The Applicant shall clarify and update the plans accordingly to distinguish the tree 
protection fencing. 
 

24. Per §2402.A.2.a.(4) – Planting Islands – Each planting island shall contain one shade tree plus shrubs 
and/or groundcover to cover the entire area at maturity. Parking lot trees shall be a minimum of three 
inches in caliper, branching at 6 feet to 8 feet in height and of the recommended species as listed in the 
‘Recommended Plant Materials’ List in the SALDO. Parking lot islands shall be planted in lawn or ground 
cover only. 
The Applicant is proposing a planting island in front of the proposed clubhouse building with no shade 
tree proposed in this planting island. A shade tree shall be required based on the requirement of the 
above Code Section. 
 

25. Per §2402.A.2.a.(5) – Planting Islands – Shade trees located within any parking island which is less than 
300 SF measured from outside curb to outside curb will require permanently installed irrigation. 
The planting island in front of the proposed clubhouse building at 200 SF is less than 300 SF. The 
Applicant will need to revise the size of the planting island or be required to provide the required 
irrigation system per this Code Section. 
 

26. Per §2402.B.2.c – Street Trees – Trees shall be planted at a ratio of at least one tree per 40 LF of frontage 
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or fraction thereof. Trees shall be distributed along the entire frontage of the property, although they 
need not be evenly spaced. 
Based on our measurements, there is approximately 9,195 LF of frontage which will require 9,195/40 = 
230 street trees. The Applicant is indicating that there is 8,845 LF of frontage and which will require 222 
street trees. The Applicant shall update the street tree calculation and provide the additional required 
street trees. 
 

27. Per §2601.H.4 – Lighting Standards - Lighting standards in parking areas shall not be located farther than 
200’ apart and may not be taller than 18’ in height. No pedestrian lighting standard may exceed 14’ in 
height. 
The Applicant has provided street lighting with the Landscape and Lighting Details Plan, however, the 
mounting heights for the proposed street lighting along the proposed internal roadways and the iso-
foot-candles for these lights have not been provided on the plans. The Applicant shall confirm the 
mounting heights of the lights and revise the plans to show the mounting heights and the iso-foot-
candles for the proposed lights.  

 
GENERAL COMMENTS 

 
28. Per the Existing Features Plans (Sheets 7 to 10), there are multiple locations where private fencing and 

structures are shown to be encroaching within the site boundaries from the abutting properties that front 
Forrest Avenue, Kirkwood Street, and Suffolk Road.  The Applicant shall clarify if the private fences and 
structures are permitted to remain or be required to be removed outside the site boundaries.  It is 
recommended that a written agreement to permit these encroachments for each of the properties should 
be provided to the Township.  

 
29. The Applicant shall address the review comments as issued under the SALDO application submission. 

 

If you have any questions or comments with this submittal, please do not hesitate to contact me. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
PENNONI 
 

 
Allison A. Lee, PE 
Assistant Zoning Officer 
 
cc: Terry Castorina, Assistant to the Township Manager 
 Ashley McIlvaine, Assistant Township Manager & Assistant CAO 
 
 

U:\ACCOUNTS\ABINT\ABINT130030 - LD-23-01 - 710 FOX CHASE RD (ST. BASIL)\ADMIN\4 - PLAN REVIEWS\CUR01060123 711FOXCHASEROAD.DOCX 
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CONDITIONAL USE APPLICATION 

Section 1806 of The Zoning Ordinance of the Township of Abington contains the requirements for the 
submission, review procedures and the criteria for approval of a Conditional Use application within the 
Township of Abington.  This form has been provided for your use.   Please complete the entire form and 
submit the completed application with the required plan(s), reports(s) and application fee. 

Name of Applicant:  _____________________________________________________________ 

Address of Applicant:  ____________________________________________________________ 

____________________________________________________________ 

Telephone Number:  _____________________________________________________________ 

E-Mail Address:  ________________________________________________________________

Name of Land Owner:  ___________________________________________________________ 

Address of Land Owner:  ________________________________________________________ 

     _________________________________________________________ 

Telephone Number:  ____________________________________________________________ 

Submit proof of standing for the property involved in this application.   A copy of the deed, agreement of sale 
or lease can be submitted.  Please feel free to delete the financial terms of the sales agreement or lease. 

Name of Attorney:  _____________________________________________________________ 

Address of Attorney:  ___________________________________________________________ 

___________________________________________________________ 

Attorney’s Phone Number:  ______________________________________________________ 

Attorney’s E-Mail Address:  ______________________________________________________ 

A written narrative may be submitted with this application that addresses the need for this application, an 
assessment of the property involved, the community character, safety related issues, traffic impact, storm 
water management and the effect on public utilities.  

The undersigned herewith declares this submission to be true and correct as to the facts known as of the date 
of this application.   

TOWNSHIP OF ABINGTON 

Toll Mid-Atlantic LP Company, Inc. 

1140 Virginia Drive, Fort Washington, PA 19034

215-938-8000

BThierrin@tollbrothers.com

Sisters of St. Basil the Great

710 Fox Chase Road, Jenkintown, PA 19046

Alyson M. Zarro, Esquire 

Riley Riper Hollin & Colagreco, 717 Consitution Drive, Suite 201

Exton, PA 19341

610-458-4400

Alyson@rrhc.com 

Attn.: Brian Thierrin
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ABINGTON TOWNSHIP 
CONDITIONAL USE APPLICATION NARRATIVE 

 
Toll Mid-Atlantic LP Company, Inc. 

1140 Virginia Drive, Fort Washington, Pennsylvania 19034 
 

 Toll Mid-Atlantic LP Company, Inc. (“Applicant”) is the equitable owner of a property 
located at 711 Fox Chase Road, Jenkintown, Pennsylvania 19046, consisting of approximately 
46.37 acres, and more specifically identified as Tax Parcel Numbers 30-00-22424-001 and 30-00-
22420-005 (“Property”). The Property was formerly used for Saint Basil Academy. Applicant 
proposes to redevelop the Property pursuant to the AR Age-Restricted Carriage Home Overlay 
District with 150 Age-Restricted Single-Family Attached Carriage Home Dwelling Units and 
accessory uses. In connection with the proposed redevelopment of the Property, Applicant requests 
conditional use approval, pursuant to Section 1503.B.2.b of the Abington Township Zoning 
Ordinance, to allow the installation of a central sewer line in Zone Two of the Riparian Corridor 
Conservation District.   

 The proposed development would be served by public sewer.  Public sewer for the majority 
of the Property will be provided via connection to an existing sanitary sewer manhole located 
within a 20-foot wide sanitary sewer easement generally on the east side of the Property.  The 
location of the existing sanitary sewer easement and manhole are shown on the enclosed 
Conditional Use Plan prepared by ESE Consultants, Inc. dated March 2023.     

 Portions of the eastern end of the Property are within the Riparian Corridor Conservation 
District.  Zone One and Zone Two of the Riparian Corridor Conservation District are shown on 
the Subdivision and Land Development Plan being filed contemporaneously with this conditional 
use application. An enlarged area of the two Zones are shown on the Conditional Use Plan. The 
existing sanitary sewer improvements in Zone One are not specifically permitted uses in Zone One 
but are proposed to be continued as an existing nonconforming use pursuant to Section 1505 of 
the Zoning Ordinance. 

 Applicant is proposing to connect the new central sanitary sewer line at the existing 
manhole. In order to connect the portion of the Property being developed with homes and accessory 
facilities such as a clubhouse, the new central sewer line is required to cross Zone Two of the 
Riparian Corridor Conservation District. Accordingly, Applicant is seeking conditional use 
approval for the new central sanitary sewer line within Zone Two pursuant to Section 1503.B.2.b 
of the Abington Township Zoning Ordinance. The installation of the sanitary sewer line in this 
location will allow for the most efficient and direct connection to the existing public sewer system. 
Mitigation measures and riparian corridor planting will be in compliance with Section 1508 of the 
Zoning Ordinance and applicable regulations of the Subdivision and Land Development 
Ordinance. Landscaping throughout the proposed development will utilize native species. The 
proposed installation of the sanitary sewer line in Zone Two will have no adverse effect on the 
character of the community, safety, traffic, or public utilities.    

249



4275606v.4

AGREEMENT OF SALE 

THIS AGREEMENT OF SALE (the “Agreement”) is made as of this ____ day of 
________, 2020, between SISTERS OF ST. BASIL THE GREAT, a Pennsylvania non-profit 
corporation, having an address at 711 Fox Chase Road, Abington, PA 19046-4198 (collectively, 
“Seller”) and TOLL MID-ATLANTIC LP COMPANY, INC., a Delaware corporation, 250 
Gibraltar Road, Horsham, PA 19044 (“Buyer”). 

WITNESSETH: 

In consideration of the covenants and provisions contained herein, and subject to the 
terms and conditions hereinafter set forth, the parties hereto, intending to be legally bound, agree 
as follows: 

1. Sale.  Seller hereby agrees to sell and convey to Buyer, who hereby agrees to purchase
from Seller, that certain tract of land, located in Abington Township, Montgomery
County, State of Pennsylvania, designated on the Tax Map of Abington Township as Tax
Parcel Numbers 30-00-22424-001 and 30-00-22420-005 with approximately 46.5 total
acres as more particularly described on Exhibit “A” attached hereto and incorporated
herein (the “Property”).  The Property includes (i) all tenements, hereditaments,
appurtenances, easements, covenants, permits, approvals, escrows and other rights arising
from or appertaining to the land; (ii) all structures (including the existing school),
fixtures, systems, improvements, topsoil, trees, shrubbery and landscaping situated on, in
or under or used in connection with the land; (iii) all agreements that are in force and
effect and benefit the Property; (iv) all intangible property now or hereafter owned by
Seller and used by Seller in the ownership or operation of the Property, excluding all
trademarks, logos, tradenames and other intellectual property; (v) all existing sewer
and/or water capacity reserved for the benefit of the Property; and (vi) all surveys, plans,
specifications, reports, engineering work-product and other information that Seller has in
its possession or control relating to the Property (all items set forth in this subparagraph
(vi) collectively, the “Seller’s Plans”).  Seller agrees to provide to Buyer copies of
Seller’s Plans on or before the date of this Agreement.

2.

(a)  
 
 
 
 
 
 

4th
May
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To Seller: Sister Dorothy Ann Busowski, OSBM 
Provincial Superior  
Sisters of St. Basil the Great  
710 Fox Chase Road  
Jenkintown PA 19046  
Email: dabusowski@stbasils.com 

 
With a copy to: John Morozin, Jr. 

116 Thomas Gates 
Williamsburg, VA  23185 
Email: jjmyellow@cox.net 
 

and a copy to: Stradley Ronon Stevens & Young, LLP 
30 Valley Stream Parkway 
Malvern PA 19355 
Attn:  Christopher E, Cummings, Esq. 
Email:  ccummings@stradley.com 

 
To Buyer: Toll Mid-Atlantic LP Company, Inc.  

c/o Toll Bros., Inc. 
250 Gibraltar Road 
Horsham, PA 19044 
Attn:  Kevin Golden, Esquire,  
Assistant Vice President and Counsel 
Fax: (215) 938-8255 
Email: kgolden@tollbrothers.com 
 

With a copy to: Toll Mid-Atlantic LP Company, Inc. 
c/o Toll Bros., Inc. 
250 Gibraltar Road 
Horsham, PA 19044 
Attn:  Christopher Gaffney, Regional President 
Email: CGAFFNEY@tollbrothers.com 

 
And a copy to: Toll Mid-Atlantic LP Company, Inc. 

c/o Toll Bros., Inc. 
250 Gibraltar Road 
Horsham, PA 19044 
Attn:  John Dean, Division President 
Email: jdean@tollbrothers.com 
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EXHIBIT “A” 
 
 

DESCRIPTION OF PROPERTY 
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6. Events of Default. Any of the following shall be deemed to be a breach of 
Mortg  
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May 11, 2023 

 

MEMO   

 

To:   Lucy Strackhouse, Chair – Abington Township Planning Commission 

From:  Abington Township Environmental Advisory Council 

RE:   Sisters of St. Basil LD-23-01, 711 Fox Chase Road 

Plan Set Date:  March 24, 2023 

 

EAC Review Dates:  April 12, May 10, 2023 

 

Site Summary 
Owner:   Sisters of St. Basil the Great 
Zone – CS – Community Service District, with AR (Age restricted) Carriage home overlay.  
Watershed – Tookany Creek and Pennypack Creek Tributaries 
Plan:  Proposed 150- single family attached units Subdivision and Land Development Plan 
 
 
Dear Chairperson, Strackhouse, 

 

The members of the Abington Township Environmental Advisory Council (EAC) have reviewed the above referenced land 

development plan at our regular meetings on April 12 and May 10. The following comments and questions are based on our 

review with EAC members and Shade Tree Commission (STC) members: 

 

Existing Features Plan - Sheet 8 of 64, Sheet 2 of 4  

According to the construction designation chart showing existing trees of 10” diameter or more, Tags # 1 and #3 – are to 

remain. We recommend removal of these trees as these are Tree of Heaven, an invasive tree species known to 

be critical in the Spotted Lantern Fly life cycle. Tag 84 – indicates removal of a large beech tree for a sewer line 

easement – See also, Sheet 62. If this is a healthy tree, we request that placement of the easement be re-

evaluated to avoid removal of this tree. Can the developer please explain the rationale for the proposed 

placement? 

 
Landscape Plans – Sheets 56-64  
Plans note that 5 basins will be constructed to manage stormwater runoff. Please confirm that all basins will be 
designed as “naturalized” detention basin features as described in the draft PA DEP Post Construction 
Stormwater Manual (386-0300-001 / January 28, 2023 / DRAFT / Page 3-292). Naturalized detention basins are 
preferrable stormwater control measures to traditional grass basins as they provide both peak rate and water 
quality management benefits.  
 
Basin 1/Long Emergency Spillway – It appears that the emergency spillway would discharge directly out onto 
Fox Chase Rd. Can this be explained, especially the potential impacts to existing drainage capacity of the road? 
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Basin Long Term Operation and Maintenance. Plans indicate that development will be turned over to a 
Homeowner’s Association who will be responsible for common area land management and maintenance of the 
proposed stormwater detention basins. The EAC requests that a strong O & M agreement be developed, 
providing the township with access to these facilities for regular inspection and if necessary, access to make any 
repairs.  
 
Invasive plants/trees in wooded area – In addition to strong O & M agreements for proper maintenance of 
stormwater control measures, we highly recommend that an invasive plant management plan be funded by the 
developer and conducted by either the township or specialized contractor for the existing wooded area. This 
plan should be included in any required long- term O&M agreements. For example, akebia is known to exist in 
the adjacent woodlands. This is considered a PA invasive vine that spreads/fruits throughout the wooded area 
preventing native plant growth.  
 
Green Areas, Open Space and Connectivity – It appears that a significant portion of the “green area” perimeter 
is proposed to be grass. The EAC strongly recommends minimizing lawn areas and instead provide additional 
native trees, shrubs, and deep-rooted warm season native grasses. These promote better water infiltration, 
require less mowing and less use of herbicides. As currently proposed, there are no cross access or walking trails 
proposed within these “green areas,” missing an opportunity to build connectivity to the neighborhood, 
Alverthorpe Park and Crosswicks Sanctuary. Natural connective trails are desirable for both new residents and 
the surrounding neighborhood as they provide alternative non-motorized options for residents. 
 
Related to the above, will the natural areas be protected from future infringements? We recommend placing 
conservation easements or deed restrictions in these areas to protect them in perpetuity. This comment is 
applicable to the common-owned “green areas” proposed to surround the development. These appear to be of 
sufficient depth and width to accommodate additional lots, especially since they could be connected to the 
existing street networks. 
 
The EAC also recommends consideration of improving connectivity and pedestrian safety between the new 
development and Alverthorpe Park. We offer two potential options: 1) connect the sidewalk in front of the new 
development to existing sidewalks along Fox Chase Road to Forrest Ave, where there is an existing traffic light 
and crosswalk or 2) create a new crosswalk by the new access area. We feel this would likely become an 
informal crossing point to access the park so adding a pedestrian crosswalk at this mid-block location could help 
increase safety.  
 
Green Area and Open Space Calculationsi. As described in the plan, 65.7% or 29.53 acres are classified as 
“Green Area,” while 50.5% or 22.6 acres are classified as open space. Since these two figures exceed the actual 
area of the site, we assume that the green areas include those considered as open space area. Can these 
calculations be confirmed by our zoning officer? We understand that open space cannot include required yard 
areas.  
 
Additional comments/questions raised by EAC members. 

 
Emergency access – There appears to be a main entrance and a secondary access way from Fox Chase Road. 
Please confirm if the secondary access point is considered an emergency access? How many emergency access 
points will be onsite? 
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Roadways in development – Street widths appear to be large enough for on-street parking. Is this amount of 
impervious roadway necessary? Would street parking be allowed on one or both sides? Have permeable 
pavement options been considered for areas designed for on-street parking? 
 
Sustainable Building Best Practices 

We encourage the following sustainable building best practices: 

 

a. Consider:  Designed to Meet the Energy Star for new construction and Energy Star Portfolio Manager or 

another benchmarking tool for existing buildings greater than 10,000 sf 

b. Low embodied carbon materials for construction and materials management 

c. Building electrification for HVAC systems to avoid fossil fuels such as natural gas and support the Township's 

aspirations to be carbon neutral by 2050. 

d. Rely on Renewable Energy sources and microgrids wherever possible. 

e. Electric vehicle conduits or charging stations to reduce direct vehicle emissions and improve air quality. 

 

Again, we thank you for the opportunity to comment on this important land development plan. 

 
 

Respectfully submitted,  
 

Susan S. Myerov 
 

Susan Myerov, 

Chair, Abington Township EAC 

 

cc: Richard Manfredi 

Michael Narcowich 

Shaun Littlefield 

Planning Commission Members 

EAC Members 

Abington Shade Tree Commission Members 

 
i  

292

https://www.energystar.gov/buildings/resources_topic/commercial_new_construction/achieve_designed_earn_energy_star
https://materialspalette.org/


 

1176 Old York Road, Abington PA 19001 | www.abington.org | 267-536-1000 | TTY/TTD: 9-1-1 | Fax 215-884-8271 

 
 
 
  

November 9th, 2023 
 
 
Toll Mid-Atlantic LP Company, Inc. 
1140 Virginia Drive 
Fort Washington, PA 19034 
 
Re:  LD-23-01 - 711 Fox Chase Rd Land Development of  

Parcels 30-00-22424-00-1 and 30-00-22420-00-5 
 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to review the submitted plans for Preliminary Major Subdivision and 
Land Development at 711 Fox Chase Road Jenkintown, PA 19046. The project outlined is for the 
creation of 150 townhome style single family attached dwellings, as well as a Clubhouse structure. 
 
I have reviewed the submitted Full Plan Set originally dated 03/24/2023 and since revised on 
10/13/2023. Additionally, I reviewed the accompanying plans for the various home styles. At this 
time, I have the following concern. 
  
Withing the “Full Plan Set” document, on page SD02.01 (sheet 6 of 64), there is General Note 29-
D2 which states “FIRE HYDRANTS SHALL BE SPACED IN A DEVELOPMENT SO THAT ALL 
PROPOSED BUILDING(S) WILL BE NO MORE THAN SIX HUNDRED (600) FEET FROM THE 
HYDRANT MEASURED ALONG TRAVEL WAYS.”  
 
Abington’s Subdivision and Land Development Ordinance has specific requirements as it relates 
to water supply, specifically fire hydrant placement. SALDO 146-41 B(4)d requires a fire hydrant 
to be located within 500 feet of all buildings under construction. While it states all buildings under 
construction, hydrants are generally not a temporary solution, and my interpretation would be 
within 500 feet of all buildings constructed.  
 
I’d look forward to hearing how this concern would/could be addressed. 
 
Aside from the above issue, I have no other concerns at this time with the Preliminary Major 
Subdivision and Land Development proposed in these plans.  
 
Should you have any questions or concerns, please feel free to contact me at 267-536-1089 or 
via email at CPlatz@AbingtonPA.gov or FireMarshal@AbingtonPA.gov. 
 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
Chris Platz, 
Fire Marshal 

TOWNSHIP OF ABINGTON 
 

Richard J. Manfredi, Township Manager 

Chris Platz, Fire Marshal 

Office of the Fire Marshal 
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August 29, 2023 

 

 

Toll Mid-Atlantic LP Company, Inc. 

Attn: Mike Downs, Vice President Land Development 

1140 Virginia Drive 

Fort Washington, PA 19034-3204 

 

Re: Incompleteness Review Letter 

Sisters of St. Basil 

NPDES Permit Application No. PAC460839 

Abington Township, Montgomery County 

 

Dear Mike Downs: 

 

The Montgomery County Conservation District has reviewed the above NOI for PAG-02 NPDES General 

Permit Coverage and has determined that it is incomplete. The list below specifies the items that must be 

included in the resubmittal of your NOI and/or the submission of additional information. The 

Pennsylvania Erosion and Sediment Pollution Control Program Manual (E&S Manual) and the 

Pennsylvania Stormwater Best Management Practices Manual (BMP Manual) include information that 

may aid you in responding to some of the items listed below. The items are based on applicable laws and 

regulations, and the guidance sets forth the DEP’s preferred means of satisfying the applicable regulatory 

requirements. 

 

Please note that pursuant to 25 Pa. Code §102.6(c), this information must be received within 60 calendar 

days by October 28, 2023, or Montgomery County Conservation District may consider the NOI 

withdrawn. 

 

Please also note that when the NPDES application is administratively incomplete, the resubmission 

of requested information will be handled at no additional fee. 

 

Items for Resubmittal or Submission of Additional Information 

 

The Completeness Review Item comments below taken from the NPDES PAG-02 General Permit 

Fact Sheet from Attachment B of the Standard Operating Procedure (SOP); Review of PAG-02 

General NPDES Permit NOIs. The SOP can be found at the following link: 
http://files.dep.state.pa.us/Water/Wastewater%20Management/EDMRPortalFiles/SOPs/BPNPSM_NPDES_SOP_PAG-02.pdf 

1. §102.6(a)(1) – NOI form (3800-PM-BCW0405b) 

a. Applicant Information Question 2: The Employer ID# (EIN) should be completed. 

b. Earth Disturbance Question 1: The total earth disturbance area should be consistent 

between the MCCD Application (36.0 acres), the NOI (32.05 acres), and the PCSM 

Spreadsheet (32.02 / 32.05 / 32.51 acres). 
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c. Earth Disturbance Question 2: The Pre-Construction Impervious Area should be 

consistent between the NOI (256,633 sf or 5.89 acres) and the PSCM Spreadsheet 

(6.04 acres or 5.58 acres). 

d. Earth Disturbance Question 3: The Post-Construction Impervious Area should be 

consistent between the NOI (695,718 sf or 15.97 acres) and the PSCM Spreadsheet 

(15.92 acres or 15.54 acres). 

e. Stormwater Discharge Information Questions 1 and 2 Non-Surface Waters: Please 

clarify if the streams discharge directly to either the East Branch Jenkintown Creek or 

the unnamed tributary to Pennypack Creek; if a Discharge Point does not discharge 

directly to a receiving water (requiring a Chapter 105 permit), then it is considered a 

non-surface water discharge. 

f. Stormwater Discharge Information Question 3: Please identify all Discharge Points 

that will discharge to the MS4. Also, it is not clear which Discharge Points will 

discharge to the MS4 as they are not identified on the PCSM Plans. 

g. Stormwater Discharge Information Question 5: It appears that there will be new non-

surface discharges prior to reaching surface waters. 

h. Stormwater Discharge Information Question 6: Please note that decreasing the 

drainage area in the post-construction condition to meet the stormwater runoff rate, 

volume, and water quality regulations is considered a non-discharge alternative. 

2. §102.6(a)(1) – E&S Module 1 (3800-PM-BCW0406a) 

a. 102.4(b)(5)(ix) – Details were provided for all E&S BMPs (Question 5 of E&S Plan 

Information). 

• All E&S BMPs that were modified to meet ABACT requirements should be 

listed as such under the Deviation(s) from E&S Manual column and be 

consistent with the Approved E&S and PCSM BMP document from DEP. 

• The data table included in Standard Construction Detail #7-4 is inconsistent 

with the data table provided in Standard Construction Detail #7-14 regarding 

riser crest elevations. Please verify that all provided elevations are consistent 

throughout the application documents. 

• Construction Detail #4-10 should include a note that states super silt fence should 

only be used as a sediment basin baffle.  All baffle details should be kept together 

on the plan sheets.  

• The provided Rock Construction Entrance Detail is not consistent with the 

minimum requirements of the E&S Manual. 

 

b. 102.4(b)(5)(viii) – Standard E&S Worksheets from the E&S Manual (or their 

equivalent) were attached. 

• Socks with diameters less than 12” should only be used for residential housing lots 

of ¼ acre or less that are tributary to a sediment basin or sediment trap. Please 

revise Standard E&S Worksheet #1 and the E&S Plan Drawing(s) to be consistent 

with the minimum requirements of the E&S Manual.  

• Reductions to the dewatering zone volume cannot be used for proposed sediment 

basins if the basin discharges to a surface water identified in DEP’s latest published 

Integrated Water Quality Monitoring and Assessment Report (Integrated Report) as 

being impaired for siltation, suspended solids, turbidity, water/flow variability, flow 

modification/alterations, or nutrients. Please revise Standard E&S Worksheets for 

proposed sediment basins to reflect this. 

• According to Standard E&S Worksheet #16, Sediment Basin 3A’s calculated 

dewatering time is 1.4 days. This does not meet the required dewatering time of 2 
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to 7 days (4 to 7 days in special protection watersheds) listed on Page 160 of the 

E&S Manual. Please revise the calculations for Sediment Basin 3A to meet the 

dewatering time requirement. 

• For Standard E&S Worksheet #11, please provide the manufacturer’s actual 

allowable shear stress for proposed erosion control blankets. 

• For all proposed riprap aprons, please provide all applicable information from 

Standard E&S Worksheet #20.  

c. 102.4(c) – An Off-site Discharge Analysis was provided, if applicable. 

• An Off-site Discharge Analysis could not be found in the submitted package. 

Please provide an Off-site Discharge Analysis for the applicable discharge 

points. 

d. 102.4(b)(5)(v) – If hydric soils are present, a wetland determination was submitted. 

• The appropriate box is checked but a wetland determination could not be found 

attached to E&S Module 1. 

3. §102.4(b)(5)(ix) – E&S Plan Drawing(s) 

a. 102.4(b)(5)(v) – The Drawing(s) show receiving surface water(s) and watershed 

boundaries, if applicable, within the project site and floodway or floodplain. 

• Please identify where the discharge from the site enters the surface waters. The 

path can be shown on the location map in the instances where the surface 

waters are not located within the surveyed area. 

• Please label all streams on the appropriate E&S Plan Drawing(s). 

b. 102.4(b)(5)(ix) – The Drawing(s) identify all discharge points. 

• Please identify all discharge points on the E&S Plan Drawing(s). 

c. 102.4(b)(5)(vi) – The Drawing(s) show the location of all BMPs and drainage areas to 

the BMPs as applicable. 

• Please label the drainage areas to proposed sediment basins on the E&S Plan 

Drawing(s). 

• Please provide an Inlet Protection Drainage Map to verify that the maximum 

drainage area requirements are met. 

d. 102.4(b)(5)(iii) – The Drawing(s) show existing and proposed utilities and site 

improvements. 

• Show the locations of all existing utilities on the E&S plan maps. 

• Show the locations of all proposed utilities on the E&S plan maps. 

 

PCSM Comments 

4. §102.6(a)(1) – PCSM Module 2 (3800-PM-BCW0406b) 

a. Please complete one PCSM Module 2 with multiple Stormwater Analysis – Runoff 

Volume and Stormwater Analysis – Peak Rate sections within the consolidated 

Module 2 corresponding with the receiving stream / PCSM Spreadsheet. 

b. PCSM Plan Information Question 1: Identify all proposed structural and non-structural 

PCSM BMPs for implementation at the project site that will be utilized for volume, 

water quality, and/or rate control, consistent with the PCSM Plan. 

c. PCSM Plan Information Question 1 BMP ID: Provide a BMP ID number for each 

listed BMP, starting at 1. If there are two BMPs in series, each BMP should be listed 

on a separate row with a separate number. These BMP IDs numbers should also be 

identified on PCSM Plan Drawings and consistent with those used in the PCSM 

Spreadsheet. 
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d. PCSM Plan Information Question 1 BMP ID: The BMP IDs should be consecutive 

between multiple discharge points. 

e. PCSM Plan Information Question 1 Undetained Areas: The undetained areas noted on 

the Module (16.74 acres) and used in the PCSM Spreadsheet (4.03 acres or 3.20 acres) 

should be consistent. 

f. PCSM Plan Information Question 2: Please either provide the supplemental sheets as 

noted or provide the PCSM Plan sheet which contains the information for this section. 

g. PCSM Plan Information Question 5: Recycling and proper disposal of materials 

associated with PCSM BMPs information could not be located on the PCSM plans; 

recycling and proper disposal of materials associated with PCSM BMPs are to be 

addressed as part of long-term operation and maintenance of the PCSM BMPs. 

h. Infiltration Information: Please provide complete soil logs as part of the soil/geologic 

information. Soil and geologic testing must be completed for PCSM BMPs in 

accordance with 25 Pa. Code § 102.8(g)(1) and the BMP Manual, as amended, and 

results must be attached to the NOI. 102.8(g)(1). 

i. Infiltration Information BMP ID: At the top of each table, enter the BMP ID number as 

reported in the PCSM Plan Information section. 

j. PCSM Spreadsheet Comment [102.8(f)(8), 102.8(g)(2) & 102.8(g)(4)]: 

i. The total earth disturbance areas on the General Information worksheets (6.04 

acres) and the Volume Management worksheets (5.58 acres) should be 

consistent. 

ii. The total existing impervious areas on the General Information worksheets 

(15.92 acres) and the Volume Management worksheets (15.54 acres) should be 

consistent. 

iii. The total undetained areas on the General Information worksheets (4.03 acres) 

and the Volume Management worksheets (3.20 acres) should be consistent. 

iv. Volume Management Worksheet Incremental BMP DA (Structural BMP 

Volume Credits table): Enter the drainage area, in acres, that is tributary to the 

reported BMP within the disturbed area. 

v. Volume Management Worksheet Volume Routed to BMP (Structural BMP 

Volume Credits table): Calculate and report the volume routed to the BMP 

during the 2-year/24-hour storm event from the disturbed area. Additional 

volume from outside the disturbed area (within or outside of the project site) 

may indeed flow into the BMP and would need to be accounted for in the 

design; however, for the purpose of crediting volume reduction or management 

to meet regulatory compliance, this additional volume cannot be considered. 

vi. The total pre-constriction specific hydrologic soil group (HSG) areas and the 

total post-construction HSG areas should be consistent. 

vii. “Other” volume may not be used as volume credit; please remove the “Other” 

volume credits. 

viii. The Characterize Undetained Areas used on the Water Quality worksheet 

should be consistent with the undetained areas used on the General Information 

and Volume Management worksheets. 

ix. Pollutant removal methodologies may not be used with the Water Quality 

worksheet; please remove the “Other” water credits. 

5. §102.8(f)(9) – PCSM Plan Drawing(s) 

a. 102.8(f)(3) – The Drawing(s) include the project site boundary. 

• The project site boundary should be provided which includes the total area of 

the project site. A project site is the entire area of activity, development, lease, 
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or sale including: 1) the area of an earth disturbance activity, 2) the area 

planned for an earth disturbance activity, and 3) other areas which are not 

subject to an earth disturbance activity. 

b. 102.8(f)(3) – The Drawing(s) include the limit of earth disturbance within the project 

site. 

• The limits of earth disturbance area is to include all areas of earth disturbance. 

c. 102.8(f)(5) – The Drawing(s) show receiving surface water(s) and watershed 

boundaries, if applicable, within the project site and floodway or floodplain. 

• Please identify where the discharge from the site enters the surface waters. The 

path can be shown on the location map in the instances where the surface 

waters are not located within the surveyed area. 

d. 102.8(f)(9) – The Drawing(s) identify all discharge points. 

• All discharge points are to be shown. 

e. 102.8(f)(6) – The Drawing(s) show the location of all BMPs with identifiers cross- 

referenced to PCSM Module 2. 

• The PCSM BMPs are to be identified, cross-referenced to PCSM Module 2. 

f. 102.8(f)(9) – Details were provided for all PCSM BMPs (Question 1 of PCSM Plan 

Information). 

• Please include the PCSM ID as cross-referenced to PCSM Module 2 on the 

plan details. 

g. 102.8(f)(3) – The Drawing(s) show existing and proposed utilities and site 

improvements. 

• All proposed utilities are to be shown, including gas, electric, and telecom 

service lines. 

h. 102.8(f)(7) & 102.8(f)(10) – The Drawing(s) show the sequence of PCSM BMP 

implementation, a long-term operation and maintenance (O&M) schedule, procedures 

for recycling or disposing of materials, and critical stages of BMP implementation (not 

necessary if a separate narrative is attached). 

i. The PCSM plans should show the PCSM BMP sequence of implementation for 

each BMP cross-referenced in PCSM Module 2. 

ii. A long-term operation and maintenance (O&M) schedule should be provided 

for each BMP cross-referenced in PCSM Module 2. 

iii. The anticipated post-construction materials should be identified. 

iv. Procedures for recycling or disposing of the anticipated post-construction 

materials should be provided. 

v. Critical stages of BMP implementation should be provided for each BMP 

cross-referenced in PCSM Module 2. 

i. 102.8(g)(1) – The Drawing(s) show the location of test pits used for infiltration testing 

as cross-referenced to PCSM Module 2, Infiltration Information. 

• The location of test pits used for infiltration testing as cross-referenced to 

PCSM Module 2, Infiltration Information is to be shown. 

A. Miscellaneous 

1. Please note that when the NPDES application is administratively incomplete, the first 

resubmission of requested information will be handled at no additional fee.  Subsequent 

submissions may be subject to additional fees. 

2. Please take note that MCCD will not accept “piecemeal” plan revisions and all revisions must 

be submitted as part of a complete application package. In the event that it is agreed upon and 

298



Sisters of St. Basil  August 29, 2023 

 

~ 6 ~ 

allowed by the reviewer for individual sheets or pages to be “swapped out,” a meeting must be 

arranged with District staff to make the original submission available. 

 

As stipulated in 25 Pa. Code § 102.6(c)(2) of DEP’s Chapter 102 rules and regulations (regarding 

complete applications), information requested by this office must be received within sixty (60) calendar 

days from the date of this letter, or the Montgomery County Conservation District may consider the NOI 

to be withdrawn by the applicant and no further action will be taken. Fees are not refunded when an NOI 

is withdrawn. 

 

If you have questions about the information contained in this letter, please contact Jeffrey McKenna by 

e-mail at JMcKenna@montgomeryconservation.org or by telephone at (610) 489-4506, ext. 16, and 

refer to PAC460839 – Sisters of St. Basil. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

Jessica Buck 

District Manager 

Montgomery County Conservation District 

 

cc: Jeff Madden, PE; ESE Consultants, Inc. 

 Abington Township 

 DEP Permits Section Chief 

 File 
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May 19, 2023 
 
Mr. Rich Manfredi, Manager 
Abington Township 
1176 Old York Road 
Abington, Pennsylvania  19001-3713 
 
Re: MCPC #23-0064-001 
Plan Name: Sisters of St. Basil 
150 units on 46.37 acres (3.2 gross dwelling units per acre1) 
Situate: 737 & 801 Huntingdon Pike  
Abington Township  
 
 
Dear Mr. Manfredi: 

We have reviewed the above-referenced land development plan in accordance with Section 502 of Act 247, "The 
Pennsylvania Municipalities Planning Code," as you requested on April 4, 2023. We forward this letter as a report 
of our review. 

BACKGROUND  

Toll Mid-Atlantic, L.P. Company, Inc., the applicant, has submitted a preliminary land development plan for 150 
townhomes (age-restricted carriage homes) on the site of the former St. Basil’s Academy. The site is the current 
location of a three-story brick building, accessory buildings including sheds and a garage, and a running track and 
athletic field. The site is located in the CS Community Service and Age-Restricted Overlay zoning districts, and is 
served by public water and sewer. A conditional use is required for the proposed sanitary sewer to cross Zone 2 
of the Riparian Corridor Conservation District; 1,023 square feet of Zone 2 would be disturbed and 271 square 
feet of Zone 1 would be disturbed. In the conditional use application, the applicant confirmed that mitigation 
measures and riparian corridor planting would be undertaken, consistent with Section 1508. Riparian 
Management of the zoning ordinance, by widening the length of the riparian buffer by two feet. The applicant 
proposes a homeowners’ association, the related documents of which would be submitted for review by the 
township solicitor as part of the final subdivision and land development approval. The applicant submitted a 
preliminary plan dated March 24, 2023. We previously reviewed the then-proposed Age-Restricted Overlay 
District in a letter of August 19, 2022 (MCPC #22-0205-001). 

                                                           

1 The Abington zoning ordinance defines density as “Dwelling units per developable acre” [§201. Definitions]. 
However, the Age-Restricted Overlay District limits density based on gross site area. 
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 CONSISTENCY WITH COMPREHENSIVE AND OTHER PLANS 

The proposed improvements are generally consistent with MONTCO 2040: A Shared Vision, The Montgomery 
County Comprehensive Plan. The comprehensive plan notes that, having an interconnected road network with 
many choices reduces congestion and provides alternative routes around accidents or other incidents. The 
plan’s future land use map shows the proposed land development being located in the “Suburban Residential” 
future land use area. The plan recommends that appropriate street trees and central open space should be 
provided in this area. Although the proposed land development is consistent with MONTCO 2040 in some ways, 
it falls short in others (including lack of an interconnected street and pedestrian network with the surrounding 
area, lack of central open space, and gaps in street tree canopy cover).  

The proposed land development is consistent in some ways, but not in others, with the Abington Comprehensive 
Plan of 2007. The plan is inconsistent in that it shows the development site located in the “Institutional – Schools, 
Churches” future land use category. However, the plan is consistent in that it recommends, throughout the 
township, that housing options be improved and that housing be targeted to aging residents that will encourage 
them to stay in the township.  

RECOMMENDATION 

The Montgomery County Planning Commission (MCPC) generally supports the applicant‘s proposal, however, in 
the course of our review we have identified the following issues that the applicant and township may wish to 
consider prior to final plan approval. Our comments are as follows:  

REVIEW COMMENTS  

RELEVANT COMMENTS FROM PREVIOUS REVIEW LETTER (FOR AGE-RESTRICTED CARRIAGE HOME 
OVERLAY DISTRICT, MCPC #22-0205-001) 

A. Buffer Zone – We noted that the wide buffer zone surrounding the development with no landscaping seems 
like a lost opportunity for a landscaped open space. 

B. Landscaping - Backyard Landscaping – We recommended that, where homes back to one another, that 
landscaping be added in between them to provide more privacy and visual interest (they might also provide 
passive cooling).  

C. Property Line Buffer – We observed that the proposed open space does not seem to comply with the 
requirements of zoning [§2601.K. Open Space Standards].  

D. Stormwater Basin – We noted that the basin along Fox Chase Road will be located in a prominent location and 
could serve as a prominent visual enhancement for the development, and recommended that all basins be 
sufficiently naturalized and landscaped.  

E. Transportation 

1. Intersection Configuration – We suggested that the design of the proposed street intersections 
(where intersections would be located along curving roads, such as the intersection of Roads, D, B, 
and G; and the intersection of Roads A, F, and E) would be less confusing if traffic circles, rather than 
curves, were used to calm traffic. The applicant agreed to consider this, but design issues remain. 
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 2. Guest Parking – We recommended that guest parking areas be provided in convenient locations. 

3. Bus Shelter – Has the applicant communicated with SEPTA about the advisability of constructing a bus 
shelter and concrete waiting pad at this location? (SEPTA’s Bus Revolution initiative proposes doubling 
the frequency of bus service in this location).  

NEW COMMENTS (PREPARED FOR THE PLAN DATED MARCH 23, 2023): 

APPLICABILITY OF COMMUNITY SERVICE DISTRICT 

Since the Age-Restricted Overlay District does not clarify how to interpret the overlay zoning when and where it 
is in conflict with the underlying zoning district (CS Community Service District), we defer to the solicitor as to 
how the proposed plan conforms with the CS District requirements for cases where the CS Community Service 
District conflicts with, and has the stricter requirement than, the Age-Restricted Carriage-Home Overlay District. 
For example, the Community Service District has the following requirements that are stricter than the Overlay: 
minimum front yard (75 feet), minimum side yard (50 feet), and minimum sidewalk width on public streets (8 
feet). Note: see also ZONING TEXT Comment A. in our letter of #22-0205-001. 

OPEN SPACE 

A. Open Space– The Age-Restricted Carriage Home Overlay District states that “Land preserved for open space 
purposes shall be in compliance with Open Space Standards of the SALDO for the Township Zoning 
Ordinance.” The last part of the sentence is difficult to interpret (i.e., the zoning and SALDO are separate 
chapters—furthermore, does this mean that it need not comply with the open space standards of zoning?).  

1. A description and contract for the ownership, management and maintenance of open space shall be 
provided. Restrictive covenants governing the reservation and maintenance of undedicated open 
space shall be included. [§146-11.M]. The plan notes state that documents pertaining to the 
homeowners association will provided to the township solicitor for review with the final plan.  

2. If the open space standards of the zoning ordinance [§2601.K] do apply to development under the 
Age-Restricted Overlay District, the proposed land development does not comply with the 
requirement for: access (open space shall have safe and convenient pedestrian and maintenance 
access), visibility -  it does not meet the requirement for open space to be visible from dwelling units 
and roadways, and being contiguous – it shall not consist of more than three non-contiguous areas to 
be counted towards the minimum required (it consists of at least four separate areas).  

3. Open space is more usable and appealing when there are amenities. In addition to trails and paths, 
we suggest that—particularly in more central open space areas—the applicant consider providing 
amenities for future residents, such as benches, picnic tables, or gazebos. If proposed, these shall be 
shown, per §146-11.C. 

B. Trail and Paths  

1. We suggest that the property line buffer be designed to allow for a trail corridor for use by the 
residents of the age-restricted carriage-home development, so that future residents could access and 
appreciate land on their own property (and that may also make them more likely to monitor and 
maintain it).  
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 2. We suggest that the applicant consider adding pathways through open space areas #152, 153, and 
154, outside of the utility easements, and through #151, connecting the two cul-de-sacs, provided 
that safe passage is practical in proximity to the stone stormwater management areas.  

C. Open Space Lot 150 – The Area Tabulation states that “open space lot 150 includes carriage lots 1 through 
110.” Open space lot 150 is not labeled on the plan. 

D. Open Space Calculation – Open space “shall be substantially free of structures,” as defined in the SALDO, and 
does not include required yards. Although there are no required yard areas in this overlay district, we suggest 
that the applicant show on the plans specifically which areas are being counted as open space, and show 
equivalent yard areas based on minimum separation distance between buildings and minimum distance from 
the curb; these types of areas are generally not counted towards meeting minimum open space requirements, 
nor should they be.  

LANDSCAPING 

A. Street Trees  

1. Gaps. Street trees are required every 40 linear feet, although they do not need be evenly spaced. 
There are numerous gaps in street tree coverage of 100 linear feet or more. We feel that 100 linear 
foot spacing does not meet the intent of this section, nor the following sections of the Landscaping 
chapter’s intent section: 

• “Improve the environment for pedestrians along streets, parking lots, and other 
pedestrian areas to provide cooling, encourage pedestrian activity, and reduce the 
urban heat island effect.”  

• “Aesthetically improve the appearance and character of public and private streets.” 

2. Trees in Front Homes. We recognize that the siting of the proposed homes’ driveways directly in front 
of the townhomes, in conjunction with the location of utilities, makes it challenging to find a location 
to plant street trees in front of the homes. However, we suggest that locations for street trees in front 
of the homes might still be possible to find, particularly if the water lines could be relocated or 
driveways paired, thus creating larger contiguous green areas in front of the homes. See image above 
for example of trees planted in front of new townhomes (Location: Country View Way, Tylersport).  

3. Species. We do not feel that River Birch is an appropriate street tree.   
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 B. Tree Protection and Replacement  

1. Trees to be removed or preserved shall be marked as such on the plans [§2401.A].  

2. On existing lots, tree replacement shall occur when new impervious coverage exceeds 500 s.f. and a 
tree with a minimum caliper of six inches (6”) is removed. In such cases, two new trees, each a 
minimum of 3-to-3.5” caliper, measured 6” above grade, shall be planted for each tree with a 
minimum caliper of 6” or greater that is removed. Has the applicant calculated the tree replacement 
requirement? If so, where is it provided? [§2401. Preservation and Protection of Existing Vegetation]. 

C. Invasive Vegetation – Tree of Heaven is both invasive2 and a favorite host of the spotted lantern fly. Please 
remove it from the planting schedule.  

D. Property Line Buffer - Each buffer containing a wall or fence or other continuous element shall contain a 5- to 
10-foot break at least once every 50 feet, for the purpose of pedestrian access, maintenance access, and/or 
to avoid creating a monolithic feature. The buffer does not have such breaks. For example, see the continuous 
buffer proposed behind units #32 through 37. 

E. Site Element Screen - The pool shall be screened with a high-intensity site element screen, consistent with the 
requirement for “outdoor recreation, fields, and play areas, when adjacent to, or within 100’ of a residential 
district or use.” The plan states that there is a “proposed screening/landscape wall with security fence.” A 
fence may be used as part of a high-intensity site element screen, as follows: “This shall 
consist of a 6-foot tall opaque fence surrounding the site element on at least three 
sides with additional plantings at a minimum rate of three shrubs (24” minimum 
height at time of planting) and two ornamental trees or large shrubs for each 10 
linear feet of proposed fence, arranged formally or informally next to the fence.” 

F. Foundation Landscaping –Building foundation landscaping shall be provided between (a) the foundations of 
nonresidential principal buildings’ facades and (b) sidewalks, access drives, or parking areas. The clubhouse 
requires foundation landscaping [§2403.D]. We suggest planting shrubs and perennials around the 
neighborhood, visible from the street and fronts of homes, to provide more greenery, small stormwater 

                                                           

2 PA Department of Conservation and Natural Resources’ Invasive Plant Fact Sheets:  
https://www.dcnr.pa.gov/Conservation/WildPlants/InvasivePlants/InvasivePlantFactSheets/Pages/default.aspx 
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 management areas, and variety in plantings. 
Although the renderings provided by the 
applicant show clusters of shrubs and 
perennials around the bases of trees 
between rows of homes, and along the 
homes’ foundations, they are not included 
in the landscape plans. 

G. Off-Street Parking Areas – The island in the 
off-street parking area requires a deciduous 
or ornamental tree, and five percent of the 
area shall be landscaped [§146-39.B]. 

ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT 

A. Stone Stormwater Management Area - We 
recommend that a naturalized area be 
established around and over the 
stormwater management structure labeled 
“Stone BMP 2A.”  

B. Steep Slopes - The use of conservation easements on steep slopes shall be required to preserve the area 
in perpetuity. A conservation easement for the slope area required to be preserved shall be delineated on 
the plan. 

TRANSPORTATION 

A. Proposed Intersections of Three Streets - Multiple intersections involving the junction of more than two 
streets shall be avoided [§146-25]. Note: see transportation comment in Relevant Comments from previous 
review letter, above. 

B. Crosswalk - There is a crosswalk shown on the Construction Details Plan (p.41). Where will this be painted? 
(They do not appear on the plans). We recommend that, at a minimum, one of these be painted so as to 
continue the sidewalk along Fox Chase Road over the entrance to the proposed development (Road A) [§146-
29.D]. The SALDO notes that crosswalks may be required where necessary to provide access to buildings of 
public assembly (adding them at the intersection of Roads A and B, at the Club House and Pool and close to 
Fox Chase Road seem like appropriate locations). 

OTHER PLAN INFORMATION 

A. Dimensional Criteria – Building setback lines from the face of the curb/edge of cartway (30 feet) shall be 
shown [§146-11.C].  

B. Architectural Plans – Plans shall (in addition to façade elevations) provide side and rear elevations of 
buildings, and shall indicate whether a basement is proposed [§146-11.L] 
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 CONCLUSION 

We wish to reiterate that MCPC generally supports the applicant’s proposal but we believe that our suggested 
revisions will better achieve the township’s planning objectives for residential development. 

Please note that the review comments and recommendations contained in this report are advisory to the 
township and final disposition for the approval of any proposal will be made by the township. 

Should the governing body approve a final plat of this proposal, the applicant must present the plan to our office 
for seal and signature prior to recording with the Recorder of Deeds office. A paper copy bearing the municipal 
seal and signature of approval must be supplied for our files. Please print the assigned MCPC number (#23-0064-
001) on any plans submitted for final recording.  

Sincerely, 

 

Mike Narcowich, AICP 
Community Planning Assistant Manager II 
610.278.5238 - mnarcowi@montcopa.org 

c: Toll Mid-Atlantic L.P. Company, Inc., Applicant 
Alyson Zarro, Esq.; Riley, Riper, Hollin, & Colagreco; Applicant’s Representative 
Khaled R.  Hassan, P.E., Pennoni, Township Engineer 
Michael P. Clarke, Esq., Rudolph Clarke, LLC, Township Solicitor 
Andrew Ferry, Acting Director for Service Planning, SEPTA 
Bryan Poster, Manager, Rockledge Borough 
 

Attachments: APPENDIX 1: Aerial Image, Project Site 
APPENDIX 2: Applicant’s Plan  
APPENDIX 3: MCPC Review Letter #22-0205-001 

 

306

mailto:mnarcowi@montcopa.org


- 8 - 

 

Rich Manfredi, Manager 

 

May 19, 2023 

 

 
 APPENDIX 1: AERIAL IMAGE, PROJECT SITE 

  

307



- 9 - 

 

Rich Manfredi, Manager 

 

May 19, 2023 

 

 APPENDIX 2: APPLICANT’S PLAN 

 

308



 

 

MONTGOMERY COUNTY 
BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 

KENNETH E. LAWRENCE, JR., CHAIR 

JAMILA H. WINDER, VICE CHAIR  

JOSEPH C. GALE, COMMISSIONER 

 

MONTGOMERY COUNTY 
PLANNING COMMISSION 

MONTGOMERY COUNTY COURTHOUSE • PO BOX 311 
NORRISTOWN, PA 19404-0311 

610-278-3722• FAX: 610-278-3941 
WWW.MONTGOMERYCOUNTYPA.GOV 

SCOTT FRANCE, AICP 
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 

 

 
   

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
November 9, 2023 
 
Mr. Rich Manfredi, Manager 
Abington Township 
1176 Old York Road 
Abington, Pennsylvania  19001-3713 
 
Re: MCPC #23-0064-002 
Plan Name: Sisters of St. Basil’s  
150 units on 46.37 acres  
Situate: 711 Fox Chase Road 
Abington Township  
 
 
Dear Mr. Manfredi: 

We have reviewed the above-referenced subdivision and land development plan in accordance with Section 502 
of Act 247, "The Pennsylvania Municipalities Planning Code," as you requested on October 20, 2023. We forward 
this letter as a report of our review. 

BACKGROUND  

Toll Mid-Atlantic L.P. Company, Inc., the applicant, has resubmitted a preliminary land development plan for 150 
townhomes (age-restricted carriage homes) on the site of the former St. Basil’s Academy. The site is the current 
location of a three-story brick building, accessory buildings including sheds and a garage, and a running track and 
athletic field. The site is located in the CS Community Service and Age-Restricted Overlay zoning districts, and is 
served by public water and sewer. The plan is dated March 24, 2023. We previously reviewed proposals for this 
site on April 4, 2023 (#23-0064-001), and August 19, 2022 (MCPC #22-0205-001). 

CONSISTENCY WITH COMPREHENSIVE AND OTHER PLANS 

In our previous letter, we noted how the proposed improvements are generally consistent with MONTCO 2040: A 
Shared Vision, The Montgomery County Comprehensive Plan, but parts of the proposal are not consistent. The 
county comprehensive plan notes that having an interconnected road network with many choices reduces 
congestion and provides alternative routes around accidents or other incidents. The plan’s future land use map 
shows the proposed land development being located in the “Suburban Residential” future land use area. The plan 
says that appropriate central open space should be provided in this area.  

The proposed land development is consistent in some ways, but not in others, with the Abington Comprehensive 
Plan of 2007. That plan shows the development site located in the “Institutional – Schools, Churches” future land 
use category. However, the plan is consistent in that it recommends, throughout the township, that housing 
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Rich Manfredi, Manager 

 

November 9, 2023 

 

 options be improved and that housing be targeted to aging residents that will encourage them to stay in the 
township.  

RECOMMENDATION 

The Montgomery County Planning Commission (MCPC) generally supports the applicant‘s proposal, however, in 
the course of our review we have identified the following issues that the applicant and township may wish to 
consider prior to final plan approval. Our comments are as follows:  

REVIEW COMMENTS  

For key issues remaining that we identified in past review letters, please refer to those letters (attached).  

CONCLUSION 

We wish to reiterate that MCPC generally supports the applicant’s proposal but we believe that our suggested 
revisions will better achieve the township’s planning objectives for residential development. 

Please note that the review comments and recommendations contained in this report are advisory to the 
township and final disposition for the approval of any proposal will be made by the township. 

Should the governing body approve a final plat of this proposal, the applicant must present the plan to our office 
for seal and signature prior to recording with the Recorder of Deeds office. A paper copy bearing the municipal 
seal and signature of approval must be supplied for our files. Please print the assigned MCPC number (#23-0064-
002) on any plans submitted for final recording.  

Sincerely, 

 

Mike Narcowich, AICP 
Community Planning Assistant Manager II 
610.278.5238 - mnarcowi@montcopa.org 

c: Toll Mid-Atlantic L.P. Company, Inc., Applicant 
Alyson Zarro, Esq.; Riley, Riper, Hollin, & Colagreco; Applicant’s Representative 
Khaled R.  Hassan, P.E., Pennoni, Township Engineer 
Michael P. Clarke, Esq., Rudolph Clarke, LLC, Township Solicitor 
 
 

Attachments: APPENDIX 1: Aerial Image, Project Site 
APPENDIX 2: Applicant’s Plan  
APPENDIX 3: MCPC Review Letter #23-0064-001 (May 19, 2023) 
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3100 Horizon Drive 

Suite 200 
King of Prussia, PA 19406 

T: 610-277-2402 
F: 610-277-7449 

 
www.pennoni.com 

August 23, 2023 
 
ABINT130030 
 
Mr. Richard Manfredi, Township Manager 
Abington Township 
1176 Old York Road 
Abington, PA 19001 
 
RE: LD-23-01-711 Fox Chase Road (St. Basil) 
 PARID: 30-00-22424-00-1/ TMID: 30059 025 

PARID: 30-00-22424-00-5/ TMID: 30059 026 
Preliminary Major Land Development Plans Review (2nd Submission) 

 
Dear Mr. Manfredi: 
 
We have received a copy of the “Preliminary/Final Major Land Development Plans” consisting of sixty-four 
(64) sheets dated March 24, 2023, revised July 24, 2023 and received on July 26, 2023, as well as Erosion and 
Sediment Control Plans consisting of fifteen (15) sheets and Post Construction Stormwater Management Plans 
consisting of twenty-two (22) sheets; as prepared by ESE Consultants, Inc., located at 1140 Virginia Drive, in 
Fort Washington, PA for the above referenced project on behalf of the property owner, Sisters of St. Basil the 
Great, and the equitable owner, Toll Mid-Atlantic, L.P Company, Inc. (the Applicant).  
 
This project is located within the CS – Community Service Zoning District with the newly created AR – Age 
Restricted Carriage Home Overlay District being an overlay for the underlying district. The site is fronted by 
Fox Chase Road to the southwest; residential properties zoned in the R1 – Low Medium Density Residential 
Zoning District to the north or northeast; residential properties zoned in the R3 – Medium Density Residential 
Zoning District, as well as the RC – Recreation/Conservation Zoning District, to the southeast; and residential 
properties zoned in the R4 – High Density Residential Zoning District to the south.  In addition, a tributary of 
the Pennypack Creek traverses from north to south within the eastern corner of the track. 
 
Under this Preliminary Land Development application, the Applicant is proposing to demolish the existing 
structures of the former St. Basil Academy School site; and construct a total of 150 age-restricted carriage 
homes as well as a clubhouse and pool on an existing parcel of land located within the newly created AR – Age 
Restricted Carriage Home Overlay District. The entire site consists of approx. 46.37 acres and is located within 
the CS – Community Service Zoning District. Other site improvements for this site include parking, curbing, 
sidewalk, landscaping, lighting, and sanitary and stormwater management facilities. Access to/from the site 
will be by way of one (1) proposed entrance off Fox Chase Road. In addition, an emergency access road is 
proposed off of Fox Chase Road on the northwestern corner of the site. 
 
In accordance with the FEMA, Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) Panel No. 42091C0403G, effective March 2, 
2016, the tract is identified to be primarily located within Zone X, an area outside the 0.2% chance flood and 
minimal flood hazard. However, the area where the Pennypack Creek tributary traverses the site is located 
within Flood Zone X, an area of 0.2% annual chance flood hazard, areas of 1% annual chance flood with 
average depth less than one foot or with drainage areas of less than one square mile. Therefore, based on the 
FEMA FIRM determination, this site is not located within the Floodplain Conservation District, and is therefore 
not subject to the floodplain regulations of the Floodplain Conservation District. However, per the Abington 
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Township Riparian Corridor Analysis Map, Figure 15.2, this parcel is identified as a parcel which is located 
within and intersecting the Riparian Corridor; and is therefore, subject to the regulations of the Riparian 
Corridor Conservation District. 
 

CONDITIONAL USE REQUESTED 
 

The Applicant appeared before the Abington Township Board of Commissioners at the Public Hearing held 
on July 13, 2023. The Applicant was granted the following conditional use approval from the Abington 
Township Zoning Code: 
 

1. §1503.B.2.b - Used Permitted by Conditional Use, Zone 2 – A conditional use approval to allow for 
the installation of a central sewer line in Zone 2 of the Riparian Corridor Conservation District. 

 
WAIVERS REQUESTED 

 
The Applicant is requesting the following waivers from the Abington Township Subdivision and Land 
Development Code: 
 

1. §146-11.A.(4) – Property Identification Plans – A waiver to not show all the information of the TMP, 
names of owners, the approx. acreage, and similar features within 400 feet.  
 
The Applicant has provided the property identification information for the immediately 
surrounding parcels abutting the site, and not the entire 400 feet distance per this Code Section.  
 

2. §146-11.B.(3) – Existing Features Plan – A waiver is requested to not show the all the information of 
the location of property lines and names of owners, and similar features within 400 feet.  
 
The Applicant has provided the property lines and landowner information for the immediately 
surrounding parcels abutting the site and not the entire 400 feet distance per this Code Section.  
 

3. §146-11.B.(7) – Existing Features Plan – A waiver is requested to not show the all the information of 
the underground and above ground utilities, and similar features within 400 feet.  
 
The Applicant has provided the utility information immediately surrounding the parcel and not the 
entire 400 feet distance per this Code Section.  
 

4. §146-27.C – Sidewalks and Curbs – Location - A waiver is requested for the sidewalk along Fox Chase 
Road. The existing locations of the sidewalk along portions of the road are within a few feet of the 
curb and roadway. The existing location will be repaired/ replaced with a new sidewalk and extended 
along the entire frontage. The area between the sidewalk and the right-of-way (roughly 12’+) will be 
used for street tree plantings.  
 
The Applicant is proposing to retain some portions the existing curb and sidewalk and make repairs 
or replacements as needed along the site frontage on Fox Chase Road. The Applicant is proposing 
new 5 feet wide sidewalk primarily along the center portion of the site frontage which will be 
located approximately 24 feet to 27 feet from the property line along Fox Chase Road. In addition, 
the Applicant is proposing to plant street trees between the edge of roadway and proposed new 
sidewalk.  
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5. §146-27.F – Sidewalks and Curbs – A waiver is requested for the curbing on the interior roads to be 
constructed with 6” Belgian Block. The internal roadways will be privately maintained. This variation 
will help with the subdivision aesthetics and maintenance.  
 
The Applicant is proposing 6-inch high Belgian Blocks along the interior roadways. The Township 
standard curb type is 6-inch high cement concrete curb.  The Applicant has requested a waiver from 
this Code Section to provide 6-inch high Belgian Blocks instead of the Township cement concrete 
curb standard since the internal roadways will be privately maintained and for aesthetics 
complementary to the land development. 
 

6. §146-29.A – Blocks – Length - A waiver is requested to allow for the internal roads C, D, F, and G to 
have less than the 500’ minimum length.  All roads orientation and lengths have been affected by the 
layout and the extended buffer around the property.  
 
The internal Road C has an approximate length of 360 feet between intersections; Road D has an 
approximate length of 470 feet between intersections; Road F has an approximate length of 410 
feet between intersections; and Road G has an approximate length of 320 feet between 
intersections, all of which do not meet the minimum 500 feet length requirement per this Code 
Section. 
 

7. Per §146.33.I – Drainage – A waiver is requested to not extend roof leaders to road gutter under 
sidewalk or connect to storm drains, but to instead allow roof drains to flow over lawn to allow 
pollutants to settle out and infiltrate into the topsoil. This section of the SALDO is also in conflict with 
142-802.A of the Stormwater Management Ordinance.  
 
The Applicant shall show the roof drains and sump pumps (if any) for the proposed clubhouse 
building, as well as, for each of the proposed townhome dwellings on the plans. Stormwater 
Ordinance §142-802.A requires roof drains not to be connected to streets, sanitary or storm 
sewers, or roadside ditches, and shall discharge to infiltration areas or vegetative BMPs to the 
maximum extent practicable. The Applicant has requested a waiver from this Code Section to 
allow for roof drains to flow over the lawn areas and infiltrate instead of extending under the 
sidewalk to the gutter.  
 

8. §146.35.C.(2) – Design and construction of sewers - Size, grade and type - A waiver is requested to 
modify the material of the sanitary sewer main to SDR-26 (plastic pipe) from ductile iron. The supply 
of the SDR-26 is more readily available. 
 
The Applicant is proposing 8-inch SDR-26 piping for the proposed sanitary sewer system to the site 
instead of ductile iron pipe per this Code Section. We defer to the Abington Township Wastewater 
Utilities department for any sewer related comments. 
 

9. §146.43.C.(3).(a) – Excavations and fills – A waiver is requested to construct cut and fill slopes greater 
than 15% for the stormwater basin berms and allow basin slopes and slopes to tie into natural grade 
up to 33%. The steeper berms will limit the areas taken up by the berms while still adequately 
capturing and routing the stormwater from the site.  
 
The Applicant is proposing grades of 3:1 or approximately 33% primarily for the stormwater basins 
to limit the earth disturbance on the site. 
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The following documents have been reviewed: 
 

Title Sheet Dated Revised 

Land Development Plans    

Cover Sheet 1 of 64 03/24/23 7/24/23 

Record Plans 2-5 of 64 03/24/23 7/24/23 

General Notes 6 of 64 03/24/23 7/24/23 

Existing Features Plans 7-10 of 64 03/24/23 7/24/23 

Overall Site Plan 11 of 64 03/24/23 7/24/23 

Grading Plans 12-19 of 64 03/24/23 7/24/23 

Utility Plans 20-27 of 64 03/24/23 7/24/23 

Road Plan & Profile 28-34 of 64 03/24/23 7/24/23 

Easement Profiles 35-39 of 64 03/24/23 7/24/23 

Construction Details 40-41 of 64 03/24/23 7/24/23 

Storm Sewer Details 42-43 of 64 03/24/23 7/24/23 

Sanitary Sewer Details 44-45 of 64 03/24/23 7/24/23 

Water Details 46 of 64 03/24/23 7/24/23 

Basin Details 47-55 of 64 03/24/23 7/24/23 

Landscape & Lighting Plans 56-63 of 64 03/24/23 7/24/23 

Landscape & Lighting Details & Notes 64 of 64 03/24/23 7/24/23 

Erosion and Sediment Control Plans    

Cover Sheet 1 of 15 03/24/23 ----- 

Erosion and Sediment Control Plan 2-9 of 15 03/24/23 ----- 

Erosion and Sediment Control Details 10-13 of 15 03/24/23 ----- 

Erosion and Sediment Control Notes 14-15 of 15 03/24/23 ----- 

Erosion and Sedimentation Control  Narrative 114 pages 03/2023 July 2023 

Post-Construction Stormwater Management Plans    

Cover Sheet 1 of 22 07/17/23 ----- 

PCSM Notes 2-3 of 22 07/17/23 ----- 

Existing Features Plan 4 of 22 07/17/23 ----- 

PCSM Overall Plan 5 of 22 07/17/23 ----- 

Pre-Developed Drainage Plan 6 of 22 07/17/23 ----- 

Post Developed Drainage Plan  7 of 22 07/17/23 ----- 

PCSM Grading Plans 8-15 of 22 07/17/23 ----- 

PCSM Details 16-22 of 22 07/17/23 ----- 

Stormwater Management Narrative 602 pages July 2023  

NPDES Narrative 6 pages July 2023  

 
We have performed a review of the above referenced plans for compliance with the Zoning Ordinance 
(Chapter 162); Subdivision and Land Development Ordinance (Chapter 146); and Stormwater Management 
Ordinance (Chapter 142). We offer the following comments for your consideration: 
 

ZONING COMMENTS 
 

1. Per §1503.B.2.b – Used Permitted by Conditional Use, Zone 2 – Corridor crossings by centralized sewer 
and water lines and/or public utility transmission lines, provided that any disturbance is offset by 
corridor mitigation measures as outlined in §1508, Riparian Management of this chapter, and provided 
underground utility and pipe crossings are located at least 3 feet below stream invert. 
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The eastern portion of this site is located within the Riparian Corridor Conservation District Zone 2. Based 
on the utility plans, the Applicant is proposing new sanitary lines to be located within Zone 2 of the 
Riparian Corridor which is only permitted by conditional use. As part of this Land Development 
application, the Applicant has included a completed conditional use application seeking approval from 
this Code Section to allow for the sanitary sewer crossing within Zone 2 of the Riparian Corridor 
Conservation District. 
 
The Applicant appeared before the Abington Township Board of Commissioners at a Public Hearing 
held on July 13, 2023; and was granted conditional use approval to permit the sanitary sewer 
connection to the existing sanitary system within Zone 2 of the Riparian Corridor.  

 
5. Per §1711, Figure 17.2 – Dimensional Regulations – The minimum front yard setback shall be 30 feet 

dwelling setback from the face of the curb and/or edge of cartway. 
Based on our measurements, it appears that the Applicant will comply with the required dwelling 
setback dimensions; however, dimensions for the building setbacks shall be provided on the plans to 
ensure compliance with this Code Section. 
The Applicant has shown the required 30 feet dwelling setback line on the Overall Site Plan (Sheet 11). 
 
In addition to the 30 feet dwelling setback line shown on the Overall Site Plan, the Applicant shall 
provide the required front yard setback dimensions on the plan to ensure compliance with the above 
code requirement.  Based on our measurements, the setline lines appear to be shown at the correct 
distances, but dimensions are needed to be shown on the plans to clarify and confirm the required 
setback distances.  
 

7. Per §1711, Figure 17.2 – Dimensional Regulations – The maximum impervious coverage shall be 50% 
and the minimum green area shall be 50%. 
The Applicant has provided a building coverage percentage of 34.3% which is in compliance with this 
Code Section. The Applicant shall provide an impervious coverage calculation on the plans showing the 
total impervious areas and the resulting percentages to ensure compliance with this Code Section.  
 
The Applicant has provided a breakdown of the building and impervious coverage proposed on the 
site. Based on the provided breakdown, for the 44.92 Ac gross site area, the impervious coverage is 
calculated as follows: 
      Impervious Coverage (SF) 
Proposed Clubhouse & Acc. Area   0.27 Ac 
Proposed Unit Buildings    8.61 Ac  
Proposed Road & Access Road   3.78 Ac 
Proposed Service Walk/Driveway   1.74  Ac 
Proposed Sidewalk     1.09 Ac 
Fox Chase Road R/W     0.5 Ac      
Total Proposed Impervious Area   15.99 Ac 
Proposed Building Coverage   35.60% (<50% required max. impervious coverage) 
 
Based on our calculations of the information provided, the total of the impervious coverage is 15.99 
acres which is 35.60% of the gross site area and is in compliance with this Code Section. However, 
there is a discrepancy between the impervious coverage given on the Record Plan (Record Sheet 2 of 
4) and the total impervious coverage breakdown given on the General Notes (Sheet 6). The 
discrepancy shall be confirmed and revised to be consistent on both plan sheets.  
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8. Per §1711, Figure 17.2 – Dimensional Regulations – The minimum open space shall be the gross site 
area (in acres) x 0.40. 
The Applicant has provided a building coverage percentage of 34.3% which is in compliance with this 
Code Section. The Applicant shall provide an open space calculation on the plans showing the total open 
space and the resulting percentages to ensure compliance with this Code Section.  
 
The Applicant is showing the proposed open space on the Overall Site Plan (Sheet 11) and has 
provided the open space calculations on the Record Plan (Record Sheet 2 of 4). However, there is 
discrepancy between the open space calculated in the Area Tabulation (39.694 Ac) and the open space 
acreage given in the Zoning Table (22.6 Ac). The discrepancy shall be confirmed and revised to be 
consistent on both plan sheets. 
 

15. Per §2304.H Use H-13 – Age-Restricted Carriage Home Dwelling Unit (Single-Family Attached) – 2 
parking spaces exclusive of garage space, plus one-quarter (1/4) parking space per dwelling unit for 
visitor and overflow parking shall be provided. The visitor and overflow parking may be provided in 
designated on-street parking spaces; parking spaces may be reduced to 9’ x 18’; and single car garages 
may not be utilized as required parking spaces, unless a basement is provided. 
The Applicant is proposing 150 dwelling units which requires the following parking spaces. 

• 150 Units x 2 spaces per unit = 300 parking spaces 

• 150 Units x (1/4) spaces per unit = 37.5 = 38 parking spaces 
In total, the Applicant is required to provide 338 parking spaces for the dwelling units. Based on the plan 
provided, the Applicant is proposing 359 parking spaces on site consisting of 300 parking spaces in the 
driveways of the dwelling units and 59 parking spaces on Roads A, B, D, and E as well as in front of the 
clubhouse area. The Applicant shall clarify if any basements will be provided for the proposed dwelling 
units to confirm the total number of parking spaces being provided on the site. The Applicant shall 
update the parking calculation on the Record Plan (Sheet 3) to reflect the correct number of parking 
spaces required and proposed. 
 
The Applicant, in their response letter dated July 25, 2023, clarified that all units will have 2-car 
garages with no qualifying overflow parking spaces for each garage, and that 38 overflow spaces and 1 
space for the common mailbox area are provided within the subdivision. On the provided Overall Site 
Plan (Sheet 11), we counted 42 additional on-street parking spaces are shown including 2 handicap 
spaces. The Record Plans (Record Sheets 1 to 4 of 4) do not show any of the proposed off-street and 
on-street parking spaces. The Applicant shall show the parking spaces on the Record Plans (Record 
Sheets 1 to 4 of 4) as shown on the Overall Site Plan (Sheet 11). In addition, the Zoning Table on 
Record Sheet 2 of 4 is noting the parking requirements in the provided condition as “339 or Less 
Units”. The Zoning Table shall show the actual total number of parking spaces for the site to clarify 
and confirm the total number of proposed parking spaces for the site and ensure compliance with this 
Code Section. 
 

18. Per §2401.A.2.d.(1).(a) – Preservation and Protection of Existing Vegetation – Tree replacement shall 
occur when new impervious coverage exceeds 500 SF and a tree with a minimum caliper of six (6) inches 
is removed. In such cases, two new trees, each a minimum of 3-to-3.5” caliper, measured 6” above grade, 
shall be planted for each tree with a minimum caliper of 6” or greater that is removed. 
Based on the Existing Features Plan (Sheet 7), the Applicant is indicating that they are removing 67 trees 
as part of this Land Development project. The trees shall be labeled with a diameter of the tree to be 
removed to confirm the required tree replacement. A tree replacement calculation shall be provided on 
the landscaping plan showing the total number of trees removed and the total number of trees proposed 
based on this code requirement. In addition, the Applicant shall label the trees that are proposed to remain. 
For example, on the Existing Features Plan (Sheet 7), the existing trees that are not labeled which are 
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located between the trees labeled 44 and 45 and 48 and 49 as not proposed to be removed; however, on 
the Utility Plan (Sheet 24) there is storm piping proposed directly underneath those trees which will require 
those trees to be removed. The Applicant shall clarify and confirm all trees to remain or to be removed and 
update the label on the Existing Features plan accordingly. 
 
The Applicant is indicating that they are subdividing the property and creating new lots; therefore 
§2401.A.2.d.(1).(b) should be used for this project. The Applicant is indicating that no more than 25% 
of the existing tree canopy is being removed, and the tree replacement requirement does not apply. 
However, for the site, only the proposed individual homes will be lotted out but the entire site as a 
whole will be under a homeowner’s association or similar entity that will be operating and maintaining 
the common areas and the Zoning Table is showing a total site area of 46.37-acres in the proposed 
condition for the existing 46.58-acre site area.  Therefore, Section §2401.A.2.d.(1).(a) would be 
applicable to this site. Based on the existing tree chart provided on the Existing Features Plan (Sheet 8), 
66 of the 100 trees on the list are being removed which will require tree replacement for trees with a 
6-inch caliper or greater at a rate of 2:1.  The tree replacement calculation and the proposed 
replacement trees shall be provided on the plans accordingly. 

 
CHAPTER 146 

SUBDIVISION & LAND DEVELOPMENT COMMENTS 
 

26. Per §146-10.B.(5) – General Requirements – Once the Applicant confirms the submission type, the 
submission type in accordance with §146-9.D shall be indicated on all the plan sheets as either “Preliminary 
Major Subdivision and Land Development” or “Preliminary/Final Major Subdivision and Land 
Development” and noted as land development application number “LD-23-01”. 
The submission type is preliminary major subdivision and land development. The Applicant has revised the 
plans accordingly. 
 
The submission type has been included on the plans; however, the application number “LD-23-01” has 
not been included on the plans. This application number should be included. 
 

27. Per §146-11.A.(2) – Property Identification Plans – The property identification plans shall contain a location 
map the site to be subdivided or developed, at a scale of not less than 800 feet to the inch, showing the 
relation of the site to adjoining property and to all public and private streets and municipal boundaries 
existing within 1,000 feet of any part of the property. 
The location maps on the Cover Sheet (Sheet 1) show the zoning district boundary lines; however, the maps 
are only showing public and private streets and zoning boundaries within approximately 600 feet of the 
property. The maps shall be revised to show public and private streets and zoning boundaries within 1,000 
feet of the property.  
 
The location map provided on the plans is not showing all existing features within 1,000 feet of any part 
of the property. The location map shall be revised to show this information. 
 

29. Per §146-11.A.(7) – Property Identification Plans – The property identification plans shall provide an 
indication that the elevations are based upon sanitary sewer datum of the Township of Abington. 
The Applicant has noted on the Existing Features Plan (Sheet 7) that the vertical datum on the plans is 
based on NAVD88. However, there is no note regarding the Abington Township Sanitary Sewer Datum. 
The Applicant shall provide a reference for the Township Sanitary Sewer Datum on the plans. 
The Applicant has indicated in their response letter that they are working with the sanitary sewer 
authority to verify the elevations and will update the notes on the plans when available. 
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30. Per §146-11.A.(8) – Property Identification Plans – The property identification plans shall contain the 
existing cartways of streets and on adjoining the site, with existing and ultimate rights-of-ways and 
legislative and traffic route numbers. 
The existing cartway widths and right-of-way lines for Fox Chase Road shall be provided on the plans.  
 
On the Location Map on the Cover Sheet, the right-of-way of Fox Chase Road is called out as 50 feet 
wide, and on the Record Plan (Record Sheet 1 of 4), the right-of-way is identified as 60 feet wide. The 
correct right-of-way width shall be confirmed and revised accordingly to be consistent on the plans. 
 

37. Per §146-11.F.(4).(b).[5] – Storm Sewer Profiles – The storm sewer profiles shall show the type and size of 
pipe, manholes, and inlets. 
On the storm pipe profiles on the Plan & Profile Plans (Sheets 28-34), the size of the inlets and manholes 
were not shown. This information shall be shown on the profiles per this code requirement. 
 
A note has been added to the profiles indicating that the size of the inlets and manholes will be 
determined by contractor during the construction process and shop drawings will be reviewed by the 
Township prior to installation. The design of the storm system, including inlet and manhole sizes shall 
be provided prior to plans approval to ensure that there are no conflicts with any existing utilities. 
 

39. Per §146-11.G.(1).(e),(f),&(h) – Utility Plan – The utility plan shall show the electrical lines, junctions, 
vaults, telephone lines, cable television lines and other related appurtenances. 
The Applicant is showing the underground utilities running along the roadways within the development; 
however, the electrical, telephone, cable, etc. lines are not shown connecting to the proposed dwellings. 
The Applicant shall provide these connections on the Utility Plans. The Applicant shall also show the 
electrical lines connecting to the proposed streetlights. 
 
There are multiple locations where a proposed fire hydrant is located directly on top of the underground 
electric line; i.e., the proposed fire hydrant adjacent to Unit 148 on Road B; adjacent to the side of Unit 
118 on Road B; adjacent to the proposed clubhouse on Road A between inlets no. 206 and 212; adjacent 
to the side of Unit 50 on Road E.  The plans show be updated to avoid any utility conflicts. 
 

40. Per §146-11.L.(1).(a) thru (h) – Architectural Plans – Architectural plans shall be submitted for review and 
approval which provide the requirements as indicated in the above Code Sections. 
 
The Applicant has indicated that they are holding off on this comment to discuss with the Township or 
to forward the plans in the future. Architectural plans shall be provided to our office for review and 
approval to ensure compliance with the above code provisions.  
 

47. Per §146-25.D – Intersections, Curb - Wherever practicable, curblines shall be rounded by a tangential arc, 
the minimum radius of which shall be 20 feet. The curbline radius shall be concentric with that of the right-
of-way line, except at the intersections of streets having different widths between curblines and right-of-
way lines. 
The curb radius at the intersection of the site entrance and Fox Chase Road shall be shown on the plans to 
ensure the required curb radius is provided. 
 
The curb radii of 16 feet are shown on the northwestern corner at the intersection of Fox Chase Road 
and the site entrance. A minimum curb radius of 20 feet shall be provided for this intersection.  
 

50. Per §146-27.E – Sidewalks and Curbs – At corners and other pedestrian street-crossing points, sidewalks 
shall be extended to the curbline with ramps for adequate and reasonable access across curbs by physically 
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handicapped persons, including those in wheelchairs. 
The proposed curb ramps shall be called out on the plan with the respective ramp types, spot elevations, 
and slopes shall be provided to ensure compliance with ADA requirements. 
 
The curb ramp types have not been called out on the plans. In addition, all ADA ramps shall show the 
detectable wearing surface (DWS) on the plans. 
 

51. Per §146-27.F – Sidewalks and Curbs – Curbs shall be the vertical type and constructed in accordance with 
Township specifications.  
Based on existing conditions, there is existing curbing along the northwestern and southwestern site 
frontage of Fox Chase Road. The Applicant is not proposing new curbing along the entire site frontage 
along Fox Chase Road. We recommend that curbing be provided along the entire site frontage to provide 
a safety barrier between the edge of roadway and new sidewalk, as well as, for consistency of the entire 
site. In addition, the Applicant is proposing 6-inch high Belgian Blocks along the interior roadways. The 
Township standard curb type is 6-inch-high cement concrete curb. The Applicant has requested a waiver 
from this Code Section to provide 6-inch high Belgian Blocks instead of the Township cement concrete curb 
standard since the internal roadways will be privately maintained and for aesthetics complementary to 
the land development. 
 
The Applicant has indicated that they will discuss the curbing with the Township.  We had 
recommended that curbing be provided along the entire site frontage to provide a safety barrier 
between the edge of roadway and new sidewalk, as well as, for consistency of the entire site. 
 

54. Per §146.33.I – Drainage – Stormwater roof drains and pipes shall not discharge water over a sidewalk 
but shall extend under the sidewalk to the gutter. Where storm drains are accessible, the roof drain shall 
be connected thereto. 
The Applicant shall show the roof drains and sump pumps (if any) for the proposed clubhouse building, as 
well as, for each of the proposed townhome dwellings on the plans. The Applicant has requested a 
waiver from this Code Section to allow for roof drains to flow over the lawn areas and infiltration instead 
of extending under the sidewalk to the gutter in accordance with Stormwater Ordinance Section §142-
802.A where roof drains shall not be connected to streets, sanitary or storm sewers, or roadside ditches, 
and shall discharge to infiltration areas or vegetative BMPs to the maximum extent practicable. 
 
A typical utility layout has been included on the Construction Details (Sheet 40) which shows the 
typical downspout locations for the carriage home dwellings; however, the discharge point of these 
downspouts is unclear. The layout shall be revised to clearly indicate where the discharge point of the 
downspouts will be and where the flow will be directed to. In addition, erosion dissipaters shall be 
provided at the discharge points of the roof drains to help with any erosion from the discharge. 
 

55. Per §146.5.C.(2) – Design and construction of sewers - Size, grade and type - Sanitary sewers shall have 
a minimum inside diameter of eight inches and a minimum grade of 1/2%. Ductile iron pipe shall be 
used in all cases. 
The Applicant is proposing 8-inch SDR-26 piping for the proposed sanitary sewer system to the site 
instead of ductile iron pipe per this Code Section. The Applicant has requested a waiver from this Code 
Section to not provide the required ductile iron pipe. We defer to the Abington Township Wastewater 
Utilities department for any sewer related comments. 
 
The Applicant has indicated in their response letter that the Abington Township Wastewater 
Authority has accepted the SDR-26 piping within the site and Ductile Iron Pipe (DIP) along Fox Chase 
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Road. The Applicant has requested a waiver from this Code Section to permit the SDR-26 piping within 
the site in lieu of the required ductile iron pipe. 

 
CHAPTER 142 

STORMWATER MANAGEMENT COMMENTS 
 

62. Per §142.302.B.(2).(a) – SWM Site Plan Requirements – The Applicant shall prepare an existing resource 
and site analysis map (ERSAM) showing environmentally sensitive areas including, but not limited to, steep 
slopes, ponds, lakes, streams, wetlands, hydric soils, vernal pools, stream buffers, floodplains, hydrologic 
soil groups, closed topographic depressions and recharge areas. Land development, existing recharge 
areas, and any other requirements specifically outlined in the municipal SALDO also shall be included. 
An ERSAM Plan shall be provided as part of this submission and shall show the information as indicated 
per this Code Section. 
 
The Applicant has indicated that the information as indicated per the above Code Section is being 
provided on the Existing Features Plans (Sheets 7-10). The Applicant may wish to rename these plans 
as Existing Features Plans/ERSAM Plans to ensure compliance with the requirements of the above Code 
Section. 

 
GENERAL STORMWATER MANAGEMENT COMMENTS 

 
74. There are multiple locations in the Storm Sewer Tabulation sheets in the PCSM Report where the 

hydraulic grade elevations are greater than the grade/rim elevations which will result in surcharging of 
the pipes and associated inlet/manhole. Below are the Line ID of the lines identified in the report: 

a. MH-404 to outfall HGL DN larger 
b. 620-MH-618 HGL UP larger 
c. 622 to 620 HGL DN larger and HGL UP larger 
d. 624 to MH-610 HGL DN larger and HGL UP larger 
e. MH-702 to E.W. 7 HGL DN larger 
f. 726-724 HGL UP larger 

The HGL elevations shall be confirmed and revised accordingly to ensure that no surcharging of the 
inlets/manholes will occur. 
 
Based on the updated PCSM Report, there are three (3) discrepancies for the invert elevations 
between the PCSM Report and what is labeled on the plans. These discrepancies shall be confirmed 
and revised accordingly: 

a. Invert Dn for Line ID 422 to 420 
b. Invert Up for Line ID 425 to 424 
c. Invert Dn for Line ID 520 to 504 

 
77. The emergency spillway for Basin 1 is shown on the plans to be directed towards Fox Chase Road. The 

emergency spillway for Basin 1 should be revised to minimize impacts to the main street. The Applicant 
may wish to redirect the overflow towards the open space across from the emergency access drive to 
allow for additional infiltration and/or extend the existing storm sewer located on Fox Chase Road 
adjacent to 777 Fox Chase Road (PARID No. 30-00-22428-00-6). 
 
In the current resubmission, the Applicant has revised the emergency spillway for Basin 1 to discharge 
to internal Road A near the site entrance. The runoff from the emergency spillway will sheet flow 
from Basin 1 over the proposed sidewalk on Road A to be primarily captured by proposed inlet no. 
804. However, the flows from proposed inlet no. 804 will be discharged to the same manhole no. 802 
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and existing storm sewer system as the routed flows from Basin 1. The Applicant may wish to consider 
relocating the emergency spillway towards the emergency access end and evaluate the feasibility of 
directing flows onto the open space and tie into the existing storm sewer system at that end instead 
of discharging to the same storm sewer system on Fox Chase Road adjacent to the site entrance on 
Road A. The Applicant may also wish to consider moving the proposed inlets no. 804 and 806 closer to 
the stop sign on Road A to capture additional stormwater runoff prior to sheet flow onto Fox Chase 
Road. In addition, the Applicant should consider the feasibility of capturing the runoff from the 
emergency spillway of Basin 2 and direct the flows into the existing storm sewer that runs parallel to 
Fox Chase Road prior to sheet flow onto the existing sidewalk.  

 
GENERAL COMMENTS 

 
80. Per the Existing Features Plans (Sheets 7 to 10), there are multiple locations where private fencing and 

structures are shown to be encroaching within the site boundaries from the abutting properties that front 
Forrest Avenue, Kirkwood Street, and Suffolk Road. The Applicant shall clarify if the private fences and 
structures are permitted to remain or be required to be removed outside the site boundaries. It is 
recommended that a written agreement to permit these encroachments for each of the properties should 
be provided to the Township.  
 
The Applicant has indicated that they are working with the Township and the neighboring properties 
that currently encroach the site boundary to remove the encroachments. 

 
82. The existing features shall be turned off on the proposed improvement plans. 

 
We have received the following documents/permits/reviews: 

• AQUA Will Serve Letter (January 29, 2021) 

• Transportation Impact Assessment (February 10, 2023, last revised March 13, 2023) 

• Conditional Use Application (March 27, 2023) 

• MCPC Request for Review (March 27, 2023) 

• Application for SALDO Review (March 27, 2023) 

• Waivers Request (included w/ SALDO Application) (March 27, 2023) 

• Post Construction Stormwater Management Report (March 2023) 

• TPD Traffic Review (April 29, 2023) 

• Sanitary Sewer Review (May 12, 2023) 

• STC Review (May 10, 2023) 

• Fire Marshal Review (May 12, 2023 via email) 

• EAC Review (May 11, 2023) 

• MCPC Review (May 19, 2023) 
 

We have not received the following documents/permits/reviews: 

• MCCD Review 

• Sanitary Sewer Availability Letter (pending historical downstream sewer capacity evaluation) 

• Application for Sewage Facilities Planning Module Exemption Mailer 

• NPDES Permit 

• Financial Escrow  

• LD Agreements 

• Stormwater BMP O&M Agreement 

• Legal Descriptions & Exhibits of all easements 
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SUMMARY 
 

We do not recommend Preliminary Major Land Development Plans approval until the Applicant addresses 
the above referenced comments, in particular the zoning and traffic comments. We are available to meet 
for a technical discussion upon request by the Applicant.  
 
If you have any questions or comments with this submittal, please do not hesitate to contact me. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
PENNONI 

 
Khaled R. Hassan, PE 
Township Engineer 
 
cc: Terry Castorina, Assistant to the Township Manager 
 Ashley McIlvaine, Assistant Township Manager & Assistant CAO 
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May 10, 2023 

MEMO   

To:    Lucy Strackhouse, Chair – Abington Township Planning Commission 
From:   Abington Township Shade Tree Commission 
RE:    Sisters of St. Basil LD-23-01, 711 Fox Chase Road 
Plan Set Date:  March 24, 2023 

Site Summary 
Owner:   Sisters of St. Basil the Great 
Zone – CS – Community Service District, with AR (Age restricted) Carriage home overlay  
Watershed – Tookany Creek and Pennypack Creek Tributaries 
Plan:  Proposed 150- single family aSached units Subdivision and Land Development Plan 

Dear Chairperson Strackhouse, 

The members of the Abington Township Shade Tree Commission have had the opportunity to review the above 
referenced land development plan set dated March 24, 2023 and distributed to us on April 6.  The project was 
included on our regular May 9 meeWng agenda where STC members gave feedback and discussed.  The following 
comments are based on our review. 

  

1) For the wooded area located on the northeast corner of the plan the STC recommends a plan be developed 
and funded by the developer to address significant invasive plant pressure on this wooded area.      

2) Under tree protecWon notes on page 64 instrucWons incorrectly note pruning flush with the trunk and 
painWng the pruned area.  Best pracWce states pruning cuts should be made in line with the branch collar and 
cuts should not be painted.    

The STC strongly recommends that the standard #2 under tree protecWon notes on page 64 is followed 
closely.  This states that a responsible person from the township should be noWfied to inspect the tree 
protecWon before construcWon begins. In our experience if this is not set-up correctly before construcWon 
begins trees will be damaged and lost.    

3) Under planWng detail of trees, conifers and shrubs on page 64 – the STC recommends following the best 
pracWce of completely removing all burlap & twine and all or at least as much of the cage as possible from 
the planWng hole of all B&B trees and shrubs.   

  1
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4) On page 8 chart ‘ExisWng trees 10” or greater in diameter’: 

a. Tag #1 & #3 Tree of Heaven listed as ‘remaining’.  This is an invasive non-naWve species – the STC 
recommends that these be removed if possible. 

b. Tag #84 Beech idenWfied as ‘to be removed’ the STC recommends, if at all possible, this tree remain.  
(See EAC comments in detail regarding this)  

5) Under Plant Legend beginning with page 56:   

a. The STC appreciates that the developer included all naWve species in the plant list.  

b. Under Street Trees- The STC recommends removing the Red Oak, Quercus rubra due mainly to the 
issue of bacterial leaf scorch.  Replace these with the use of White Oak, Quercus alba.   

c. Under Buffer Evergreen TreesThe STC recommends removing or at minimum reducing the use of the 
White Spruce, Picea glauca and the Baby Blue Colorado Spruce, Picea pungens due to the failure 
frequency of these plants in our area due mainly to heat stress.  In place we recommend: American 
Holly, Ilex opaca and Common Juniper, Juniperus communis.  

6) In the open spaces outside of the tree and shrub buffers there appears to be large areas unidenWfied and 
likely grass, which provides almost no value to wildlife or storm water absorpWon funcWon.  The STC strongly 
recommends expanding the tree and shrub buffers into these areas to reduce the amount of grass. 
AlternaWvely, well-defined secWons within these areas could be seeded with naWve perennial grasses and 
wildflowers, providing ecological value to local wildlife and aestheWc value to the homeowners and visitors.   

7) The backyard areas of the homes indicate few trees.  The STC recommends adding more naWve trees to the 
backyard areas of the homes to offer the benefit of shade for the homes. 

Respeciully submiSed,  

John Kennedy 
John Kennedy 
Abington Township STC 

cc: Richard Manfredi 
Michael Narcowich 
Shaun LiSlefield 
Planning Commission Members 
EAC Members 
Abington Shade Tree Commission Members

  2
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Memorandum 
 

To:  Richard Manfredi, Manager - Abington Township 

 

From:  Greg Richardson, P.E. 

 

Date:  April 28, 2023 

 

Re:  Sister of St. Basil – Active-Adult Development 

  Traffic Review #2   

  Abington Township, Montgomery County, PA 

  TPD No. ABTO.00033 

 

cc:  Board of Commissioners 

  Planning Commission 

  Tim Clark 

  Ashley McIlvaine 

  Terry Castorina 

  Khal Hassan, P.E. 

  Allison A. Lee, P.E. 

____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

  

Per your request and on behalf of Abington Township, Traffic Planning and Design, Inc. (TPD) has completed 

a traffic review of the above-referenced application. TPD reviewed the following documents: 

 

• Traffic Impact Assessment prepared by McMahon Associates, Inc. – Dated March13, 2023 

• Concept “L” Plan prepared by ESE Planning – Dated January 19, 2022. 

 

The following are our comments: 

 

Traffic Impact Assessment Study Review 

1. As stated in our August 2022 review, the Applicant should coordinate with SEPTA to review the 

existing bus stops in the immediate project area and explore the possibility of providing shelters 

and pedestrian connectivity along the site frontage. The response letter states that some level of 

coordination took place, however, no correspondence was provided confirming such. 

2. As per our August 2022 review, modifications to the northbound Manor College Drive will be 

necessary to provide proper alignment with the proposed boulevard-style access driveway for the 

development. 

3. As per our August 2022 review, it is recommended that the Applicant fully modernize the traffic 

signal in conjunction with the roadway improvements for the development.  However, we will defer 

to the Township regarding this matter. 
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Site Plan Review 

1. As per our August 2022 review, due to the type of proposed development (active-adult), separate 

left and right turn lanes should be provided on Fox Chase Road at its intersection with the Manor 

College driveway and the proposed site driveway.  However, we will defer to the Township and 

PennDOT regarding this item. 

2. As per our August 2022 review, the anticipated parking for the development should be specified 

and clearly identified on the plan.  Consideration should be given to providing on-street parking 

which is spread evenly throughout the development to accommodate visitors, special events, 

families, etc.  The Applicant should explore traffic calming measures in conjunction with on-street 

parking, such as curb extensions and midblock bump-outs, to reduce vehicle speeds on the long 

and straight internal roads.  It does not appear that the sketch plan that was submitted has not 

addressed this comment. 

3. As per our August 2022 review, additional details should be provided on the clubhouse operations 

to determine the appropriate amount of parking that may be necessary to service its intended use. 

4. As per our August 2022 review, the need for streetlighting along the internal roads and along the 

property frontage on Fox Chase Road should be discussed with the Township.  The applicant’s 

response is that they would like to discuss this item during the Land Development phase. 

5. As per our August 2022 review, the Township Fire Chief should review the plan and approve the 

proposed circulation patterns.  The applicant’s response is that they would like to discuss this item 

during the Land Development phase. 

6. New comment:  Based on the Land Development plans, curb is proposed to be replaced at the 

driveway tie-in.  To the north of the driveway, there is no existing curb on Fox Chase Road (based 

on Streetview).  We recommend that the Township consider requesting additional curb along the 

entire site frontage.   

7. New comment:  To the south, the sidewalk is asphalt, behind the curb with no buffer, and looks to 

be in poor condition.  We recommend that the Township consider a requirement to replace 

sidewalk across the entire site frontage to the south.      

General 

1. Since any modifications to the signalized intersection of Fox Chase Road, the Manor College 

driveway, and the proposed site driveway is subject to PennDOT review and approval, any 

correspondence to and from the Department must also be coordinated with our office and the 

Township, and evaluated and addressed accordingly in subsequent submissions. 

2. A response letter must be provided with the resubmission detailing how each comment above has 

been addressed, and where each can be found in the resubmission materials (i.e., plan sheet 

number(s), page number(s), etc.) to assist in the re-review process.   

TPD reserves the right to make additional comments upon receipt of additional documents or changes to 

the plan and studies 
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Memorandum 
 

To:  Richard Manfredi, Manager - Abington Township 

 

From:  Greg Richardson, P.E. 

 

Date:  November 10, 2023 

 

Re:  Sister of St. Basil – Active-Adult Development 

  Traffic Review #3  

  Abington Township, Montgomery County, PA 

  TPD No. ABTO.00033 

 

cc:  Board of Commissioners 

  Planning Commission 

  Tim Clark 

  Ashley McIlvaine 

  Terry Castorina 

  Khal Hassan, P.E. 

  Allison A. Lee, P.E. 

____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

  

Per your request and on behalf of Abington Township, Traffic Planning and Design, Inc. (TPD) has completed 

a traffic review of the above-referenced application. TPD reviewed the following documents: 

 

• Traffic Impact Assessment prepared by McMahon Associates, Inc. – Dated March 13, 2023 

• Preliminary Major Subdivision Plans prepared by ESE Planning – Dated October 13, 2023. 

 

The following are our comments: 

 

Traffic Signal Design Review 

1. The Applicant has indicated that it will implement modernization of the existing traffic signal and 

has submitted to PennDOT for review (received comments from 5/23).  However, to date, TPD has 

not received any traffic signal plans or other correspondence related to the signals.  Therefore, we 

defer our review on this item until receipt of these plans. 

 

Site Plan Review 

1. Our initial review of this project recommended that separate left and right turn lanes should be 

provided on Fox Chase Road at its intersection with the Manor College driveway and the proposed 

site driveway. The Applicant responded that PennDOT was not requiring these lanes.  The Township 

should comment on whether it desires that these lanes be constructed. 
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2. Confirm that the need for streetlighting along the internal roads and along the property frontage 

on Fox Chase Road has been discussed with the Township.  The applicant’s response is that they 

would like to discuss this item during the Land Development phase. 

3. Confirm that the Township Fire Chief has reviewed the plan and approved the proposed circulation 

patterns.  The applicant’s response is that they would like to discuss this item during the Land 

Development phase. 

4. Based on the Land Development plans, curb is proposed to be replaced at the driveway tie-in.  To 

the north of the driveway, there is no existing curb on Fox Chase Road (based on Streetview).  We 

previously recommended that the Township consider requesting additional curb along the entire 

site frontage.  The applicant’s response is that they would like to discuss this item during the Land 

Development phase. 

General 

1. Since any modifications to the signalized intersection of Fox Chase Road, the Manor College 

driveway, and the proposed site driveway is subject to PennDOT review and approval, any 

correspondence to and from the Department must also be coordinated with our office and the 

Township, and evaluated and addressed accordingly in subsequent submissions. 

2. A response letter must be provided with the resubmission detailing how each comment above has 

been addressed, and where each can be found in the resubmission materials (i.e., plan sheet 

number(s), page number(s), etc.) to assist in the re-review process.   

TPD reserves the right to make additional comments upon receipt of additional documents or changes to 

the plan and studies 
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PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING

AGENDA ITEM

 

December 20, 2023

DATE

Administration

DEPARTMENT

AGENDA ITEM NUMBER FISCAL IMPACT

Cost > $10,000

Yes     No    

 
PUBLIC BID REQUIRED

Cost > $20,100

Yes     No    

 

 

AGENDA ITEM:

640 Cedar Road

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:

Under this Preliminary/Final Land Development application, the Applicant is proposing to maintain the
existing features on the site with the exception of the following: 
•    Construct a 1,048 SF building expansion to the rear of the existing 2-story masonry and frame
veterinary hospital building.
•    Remove the existing detached frame garage located directly to the rear of the veterinary hospital
building, adjacent pavement area, and 4' high chain link fencing and gate for parking lot expansion to
include 10 additional off-street parking spaces. Portions of the existing parking lot adjacent the 2-story
frame garage/barn building and the driveway entrance area adjacent to 700 Cedar Road will be milled
and slightly widened as part of this work. The entire existing bituminous parking lot will be resurfaced.
•    Remove the existing landscape tie wall and AC ducts along the northern side of the veterinary hospital
building to extend the existing concrete walk from the front of the building with a new concrete walkway
along the northern side of the building, side entrance, and new concrete ramp along the western side of
the building addition to the new rear entrance.
•    Remove the existing stone wall and walkway adjacent the existing 2-story frame garage/barn and
reconstruct a new 1' high stone wall along the parking lot edge in front of the 2-story frame garage/barn
and new concrete walkway with steps leading from the parking lot to the 2-story frame garage/barn.
•    Install new stormwater bmp facilities; e.g., an underground 80' long x 20' wide underground
infiltration bed; stormwater basin; trench and yard drains; and stormwater inlets and piping for
stormwater management of the site.
•    Install a new 4' high chain link fence and gate attached to the existing 4' high chain link fence located
in the yard area of the site behind the 626 Cedar Road and 639 Roseland Avenue properties.
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•    A designated loading area is provided on the parking lot to the rear and western corner of the
veterinary hospital building.
•    Provide additional landscape plantings adjacent the building addition, along portions of the parking
lot perimeter, and along the lot lines for increased buffering.

PREVIOUS BOARD ACTIONS:

n/a

RECOMMENDED BOARD ACTIONS:

Consider the Preliminary/Final Major Land Development Plan for LD-23-04 - 640 Cedar Road
(Hopewell Vet).
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LD-23-04

640 Cedar Road (Hopewell Vet)

10/19/2023

Waived

3

371



372



373



374



375



376



n/a

n/a

377



378



379



380



381



382



383



384



385



386



387



388



389



390



391



392



3

8

4 5

8

Parking Lot Landscape

Buffers and Screens

LANDSCAPE LEGEND

Building Landscape

Site Element Screening

Street tree

La
nd

sc
ap

e 
P

la
n

See Sheet LP-2 for Landscape Details

LANDSCAPE PLAN
20 0 20 60

SCALE: 1" = 20'-0"

10

39
3

AutoCAD SHX Text
256

AutoCAD SHX Text
257

AutoCAD SHX Text
258

AutoCAD SHX Text
259

AutoCAD SHX Text
258

AutoCAD SHX Text
257

AutoCAD SHX Text
256

AutoCAD SHX Text
255

AutoCAD SHX Text
255

AutoCAD SHX Text
255

AutoCAD SHX Text
255

AutoCAD SHX Text
256

AutoCAD SHX Text
257

AutoCAD SHX Text
257

AutoCAD SHX Text
257

AutoCAD SHX Text
259

AutoCAD SHX Text
259

AutoCAD SHX Text
260

AutoCAD SHX Text
261

AutoCAD SHX Text
258

AutoCAD SHX Text
259

AutoCAD SHX Text
260

AutoCAD SHX Text
261

AutoCAD SHX Text
262

AutoCAD SHX Text
262

AutoCAD SHX Text
263

AutoCAD SHX Text
261

AutoCAD SHX Text
260

AutoCAD SHX Text
263

AutoCAD SHX Text
262

AutoCAD SHX Text
261

AutoCAD SHX Text
260

AutoCAD SHX Text
260

AutoCAD SHX Text
261

AutoCAD SHX Text
258

AutoCAD SHX Text
259

AutoCAD SHX Text
260

AutoCAD SHX Text
261

AutoCAD SHX Text
262

AutoCAD SHX Text
261

AutoCAD SHX Text
260

AutoCAD SHX Text
259

AutoCAD SHX Text
259

AutoCAD SHX Text
260

AutoCAD SHX Text
257

AutoCAD SHX Text
256

AutoCAD SHX Text
255

AutoCAD SHX Text
254

AutoCAD SHX Text
253

AutoCAD SHX Text
252

AutoCAD SHX Text
251

AutoCAD SHX Text
250

AutoCAD SHX Text
249

AutoCAD SHX Text
253

AutoCAD SHX Text
252

AutoCAD SHX Text
254

AutoCAD SHX Text
255

AutoCAD SHX Text
255

AutoCAD SHX Text
254

AutoCAD SHX Text
256

AutoCAD SHX Text
256

AutoCAD SHX Text
256

AutoCAD SHX Text
257

AutoCAD SHX Text
257

AutoCAD SHX Text
257

AutoCAD SHX Text
258

AutoCAD SHX Text
259

AutoCAD SHX Text
260

AutoCAD SHX Text
261

AutoCAD SHX Text
262

AutoCAD SHX Text
261

AutoCAD SHX Text
260

AutoCAD SHX Text
259

AutoCAD SHX Text
258

AutoCAD SHX Text
255

AutoCAD SHX Text
254

AutoCAD SHX Text
253

AutoCAD SHX Text
253

AutoCAD SHX Text
254

AutoCAD SHX Text
256

AutoCAD SHX Text
257

AutoCAD SHX Text
258

AutoCAD SHX Text
258

AutoCAD SHX Text
259

AutoCAD SHX Text
259

AutoCAD SHX Text
258

AutoCAD SHX Text
257

AutoCAD SHX Text
256

AutoCAD SHX Text
255

AutoCAD SHX Text
TWO - STORY MASONRY & FRAME BUILDING (VETERINARY HOSPITAL)

AutoCAD SHX Text
263

AutoCAD SHX Text
262

AutoCAD SHX Text
261

AutoCAD SHX Text
258

AutoCAD SHX Text
259

AutoCAD SHX Text
260

AutoCAD SHX Text
257

AutoCAD SHX Text
265

AutoCAD SHX Text
264

AutoCAD SHX Text
263

AutoCAD SHX Text
262

AutoCAD SHX Text
258

AutoCAD SHX Text
259

AutoCAD SHX Text
260

AutoCAD SHX Text
261

AutoCAD SHX Text
262

AutoCAD SHX Text
263

AutoCAD SHX Text
259

AutoCAD SHX Text
Sheet

AutoCAD SHX Text
Scale

AutoCAD SHX Text
Project

AutoCAD SHX Text
Date

AutoCAD SHX Text
Revision/Issue

AutoCAD SHX Text
Project Name and Address

AutoCAD SHX Text
Firm Name and Address

AutoCAD SHX Text
No.

AutoCAD SHX Text
Date

AutoCAD SHX Text
General Notes

AutoCAD SHX Text
HOPEWELL ANIMAL HOSPITAL

AutoCAD SHX Text
640 CEDAR ROAD

AutoCAD SHX Text
ABINGTON TOWNSHIP

AutoCAD SHX Text
MONTGOMERY COUNTY, PA

AutoCAD SHX Text
InFocus_23-14

AutoCAD SHX Text
9/28/23

AutoCAD SHX Text
As Noted

AutoCAD SHX Text
LP-1

AutoCAD SHX Text
1121 N. BETHLEHEM PIKE  SUITE 60 #206

AutoCAD SHX Text
SPRING HOUSE, PA 19477

AutoCAD SHX Text
P: 215-758-2540

AutoCAD SHX Text
www.infocusplanning.com

AutoCAD SHX Text
MAGNETIC



La
nd

sc
ap

e 
D

et
ai

ls

39
4

AutoCAD SHX Text
Sheet

AutoCAD SHX Text
Scale

AutoCAD SHX Text
Project

AutoCAD SHX Text
Date

AutoCAD SHX Text
Revision/Issue

AutoCAD SHX Text
Project Name and Address

AutoCAD SHX Text
Firm Name and Address

AutoCAD SHX Text
No.

AutoCAD SHX Text
Date

AutoCAD SHX Text
General Notes

AutoCAD SHX Text
HOPEWELL ANIMAL HOSPITAL

AutoCAD SHX Text
640 CEDAR ROAD

AutoCAD SHX Text
ABINGTON TOWNSHIP

AutoCAD SHX Text
MONTGOMERY COUNTY, PA

AutoCAD SHX Text
InFocus_23-14

AutoCAD SHX Text
9/28/23

AutoCAD SHX Text
As Noted

AutoCAD SHX Text
LP-2

AutoCAD SHX Text
EXISTING SOIL

AutoCAD SHX Text
NOTE:

AutoCAD SHX Text
OR ROOT MASS

AutoCAD SHX Text
MATERIALS ATTACHED TO PLANT

AutoCAD SHX Text
OTHER NON-BIODEGRADABLE

AutoCAD SHX Text
REMOVE ALL TAGS, TWINE OR

AutoCAD SHX Text
EXTENDING TO DRIPLINE

AutoCAD SHX Text
SAME RELATIVE ELEVATION

AutoCAD SHX Text
SHRUB TO BE PLANTED AT

AutoCAD SHX Text
BACKFILL SOIL:

AutoCAD SHX Text
TRANSPLANTING

AutoCAD SHX Text
AS IT WAS BEFORE

AutoCAD SHX Text
BROKEN BRANCHES

AutoCAD SHX Text
PRUNE TO REMOVE DEAD OR

AutoCAD SHX Text
TRUNK OF PLANT

AutoCAD SHX Text
MULCH 2" MIN. AWAY FROM

AutoCAD SHX Text
NATIVE SOIL MIX

AutoCAD SHX Text
ROOT MASS:

AutoCAD SHX Text
CUT AND REMOVE BURLAP AND

AutoCAD SHX Text
BINDINGS FROM TOP 1/3 OF 

AutoCAD SHX Text
THE ROOT BALL

AutoCAD SHX Text
PLANTING PIT AS NECESSARY

AutoCAD SHX Text
PROVIDE DRAINAGE IN 

AutoCAD SHX Text
2" MULCH AS SPECIFIED,

AutoCAD SHX Text
ORNAMENTAL AND SHADE TREE PLANTING/ STAKING DETAIL 

AutoCAD SHX Text
NOT TO SCALE

AutoCAD SHX Text
2" MULCH AS SPECIFIED. MULCH SHALL

AutoCAD SHX Text
NOT BE APPLIED AGAINST THE TRUNK.

AutoCAD SHX Text
TRUNK FLARE IS TO REMAIN VISIBLE.

AutoCAD SHX Text
CUT AND REMOVE BURLAP, BINDINGS, AND

AutoCAD SHX Text
WIRE BASKETS FROM VICINITY OF TRUNK

AutoCAD SHX Text
100 MM (4 IN.) HIGH EARTH SAUCER

AutoCAD SHX Text
BEYOND EDGE OF ROOT BALL.

AutoCAD SHX Text
MARK THE NORTH SIDE OF THE TREE

AutoCAD SHX Text
IN THE NURSERY, AND ROTATE TREE

AutoCAD SHX Text
TO FACE NORTH AT THE SITE WHEN EVER

AutoCAD SHX Text
POSSIBLE.

AutoCAD SHX Text
1. 

AutoCAD SHX Text
ACCORDANCE WITH RECOGNIZED HORTICULTURAL

AutoCAD SHX Text
PRACTICES.

AutoCAD SHX Text
DO NOT CUT LEADER.

AutoCAD SHX Text
ATTACH TREE STRAPS AT OFFSET POINTS OF

AutoCAD SHX Text
CONTACT WITH THE TRUNK OF THE TREE TO 

AutoCAD SHX Text
PREVENT CONSTRICTION OF TRUNK. TREES

AutoCAD SHX Text
TREE TO BE PLANTED WITH THE ROOTBALL 2-3"

AutoCAD SHX Text
(APPROXIMATELY 10-15%%% OF THE ROOTBALL)

AutoCAD SHX Text
ABOVE THE SURROUNDING SOIL ELEVATION

AutoCAD SHX Text
WITH THE TRUNK FLARE EXPOSED.

AutoCAD SHX Text
PROVIDE AT LEAST 24" MIN.

AutoCAD SHX Text
OF BACKFILL AREA ADJACENT TO

AutoCAD SHX Text
ROOTBALL.

AutoCAD SHX Text
BACKFILL MIXTURE AS SPECIFIED TO BE FREE OF STONES, LUMPS

AutoCAD SHX Text
OF CLAY GREATER THAN 2" ALL ROOTS AND EXTRANEOUS MATERIAL.

AutoCAD SHX Text
TAMP SOIL AROUND ROOT BALL

AutoCAD SHX Text
BASE FIRMLY WITH FOOT PRESSURE

AutoCAD SHX Text
SO THAT ROOT BALL DOES NOT SHIFT.

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
?

AutoCAD SHX Text
SHRUB PLANTING DETAIL 

AutoCAD SHX Text
FINISH GRADE

AutoCAD SHX Text
NOTES:

AutoCAD SHX Text
PRUNE DEAD AND DAMAGED BRANCHES IN

AutoCAD SHX Text
SHALL BE GUYED TO THE STAKES AT ABOUT

AutoCAD SHX Text
5' IN HEIGHT. FLAG EACH GUY CABLE WITH

AutoCAD SHX Text
FLUORESCENT MATERIAL FOR SAFETY.

AutoCAD SHX Text
2. 

AutoCAD SHX Text
3. 

AutoCAD SHX Text
TREE STRAPS

AutoCAD SHX Text
AND FROM TOP 1/3 OF ROOTBALL. BURLAP

AutoCAD SHX Text
IS TO BE ROTTABLE.

AutoCAD SHX Text
(3) 2"x2"x6' (MIN.) WOOD STAKES @

AutoCAD SHX Text
120 INTERVALS DRIVEN SECURELY INTO

AutoCAD SHX Text
GROUND VERTICALLY.

AutoCAD SHX Text
WIRE OR CABLE SIZES SHALL BE AS FOLLOWS:

AutoCAD SHX Text
     TREES UP TO 2.5 INCH CALIPER - 14 GAUGE

AutoCAD SHX Text
     TREES 2.5 INCH TO 3 INCH CALIPER - 12 GAUGE

AutoCAD SHX Text
TIGHTEN WIRE OR CABLE ONLY ENOUGH TO KEEP FROM SLIPPING. ALLOW FOR SOME

AutoCAD SHX Text
TRUNK MOVEMENT.  PLASTIC HOSE SHALL BE LONG ENOUGH TO ACCOMMODATE 1.5 INCH

AutoCAD SHX Text
CALIPER OF TRUNK MOVEMENT.

AutoCAD SHX Text
TUCK ANY LOOSE ENDS OF THE WIRE OR CABLE INTO THE WIRE WRAP SO THAT NO

AutoCAD SHX Text
SHARP WIRE ENDS ARE EXPOSED.

AutoCAD SHX Text
ALL STAKES SHALL BE DRIVEN OUTSIDE THE EDGE OF THE ROOT BALL.

AutoCAD SHX Text
ASSURE THAT THE BEARING SURFACE OF THE PROTECTIVE COVERING OF THE WIRE OR

AutoCAD SHX Text
CABLE AGAINST THE TREE TRUNK IS A MINIMUM 0.5 INCH.

AutoCAD SHX Text
REMOVE ALL STAKING AS SOON AS THE TREE HAS GROWN SUFFICIENT ROOTS TO OVER-

AutoCAD SHX Text
COME THE PROBLEM THAT REQUIRED THE TREE TO BE STAKED.  STAKES SHALL BE

AutoCAD SHX Text
REMOVED NO LATER THAN THE END OF THE FIRST GROWING SEASON.

AutoCAD SHX Text
TREES NORMALLY DO NOT NEED TO BE STAKED AND STAKING CAN BE HARMFUL TO THE

AutoCAD SHX Text
TREE.  STAKING SHOULD BE DONE ONLY WITH THE APPROVAL OF THE LANDSCAPE ARCH-

AutoCAD SHX Text
ITECT IF IT IS EXPECTED THAT THE TREE WILL NOT BE ABLE TO SUPPORT ITSELF.

AutoCAD SHX Text
5.

AutoCAD SHX Text
6.

AutoCAD SHX Text
7.

AutoCAD SHX Text
1.

AutoCAD SHX Text
2.

AutoCAD SHX Text
3.

AutoCAD SHX Text
4.

AutoCAD SHX Text
TRUNK

AutoCAD SHX Text
  STAKE DETAIL  

AutoCAD SHX Text
EVERGREEN TREE STAKING DETAIL 

AutoCAD SHX Text
NOT TO SCALE

AutoCAD SHX Text
NOT TO SCALE

AutoCAD SHX Text
Not To Scale

AutoCAD SHX Text
DRIP LINE

AutoCAD SHX Text
4'

AutoCAD SHX Text
10'

AutoCAD SHX Text
O.C.

AutoCAD SHX Text
O.C.

AutoCAD SHX Text
10'

AutoCAD SHX Text
SNOW FENCE

AutoCAD SHX Text
PLASTIC FENCE

AutoCAD SHX Text
  TREE PROTECTION FENCING  

AutoCAD SHX Text
DRIP LINE

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.5 INCH DIAMETER PLASTIC HOSE

AutoCAD SHX Text
GALVANIZED WIRE OR CABLE. TWIST WIRE TO TIGHTEN. TURNBUCKLES FOR TREES OVER 6 INCH CALIPER.

AutoCAD SHX Text
(3) 1.5 IN. X 1.5 IN X 30 IN. LONG HARD- WOOD STAKES OR OTHER APPROVED STAKE  MATERIAL,

AutoCAD SHX Text
PLASTIC FLAGGING OR OTHER VISUAL MARKER ON EACH WIRE.

AutoCAD SHX Text
STAKE & WIRE.

AutoCAD SHX Text
ROOT BALL

AutoCAD SHX Text
120°

AutoCAD SHX Text
120°

AutoCAD SHX Text
120°

AutoCAD SHX Text
NOTE:  STAKES SHALL BE SPACED EVERY TEN FEET TO ENSURE THERE IS NO ENCROACHMENT WITHIN THE DRIP LINE AREA.  STAKES SHALL BE METAL FOR GREATER STABILITY.

AutoCAD SHX Text
1121 N. BETHLEHEM PIKE  SUITE 60 #206

AutoCAD SHX Text
SPRING HOUSE, PA 19477

AutoCAD SHX Text
P: 215-758-2540

AutoCAD SHX Text
www.infocusplanning.com

AutoCAD SHX Text
GENERAL LANDSCAPE NOTES

AutoCAD SHX Text
1. All plant material shall meet the standards of the American Standard for Nursery Stock published by the All plant material shall meet the standards of the American Standard for Nursery Stock published by the AmericanHort (2014), or most recent edition, and the height, spread and/or caliper for trees and shrubs listed in Saldo Section 300-47, Upper Moreland Recommended Plant List. 2. All plant material shall be installed in accordance with the planting practices stated in Chapter 3 of Tree All plant material shall be installed in accordance with the planting practices stated in Chapter 3 of Tree Maintenance by P.P. Pirone (Fifth or most recent edition). 3. All stakes are to be installed for a period of 12 months and are to be removed prior to the End of Guarantee.  All stakes are to be installed for a period of 12 months and are to be removed prior to the End of Guarantee.  Stakes for deciduous trees are to be vertical and three (3) stakes are to be provided for all trees. 4. All planter islands are to be crowned to a height of eight (8) inches above the average top of curb height. All planter islands are to be crowned to a height of eight (8) inches above the average top of curb height. 5. A permanent seeding specification is on the Erosion Control Details (Sheet 8 of 14), refer to this sheet for A permanent seeding specification is on the Erosion Control Details (Sheet 8 of 14), refer to this sheet for details. 6. The Project Landscape Architect is to review all plant substitutions and submit them to the Township Landscape The Project Landscape Architect is to review all plant substitutions and submit them to the Township Landscape Architect for review prior to installation. 7. All plant material shall be guaranteed for 18 months from the day of final approval of the landscape installation All plant material shall be guaranteed for 18 months from the day of final approval of the landscape installation by the Township Landscape Architect or the Township Engineer.  Any plant material 25% or more of which is dead shall be considered dead.  A tree shall be considered dead when the main leader has died or 25% of the crown is dead.  Any dead plant material shall be replaced and installed according to the approved planting practices. 8. The Applicant shall contact the Township in writing to request a final inspection for acceptance at the end of The Applicant shall contact the Township in writing to request a final inspection for acceptance at the end of the guarantee period.  These inspections will be performed when plant materials are in full leaf only. (May 1 through November 15).  All guarantee escrow funds will be released upon acceptance at the end of the guarantee period.  The guarantee period will be extended until 30 days after the receipt of the request letter following May 1.  Should the end of the guarantee period occur after November 15, the guarantee period shall be extended to May 15. 9. The Township reserves the right to require additional landscape buffer plantings, following substantial completion The Township reserves the right to require additional landscape buffer plantings, following substantial completion of construction, should vegetation to be preserved not be preserved or not otherwise be as represented on the Final Landscape Plan(s). 10. All required plant material shall be planted prior to the issuance of a use and occupancy permit.All required plant material shall be planted prior to the issuance of a use and occupancy permit.

AutoCAD SHX Text
STORMWATER MANAGEMENT OUTFALL SEEDING SEED IN ERNST SEED MIX (ERNMX-180-1); RAIN GARDEN GRASS MIX SEEDING RATE IS 15 LBS. PER ACRE WITH 30 LBS. PER ACRE GRAIN RYE (COVER CROP) OUTFALL AREA = 305 SF   (305/43560) X 15 = 0.10 LBS. ERNMX-180-1   (305/43560) X 30 = 0.20 LBS. GRAIN RYE



A

A

B

B

A

B

Li
gh

tin
g 

P
la

n 
&

 D
et

ai
ls

LIGHTING TEMPLATE
FOOTCANDLE LEVELS

LUMINAIRE SCHEDULE - PARKING LIGHTING - LUMARK 'PREVAIL' LED LUMINAIRE

Symbol Label Qty File Lumens LLF WattsCatalog Number Description

A 2 Absolute 1 30.7

Mounting Ht.

14'

per Lamp

PRV-P-PA1A-740-U-
T4W-HSS

PREVAIL AREA AND WALL LUMINAIRE (1)
70 CRI, 4000K LED, 375mA LIGHT ENGINE
WITH 24 LEDs AND TYPE IV OPTICS WITH
HOUSE SIDE SHIELD

PRV-P-PA1A-740-U-
T4W-HSS_3318 lumens.ies

B 2 Absolute 1 30.7 14'PRV-P-PA1A-740-U-
T4W-HSS

PREVAIL AREA AND WALL LUMINAIRE (1)
70 CRI, 4000K LED, 375mA LIGHT ENGINE
WITH 24 LEDs AND TYPE III OPTICS WITH
HOUSE SIDE SHIELD

PRV-P-PA1A-740-U-
T3-HSS_3406 lumens.ies

LIGHTING PLAN
20 0 20 60

SCALE: 1" = 20'-0"

10

39
5

AutoCAD SHX Text
TWO - STORY MASONRY & FRAME BUILDING (VETERINARY HOSPITAL)

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.1

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.2

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.1

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.3

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.1

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.1

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.2

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.2

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.1

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.1

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.2

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.2

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.1

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.1

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.1

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.4

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.8

AutoCAD SHX Text
1.2

AutoCAD SHX Text
1.5

AutoCAD SHX Text
2.5

AutoCAD SHX Text
1.6

AutoCAD SHX Text
1.4

AutoCAD SHX Text
1.1

AutoCAD SHX Text
1.2

AutoCAD SHX Text
1.3

AutoCAD SHX Text
1.5

AutoCAD SHX Text
2.3

AutoCAD SHX Text
1.7

AutoCAD SHX Text
1.3

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.9

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.5

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.2

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.1

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.1

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.2

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.3

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.6

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.9

AutoCAD SHX Text
1.3

AutoCAD SHX Text
1.7

AutoCAD SHX Text
1.4

AutoCAD SHX Text
1.1

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.9

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.9

AutoCAD SHX Text
1.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
1.3

AutoCAD SHX Text
1.7

AutoCAD SHX Text
1.4

AutoCAD SHX Text
1.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.6

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.4

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.2

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.1

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.1

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.1

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.3

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.4

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.7

AutoCAD SHX Text
1.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
1.1

AutoCAD SHX Text
1.1

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.9

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.8

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.8

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.8

AutoCAD SHX Text
1.2

AutoCAD SHX Text
1.2

AutoCAD SHX Text
1.1

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.8

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.5

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.3

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.2

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.1

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.1

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.1

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.2

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.3

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.5

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.5

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.5

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.7

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.8

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.9

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.9

AutoCAD SHX Text
1.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.9

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.8

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.7

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.6

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.4

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.2

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.1

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.1

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.1

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.2

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.2

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.3

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.3

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.4

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.6

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.9

AutoCAD SHX Text
1.4

AutoCAD SHX Text
1.7

AutoCAD SHX Text
1.8

AutoCAD SHX Text
1.4

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.9

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.6

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.4

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.3

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.2

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.1

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.1

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.1

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.1

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.2

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.3

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.3

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.5

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.6

AutoCAD SHX Text
1.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
1.8

AutoCAD SHX Text
2.3

AutoCAD SHX Text
2.4

AutoCAD SHX Text
1.9

AutoCAD SHX Text
1.1

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.6

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.3

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.2

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.1

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.1

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.1

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.2

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.3

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.5

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.7

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.6

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.9

AutoCAD SHX Text
1.7

AutoCAD SHX Text
2.2

AutoCAD SHX Text
2.2

AutoCAD SHX Text
1.8

AutoCAD SHX Text
1.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.4

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.2

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.1

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.1

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.2

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.5

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.8

AutoCAD SHX Text
1.1

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.4

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.1

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.1

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.2

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.6

AutoCAD SHX Text
1.5

AutoCAD SHX Text
1.9

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.3

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.2

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.7

AutoCAD SHX Text
2.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
1.7

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.6

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.2

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.7

AutoCAD SHX Text
2.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
1.7

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.6

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.2

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.6

AutoCAD SHX Text
1.5

AutoCAD SHX Text
1.9

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.3

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.2

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.5

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.8

AutoCAD SHX Text
1.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.4

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.1

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.3

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.4

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.5

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.2

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.1

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.2

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.2

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.2

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.1

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.1

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.1

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.1

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.1

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
0.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
1.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
1.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
.50

AutoCAD SHX Text
.50

AutoCAD SHX Text
.25

AutoCAD SHX Text
.25

AutoCAD SHX Text
Sheet

AutoCAD SHX Text
Scale

AutoCAD SHX Text
Project

AutoCAD SHX Text
Date

AutoCAD SHX Text
Revision/Issue

AutoCAD SHX Text
Project Name and Address

AutoCAD SHX Text
Firm Name and Address

AutoCAD SHX Text
No.

AutoCAD SHX Text
Date

AutoCAD SHX Text
General Notes

AutoCAD SHX Text
HOPEWELL ANIMAL HOSPITAL

AutoCAD SHX Text
640 CEDAR ROAD

AutoCAD SHX Text
ABINGTON TOWNSHIP

AutoCAD SHX Text
MONTGOMERY COUNTY, PA

AutoCAD SHX Text
InFocus_23-14

AutoCAD SHX Text
9/28/23

AutoCAD SHX Text
As Noted

AutoCAD SHX Text
LP-3

AutoCAD SHX Text
1121 N. BETHLEHEM PIKE  SUITE 60 #206

AutoCAD SHX Text
SPRING HOUSE, PA 19477

AutoCAD SHX Text
P: 215-758-2540

AutoCAD SHX Text
www.infocusplanning.com

AutoCAD SHX Text
MAGNETIC



FAX: (215) 576-7791 PHONE: (215) 887-2165

CHARLES E. SHOEMAKER, INC.
ENGINEERS AND SURVEYORS

110 KEYSTONE DRIVE
MONTGOMERYVILLE, PA 18936

Stormwater Management
&

Erosion and Sediment Control Plan Narrative

for

640 CEDAR ROAD

Prepared For

Hopewell Veterinary Hospital

Abington Township
Montgomery County, Pennsylvania

Equitable Owner
Rutkowski, LP
640 Cedar Road

Jenkintown, PA 19046

Engineers & Surveyors
Charles E. Shoemaker, Inc.

110 Keystone Drive
Montgomeryville, PA 18936

Project No. 27023
Date: October 3, 2023

396



FAX: (215) 576-7791 PHONE: (215) 887-2165

CHARLES E. SHOEMAKER, INC.
ENGINEERS AND SURVEYORS

110 KEYSTONE DRIVE
MONTGOMERYVILLE, PA 18936

TABLE OF CONTENTS
General Information 1
Location Map 2
Introduction 3
Site Topography 3
Improvements 3
Stormwater Management 3
Permanent Best Management Practices (BMPs) 4
Water Quality Control 4
Maintenance and Operation Procedures 4
Recycling and Disposal Methods 4
Impact Analysis 5
Erosion Control and Maintenance 6
National Cooperative Soil Survey Map 7
List of Soils & Limitations 10
Import and Export of Fill 11
Utility Line Trench Excavation Notes 12
Seeding Requirements 13
Volume Reduction & Water Quality 14
Seepage Bed 16
Storm Pipe Sizing 17

Infiltration Report Appendix A
Hydrologic Study Appendix B

Attachments:
Existing Drainage Area Plan
Proposed Drainage Area Plan

397



FAX: (215) 576-7791 PHONE: (215) 887-2165

CHARLES E. SHOEMAKER, INC.
ENGINEERS AND SURVEYORS

110 KEYSTONE DRIVE
MONTGOMERYVILLE, PA 18936

GENERAL INFORMATION

Project Name 640 Cedar Road

Site Address 640 Cedar Road
Jenkintown, PA 19046

Zoning Criteria R-4: Medium-High Density

Tax Map Parcel Number(s) 30-00-06992-00-7

Deed Book – Page(s) 5480-1222

Applicant/Owner of Record Rutkowski, LP
640 Cedar Road
Jenkintown, PA 19046

Land Surveyors & Engineers Charles E. Shoemaker, Inc.
110 Keystone Drive
Montgomeryville, PA 18936

Construction Schedule Construction will commence
Spring 2024
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PLAN DESIGNER’S EXPERTISE
Erosion control and stormwater management facilities on this project have been designed by

Chad W. Brensinger of Charles E. Shoemaker, Inc. Mr. Brensinger graduated from Lehigh University
with a Bachelor of Science Degree in Civil Engineering with his studies focused in hydrology. Under
the direct supervision and mentorship of Richard A. Stoneback PE, PLS, Chad has been with Charles
E. Shoemaker since graduating in 2002 and obtained his Pennsylvania Professional Engineer’s License
in 2007 and his NJ and DE licenses in 2016. He has also successfully completed his LEED Professional
Accreditation though the U.S. Green Building Certification Institute in June of 2009.

Typical projects include retail shopping centers, small residential subdivisions, industrial
parks, hotels, office buildings and institutional complexes. He is familiar with local municipal
requirements and permitting and approvals through the Pennsylvania Department of Environmental
Protection such as General Wetland Permits, Sewage Facilities Planning Modules, and NPDES
Permits.

His experience includes all aspects site civil engineering including layout, grading, storm
sewer, erosion control and sanitary sewer design. However, Chad specializes in stormwater
management and erosion control design. Over the years, he has attended numerous seminars and
training sessions presented by local conservation districts, the PA DEP and professional peers to stay
current with today’s demanding stormwater management design and permitting requirements where
water quality, rates, volumes and environmental sustainability are critical. Much is his experience
pertains to managing stormwater runoff on challenging sites such as retail complexes and other similar
projects where space is very limited and designing an efficient, cost effective and environmentally
conscious stormwater management system is paramount in the life of the project.

Notable Training Sessions
 Post Construction Stormwater Management for NPDES Permits, presented by Southeast PA Association of

Conservation Districts, March 26, 2010
 Chapter 102 Update Training for the Regulated Community, presented by PA DEP, November 2, 2010
 Erosion and Sediment Manual Training, presented by PA Association of Conservation Districts, Inc, August 20-

12, 2012
 PAG-02 Update Training, presented by PA DEP, April 16, 2013
 NPDES and PCSM Permitting Workshop, presented by Southeastern PA Resource Conservation & Development

Council, May 22, 2014
 Engineers Workshop, presented by Southeastern PA Resource Conservation & Development Council, March 29,

2019

Representative Permitted Project Sample
 The Proving Grounds, Plymouth Township, Montgomery County, NPDES #PAC460082, issued 9/29/2020
 Sterling Business Ctr, Lot 2B, Hatfield Township, Mont. County, NPDES #PAC460352, issued 7/17/2019
 Fonthill Court, Richland Township, Bucks County, NPDES #PAC090229, issued 4/9/2019
 Atria Senior Living, Springfield Township, Montgomery County, NPDES #PAC460023, issued 5/25/2017
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INTRODUCTION
Hopewell Veterinary Hospital proposes development of the their property in Abington

Township, Montgomery County, PA. This project consists of a building addition and parking
improvements. The site is currently zoned ‘R4’ – Medium-Density Residential District and ‘CS’
– Community Service (Use: C-38 Veterinary Clinic).

SITE TOPOGRAPHY
The existing site is the location of a veterinary hospital with 3 accessory structures and

associated parking and walkways. There is no existing stormwater management on site and the
property is at a high point that diverts stormwater runoff towards two watersheds. All runoff enters
either the Pennypack Creek (TSF-MF) or the Jenkintown Creek (WWF-MF). Site soils are as
mapped on the USDA-NRCS Web Soil Survey, National Cooperative Soil Survey. There are no
known adverse soil conditions or geological formations that require special consideration or offer
potential for pollution of the surface waters.

IMPROVEMENTS
This project consists of construction of a building addition, with associated parking,

driveway, walkways, stormwater management, and landscaping. The improvements will be served
by an underground infiltration bed.

STORMWATER MANAGEMENT
Currently, there is no stormwater management on this site. Existing site runoff flows via

sheet flow into to the adjacent properties and Cedar Road.
The goal of the design was to reduce site runoff to the greatest extent practical and to

manage all storms up to the 100-year event. The underground storage bed was to capture around
2” of runoff per square foot of proposed impervious area, which was calculated to be 1,372 CF.
The majority of the project related runoff will enter the proposed underground seepage bed which
will detain the flows and outflow them to a vegetated retentive grading. The retentive grading
ensures minimal erosion as the seepage bed outflows leave the site. Most of the volume reduction
will take place in the void space in the infiltration bed. The minimal system bypass flows will flow
into the street as it does in the existing conditions.

This site is located in Management District ‘B’ of the Pennypack Watershed, where the 2-
yr proposed event must be reduced to be less than the 1-yr existing event, the 10-yr proposed event
must be reduced to be less than the 5-yr existing event, the 25-yr proposed event must be reduced
to be less than the 10-yr existing event, the 50-yr proposed event must be reduced to be less than
the 25-yr existing event, and the 100-yr proposed event must be reduced to be less than the 100-
yr existing event. Runoff coefficients were taken from Table E-2 in assuming 0-2% site slopes
and Type ‘C’ soils. Storm events from the 1 to 100-year storms were analyzed using the Dekalb
Rational Method. Tables and exhibits summarizing the results are included within this report.
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PERMANENT BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES (BMP’s)
There are several structural and non-structural Best Management Practices (BMPs) designed for this
site. These practices include the following:

1. Underground seepage beds

2. Trench drains

3. Permanent seeding, mulching, and landscaping

4. Water quality devices with sumps (Envirohood and Snouts)

WATER QUALITY CONTROL
The quality of Stormwater runoff is dependent on the type of surfaces the runoff comes in

contact with and interval between storm events. Pollutants may include suspended solids, organic
carbon matter, bacteria, hydrocarbons, trace metals, thermal impacts, and trash.

Criteria for improved water quality includes limiting the amount of closed storm sewers,
increasing the length of grass or naturalized surface drainage, and detaining Stormwater runoff
over an extended period of time.

MAINTENANCE AND OPERATION PROCEDURES
Changes in downstream drainages may be too subtle or long in developing to provide

adequate warning that the condition of a BMP is deteriorating. Therefore, preventative
maintenance is essential. Although general maintenance tasks can be outlined, actual maintenance
needs will vary according to specific site conditions. Some of the routine measures of a
maintenance program should include visual inspection of the facilities, vegetation management to
ensure plant life is flourishing, removal of debris and litter and inspection of mechanical
components.

Inspections at a minimum should be conducted annually and after any storm larger than
the design storm. Most inspections can be carried out by non-technical staff, however, a
professional should be consulted periodically to ensure that the needs of the facility are met. The
owner is responsible for the long term “maintenance and operation” of the BMP’s.

RECYCLING AND DISPOSAL METHODS
Procedures which ensure that the proper measures for the recycling or disposal of materials

associated with or from the project site will be undertaken in accordance with Department of
Environmental Protection regulations. Individuals responsible for earth disturbance activities must
ensure that proper mechanisms are in place to control waste materials. Construction wastes
include, but are not limited to, excess soil materials, building materials, concrete wash water,
sanitary wastes, etc. that could adversely impact water quality. Measure should be planned and
implemented for housekeeping, materials management, and litter control. Wherever possible,
recycling of excess materials is preferred, rather than disposal.
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IMPACT ANALYSIS
Thermal impacts are difficult to quantify, but can be mitigated with design considerations

throughout the project. Warm, impervious areas are generally the main contributor to thermal
pollution. During the construction phases of the project, thermal impacts will be minimal due to
the lack of heat retaining impervious areas. The pervious disturbed area will contribute minimally
to this pollution source, and these temporary thermal impacts will be limited by limiting
disturbance wherever possible and completing construction in a timely fashion. Any potential for
thermal impacts will be mitigated through the use of the stormwater conveyance system as well as
the sediment basin riser. The earth surrounding the underground pipes will act as a heat sink
(transfers thermal energy from higher temperature to lower temperature) and this component will
be a prime contributor to thermal water quality. The sediment basin riser will also agitate the outfall
water which will cool it in the process of being discharged towards surface waters.

The site improvements proposed have been analyzed and comply with the Township
requirements as well as the PA DEP requirements. These improvements will improve the water
quality of the runoff exiting the site, as well as reduce runoff flow rates and volumes, therefore
there will be minimal potential for accelerated erosion or detrimental water quality due to the
project.
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EROSION CONTROL

There are several temporary and permanent measures that will be taken to prevent
accelerated erosion and sedimentation due to construction activities. These include:

TEMPORARY MEASURES

1. Temporary seeding and mulching of disturbed areas.

2. Silt Sock around the disturbed site area.

3. Inlet filters.

4. Minimize area of disturbance.

5. Maintenance of erosion control facilities on a weekly basis and after each
rainfall event.

MAINTENANCE

Erosion control measure in this plan shall be maintained so that they individually and
collectively perform the functions for which they were designed. During construction, one
individual shall be assigned the responsibility for inspection and maintenance of these facilities.
All facilities shall be inspected weekly and after each storm event. All damaged facilities shall be
repaired or replaced immediately. Sediment shall be removed from facilities when it reaches
sufficient depth to limit their effectiveness.

7 404



S
oi

l M
ap

—
M

on
tg

om
er

y 
C

ou
nt

y,
 P

en
ns

yl
va

ni
a

N
at

ur
al

 R
es

ou
rc

es
C

on
se

rv
at

io
n 

Se
rv

ic
e

W
eb

 S
oi

l S
ur

ve
y

N
at

io
na

l C
oo

pe
ra

tiv
e 

S
oi

l S
ur

ve
y

10
/4

/2
02

3
P

ag
e 

1 
of

 3

4437260443732044373804437440443750044375604437620

4437260443732044373804437440443750044375604437620

49
13

50
49

14
10

49
14

70
49

15
30

49
15

90
49

16
50

49
17

10
49

17
70

49
18

30
49

18
90

49
13

50
49

14
10

49
14

70
49

15
30

49
15

90
49

16
50

49
17

10
49

17
70

49
18

30
49

18
90

40
° 
 5

' 1
9'
' N

75°  6' 5'' W

40
° 
 5

' 1
9'
' N

75°  5' 41'' W

40
° 
 5

' 7
'' N

75°  6' 5'' W

40
° 
 5

' 7
'' N

75°  5' 41'' W

N

M
ap

 p
ro

je
ct

io
n:

 W
eb

 M
er

ca
to

r  
 C

or
ne

r c
oo

rd
in

at
es

: W
GS

84
   

Ed
ge

 ti
cs

: U
TM

 Z
on

e 
18

N 
W

GS
84

0
10

0
20

0
40

0
60

0Fe
et

0
35

70
14

0
21

0M
et

er
s

M
ap

 S
ca

le:
 1

:2
,6

40
 if 

pr
in

te
d 

on
 A

 la
nd

sc
ap

e 
(1

1"
 x

 8
.5

")
 sh

ee
t.

S
oi

l M
ap

 m
ay

 n
ot

 b
e 

va
lid

 a
t 

th
is

 s
ca

le
.

8

40
5



M
A

P 
LE

G
EN

D
M

A
P 

IN
FO

R
M

AT
IO

N

A
re

a 
of

 In
te

re
st

 (A
O

I)
A

re
a 

of
 In

te
re

st
 (A

O
I)

So
ils

S
oi

l M
ap

 U
ni

t P
ol

yg
on

s

S
oi

l M
ap

 U
ni

t L
in

es

S
oi

l M
ap

 U
ni

t P
oi

nt
s

Sp
ec

ia
l P

oi
nt

 F
ea

tu
re

s
B

lo
w

ou
t

B
or

ro
w

 P
it

C
la

y 
S

po
t

C
lo

se
d 

D
ep

re
ss

io
n

G
ra

ve
l P

it

G
ra

ve
lly

 S
po

t

La
nd

fil
l

La
va

 F
lo

w

M
ar

sh
 o

r s
w

am
p

M
in

e 
or

 Q
ua

rr
y

M
is

ce
lla

ne
ou

s 
W

at
er

P
er

en
ni

al
 W

at
er

R
oc

k 
O

ut
cr

op

S
al

in
e 

S
po

t

S
an

dy
 S

po
t

S
ev

er
el

y 
E

ro
de

d 
S

po
t

S
in

kh
ol

e

S
lid

e 
or

 S
lip

S
od

ic
 S

po
t

S
po

il 
A

re
a

S
to

ny
 S

po
t

Ve
ry

 S
to

ny
 S

po
t

W
et

 S
po

t

O
th

er

S
pe

ci
al

 L
in

e 
Fe

at
ur

es

W
at

er
 F

ea
tu

re
s

S
tre

am
s 

an
d 

C
an

al
s

Tr
an

sp
or

ta
tio

n
R

ai
ls

In
te

rs
ta

te
 H

ig
hw

ay
s

U
S

 R
ou

te
s

M
aj

or
 R

oa
ds

Lo
ca

l R
oa

ds

B
ac

kg
ro

un
d A

er
ia

l P
ho

to
gr

ap
hy

Th
e 

so
il 

su
rv

ey
s 

th
at

 c
om

pr
is

e 
yo

ur
 A

O
I w

er
e 

m
ap

pe
d 

at
 

1:
12

,0
00

.

W
ar

ni
ng

: S
oi

l M
ap

 m
ay

 n
ot

 b
e 

va
lid

 a
t t

hi
s 

sc
al

e.

E
nl

ar
ge

m
en

t o
f m

ap
s 

be
yo

nd
 th

e 
sc

al
e 

of
 m

ap
pi

ng
 c

an
 c

au
se

 
m

is
un

de
rs

ta
nd

in
g 

of
 th

e 
de

ta
il 

of
 m

ap
pi

ng
 a

nd
 a

cc
ur

ac
y 

of
 s

oi
l 

lin
e 

pl
ac

em
en

t. 
Th

e 
m

ap
s 

do
 n

ot
 s

ho
w

 th
e 

sm
al

l a
re

as
 o

f 
co

nt
ra

st
in

g 
so

ils
 th

at
 c

ou
ld

 h
av

e 
be

en
 s

ho
w

n 
at

 a
 m

or
e 

de
ta

ile
d 

sc
al

e.

P
le

as
e 

re
ly

 o
n 

th
e 

ba
r s

ca
le

 o
n 

ea
ch

 m
ap

 s
he

et
 fo

r m
ap

 
m

ea
su

re
m

en
ts

.

S
ou

rc
e 

of
 M

ap
: 

N
at

ur
al

 R
es

ou
rc

es
 C

on
se

rv
at

io
n 

S
er

vi
ce

W
eb

 S
oi

l S
ur

ve
y 

U
R

L:
 

C
oo

rd
in

at
e 

S
ys

te
m

: 
W

eb
 M

er
ca

to
r (

E
P

S
G

:3
85

7)

M
ap

s 
fro

m
 th

e 
W

eb
 S

oi
l S

ur
ve

y 
ar

e 
ba

se
d 

on
 th

e 
W

eb
 M

er
ca

to
r 

pr
oj

ec
tio

n,
 w

hi
ch

 p
re

se
rv

es
 d

ire
ct

io
n 

an
d 

sh
ap

e 
bu

t d
is

to
rts

 
di

st
an

ce
 a

nd
 a

re
a.

 A
 p

ro
je

ct
io

n 
th

at
 p

re
se

rv
es

 a
re

a,
 s

uc
h 

as
 th

e 
A

lb
er

s 
eq

ua
l-a

re
a 

co
ni

c 
pr

oj
ec

tio
n,

 s
ho

ul
d 

be
 u

se
d 

if 
m

or
e 

ac
cu

ra
te

 c
al

cu
la

tio
ns

 o
f d

is
ta

nc
e 

or
 a

re
a 

ar
e 

re
qu

ire
d.

Th
is

 p
ro

du
ct

 is
 g

en
er

at
ed

 fr
om

 th
e 

U
S

D
A

-N
R

C
S

 c
er

tif
ie

d 
da

ta
 a

s 
of

 th
e 

ve
rs

io
n 

da
te

(s
) l

is
te

d 
be

lo
w.

S
oi

l S
ur

ve
y 

A
re

a:
 

M
on

tg
om

er
y 

C
ou

nt
y,

 P
en

ns
yl

va
ni

a
S

ur
ve

y 
A

re
a 

D
at

a:
 

Ve
rs

io
n 

18
, S

ep
 8

, 2
02

3

S
oi

l m
ap

 u
ni

ts
 a

re
 la

be
le

d 
(a

s 
sp

ac
e 

al
lo

w
s)

 fo
r m

ap
 s

ca
le

s 
1:

50
,0

00
 o

r l
ar

ge
r.

D
at

e(
s)

 a
er

ia
l i

m
ag

es
 w

er
e 

ph
ot

og
ra

ph
ed

: 
Ju

n 
3,

 2
02

2—
Ju

l 2
0,

 
20

22

Th
e 

or
th

op
ho

to
 o

r o
th

er
 b

as
e 

m
ap

 o
n 

w
hi

ch
 th

e 
so

il 
lin

es
 w

er
e 

co
m

pi
le

d 
an

d 
di

gi
tiz

ed
 p

ro
ba

bl
y 

di
ffe

rs
 fr

om
 th

e 
ba

ck
gr

ou
nd

 
im

ag
er

y 
di

sp
la

ye
d 

on
 th

es
e 

m
ap

s.
 A

s 
a 

re
su

lt,
 s

om
e 

m
in

or
 

sh
ift

in
g 

of
 m

ap
 u

ni
t b

ou
nd

ar
ie

s 
m

ay
 b

e 
ev

id
en

t.

S
oi

l M
ap

—
M

on
tg

om
er

y 
C

ou
nt

y,
 P

en
ns

yl
va

ni
a

N
at

ur
al

 R
es

ou
rc

es
C

on
se

rv
at

io
n 

Se
rv

ic
e

W
eb

 S
oi

l S
ur

ve
y

N
at

io
na

l C
oo

pe
ra

tiv
e 

S
oi

l S
ur

ve
y

10
/4

/2
02

3
P

ag
e 

2 
of

 3

9

40
6



Map Unit Legend

Map Unit Symbol Map Unit Name Acres in AOI Percent of AOI

UugB Urban land-Udorthents, schist 
and gneiss complex, 0 to 8 
percent slopes

12.8 100.0%

Totals for Area of Interest 12.8 100.0%

Soil Map—Montgomery County, Pennsylvania

Natural Resources
Conservation Service

Web Soil Survey
National Cooperative Soil Survey

10/4/2023
Page 3 of 3
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SOIL LIMITATION RESOLUTIONS
CUTBANKS CAVE - OSHA STANDARDS AND REGULATIONS MUST BE FOLLOWED AT ALL TIMES T0 ENSURE THE SAFETY OF WORKER
DURING TRENCHING AND EXCAVATION
CORROSIVE TO CONCRETE/STEEL - SPECIAL SITE EXAMINATION AND DESIGN MAY BE REQUIRED; INSTALL UTILITIES ENTIRELY WITHIN
ONE KIND OF SOIL OR SOIL LAYER
DROUGHTY - USE NATIVE VEGETATION WHERE POSSIBLE. SUPPLEMENTAL IRRIGATION MAY BE NECESSARY FOR VEGETATION
ESTABLISHMENT.
EASILY ERODIBLE - MECHANICALLY COMPACT AREAS OF FILL PLACEMENT. USE SOD OR EROSION CONTROL NETTING IN AREAS OF STEEP
SLOPES OR CONCENTRATED FLOWS.
FLOODING - POSITIVE STORM DRAINAGE, PUMP ALL SEDIMENT LADEN WATER INTO FILTER BAG OR SEDIMENT TRAP/BASIN.
DEPTH TO SATURATED ZONE/SEASONAL HIGH WATER TABLE - STORMWATER MANAGEMENT SYSTEMS AND INFILTRATION AREAS SHOULD
BE SITUATED ABOVE THESE LIMITING ZONES. BMPS SHOULD BE DESIGNED WITH A LARGE FOOTPRINT TO INCREASE CONTACT AREA IN
SOILS WITH POOR INFILTRATION PROPERTIES.
HYDRIC/HYDRIC INCLUSIONS - STORMWATER MANAGEMENT SYSTEMS AND INFILTRATION AREAS SHOULD BE SITUATED ABOVE LIMITING
ZONES. BMPS SHOULD BE DESIGNED WITH A LARGE FOOTPRINT TO INCREASE CONTACT AREA IN SOILS WITH POOR INFILTRATION
PROPERTIES.
LOW STRENGTH/LANDSLIDE PRONE - MECHANICALLY COMPACT BERMS AND GRADE WHEN MATERIAL IS NOT SATURATED.
SLOW PERCOLATION - STORMWATER MANAGEMENT SYSTEMS AND INFILTRATION AREAS SHOULD BE SITUATED ABOVE THESE LIMITING
ZONES. BMPS SHOULD BE DESIGNED WITH A LARGE FOOTPRINT TO INCREASE CONTACT AREA IN SOILS WITH POOR INFILTRATION
PROPERTIES.
PIPING - MECHANICALLY COMPACT AREAS OF FILL PLACEMENT.
POOR SOURCE OF TOPSOIL - SEED, FERTILIZING, AND SOIL PREPARATION FOR ADVERSE CONDITIONS
FROST ACTION - RECOMMENDED TO WORK DURING WARM WINTER MONTHS
SHRINK-SWELL - MECHANICALLY COMPACT AREAS OF FILL PLACEMENT. CONSULT GEOTECHNICAL ENGINEER FOR SUITABILITY AND
EXCHANGE SOIL IF DEEMED NECESSARY.
POTENTIAL SINKHOLE - MECHANICALLY COMPACT AREAS OF FILL PLACEMENT. INFILTRATION FACILITIES SHOULD BE MINIMIZED IN AREAS
UNDERLAIN BY LIMESTONE. BMPS SHOULD BE DESIGNED WITH A LARGE FOOTPRINT TO INCREASE CONTACT AREA.
PONDING - POSITIVE STORM DRAINAGE, PUMP ALL SEDIMENT LADEN WATER INTO FILTER BAG OR SEDIMENT TRAP/BASIN.
WETNESS - POSITIVE STORM DRAINAGE, PUMP ALL SEDIMENT LADEN WATER INTO FILTER BAG OR SEDIMENT TRAP/BASIN. STORMWATER
MANAGEMENT SYSTEMS AND INFILTRATION AREAS SHOULD BE SITUATED ABOVE THESE LIMITING ZONES.

URBAN LAND UDORTHENTS (UugB)
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IMPORT OR EXPORT OF FILL

If the site will need to import or export material fron the site, the responsibility for performing "Due Diligence" and determination
of "Clean Fill" will lie with the contractor.

Clean Fill is defined as: uncontaminated, non-water soluble, non-decomposable, inert, solid material. The term includes soil,
rock, stone, dredged material, used asphalt, and prick, block, or concrete from construction and demolition activities that is
separate from other waste and is recognizable as such. The term does not include materials place in or on the 'Waters of the
Commonwealth' unless otherwise authorized. (The term 'used asphalt' does not include milled asphalt or asphalt that has been
processed for re-use).

Clean fill affected by a spill or release of a regulated substance: fill materials affected by a spill or release of a regulated
substance sill qualifies as clean fill provided the testing reveals that the fill material contains concentrations of regulated
substances that are below the residential limits in Table FP-1a and FP-1b found in the Department's policy "Management of
Fill".

Any person placing clean fill that has been affected by the spill or release of a regulated substance must use for FP-001 to
certify the origin of the fill material and the results of the analytical testing to qualify the material as clean fill. Form FP-001 must
be retained by the owner of the property receiving the fill. A copy of Form FP-001 can be found at the end of these instructions.

Environmental Due Diligence: The applicant must perform Environmental Due Diligence to determine if the fill materials
associated with the project qualify as Clean Fill. Environmental Due Diligence is defined as: investigative techniques, including,
but not limited to, visual property inspections, electronic data base searches, review of property ownership, review of property
use history, Sanborn maps, environmental questionnaires, transaction screens, analytical testing, environmental assessments
or audits. Analytical testing is not required as a part of Due Diligence unless visual inspection and/or review of past land use of
the property indicates that the fill may have been subjected to a spill or release of a regulated substance. If the fill may have
been affected by a spill or release of a regulated substance, it must be tested to determine if it qualifies as clean fill. Testing
should be performed in accordance with Appendix A of the Department's policy "Management of Fill".

Fill material that does not qualify as Clean Fill is Regulated Fill. Regulated Fill is waste and must be managed in accordance
with the Department's municipal or residual waste regulations based on 25 Pa. Code Chapters 287 Residual Waste
Management or 271 Municipal Waste Management, whichever is applicable. These regulations are available online at
www.pacode.com.
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UTILITY LINE TRENCH EXCAVATION NOTES
1. Limit advanced clearing and grubbing operations to a distance equal to two times the length of pipe installation

that can be completed in one day.
2. Work crews and equipment for trenching, placement of pipe, plug construction, and backfilling will be self

contained and separate from clearing and grubbing and site restoration and stabilization operations.
3. All soil excavated from the trench will be placed on the uphill side of the trench.
4. Limit daily trench excavation to the length of pipe placement, plug installation, and backfilling that can be

completed in the same day.
5. Water which accumulates in the open trench will be completely removed by pumping before pipe placement

and/or backfilling begins. Water removed from the trench shall be pumped through a filtration device.
6. On the day following pipe placement and trench backfilling, the disturbed area will be graded to final contours and

immediately stabilized.
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      TEMPORARY SEEDING REQUIREMENTS
SPECIES SEEDING RATE (lb./Ac.)
FOR SPRING SEEDING (UP TO JUNE 15) 40 Annual Ryegrass 96 (3 bu)
or spring oats, 64 oats (2 bu) plus or
spring oats plus ryegrass, 20 lb annual or

perennial ryegrass
180 (3 bu)

or winter wheat, 168 (3 bu)
or winter rye

FOR LATE SPRING AND SUMMER SEEDING (JUNE 16 to AUGUST 15)
Annual Ryegrass, 40
Japanese or foxtail millet, 35
or sudangrass, 40
or spring oats 96 (3 bu)
or spring oats, 180 (3 bu)
or winter wheat, 168 (3 bu) or winter rye

FOR LATE SUMMER AND FALL SEEDING (AUGUST 16 AND LATER)
Annual Ryegrass, 40
or winter rye, 168 (3 bu)
or winter wheat, 180 (3 bu)
or spring oats
(can be used but winter kills)  96 (3 bu)

NOTES:
1. Upon completion of an earth disturbance activity or any stage or phase of an activity, the site shall be immediately seeded, mulched or

otherwise protected from accelerated erosion and sedimentation. During the non-growing season, October 15 through March 15, mulch must
be applied at the recommended rates. Temporary seeding shall be performed after the end of the non-growing season. Disturbed areas which
are not at finish grade and which will be disturbed within one year shall be seeded and mulched with a quick growing temporary seeding
mixture and mulch. Disturbed areas which are either at finish grade or will not be redisturbed within one year must be seeded and mulched
with permanent seed mixture and mulch.

2. MULCHING: Mulches alone help protect areas from erosion. Mulches also provide initial protection if area is to be seeded later. Use hay or
straw at a rate of 3 tons per acre.

3. SITE PREPARATION: Apply 1 ton of agricultural-grade limestone per acre, plus fertilizer at the rate of 50-50-50 (50 pounds of N, 50 pounds
of P2O5, and 50 pounds of K2O) per acre, and work in where possible.

4. Topsoil stockpiles must be seeded and mulched immediately.

     Long straws and stems are more readily anchored in place and afford seedling plants more protection than does chopped straw or hay.
Mulches of hay or straw may be tied down with commercial netting of various types of asphalt emulsion or cutback cutback asphalt at a rate of 100
to 150 gallons per acre. Application or cellulose fiber over the straw or hay mulch at a rate of 800 to 1000 pounds per acre also is an excellent way
to tack or hold the mulch in place.

CAUTION:     Hay mulch may introduce undesirable weeds; use clean mulch if weeds might be a problem.

     All conservation and erosion control areas, whether seeded with a drill, broadcasted, or hydroseeded, should be mulched to reduce soil erosion
and to aid seed germination and seedling establishment. Grass hay and cereal stray are preferred mulches and should be applied to produce a
loose layer 0.75 to 1 inch deep. Generally, 3 tons of mulch per acre are sufficient. As a guideline, a thickness of five to six overlapping straw or hay
stems is acceptable for mulching. Stray or hay should not be chopped or finely broken during application. On steep slopes, hay rather than mulch
is recommended.

MULCHING REQUIREMENTS

Slopes and banks (unmowed) 3
(mowed) 2 or 10

Drainage swales 2, 3 or 4
Utility Right-of-Way 3
Lawns 2, 3 or 10

MIXTURE AREA

1. Seeding rates are for pure live seed, seeding rate shall be adjusted by percent germination.
2. Mixture No. 2 is suitable for frequent mowing. Do not cut shorter than 4 inches.
3. Keep Redtop seeding rate to that indicated. This species has small seeds and is very competitive.
4. Diversion channels, detention basins, and sediment traps or berms shall be seeded and mulched immediately.
5. Due to the absence of soil tests, the site shall be prepared by the application of at least 6 tons of agricultural grade limestone and

100-200-200 (100 pounds of N, 200 pounds of P2O5, and 200 pounds of K20) per acre. Work lime and fertilizer into the soil deeply
wherever possible.

6. After seeding, mulch with hay or straw at a rate of 3 tons per acre.
7. For best results, grass and legume seedings should be made in spring (March, April, and early May). However, through proper

choice of  seed mixtures, seed specifications, and establishment techniques, disturbed sites can be seeded almost any time from
spring to fall.  Legume seedings need a growing period of at least ten to twelve weels to produce seedings sufficiently large and
hardy to survive the  winter. Grasses generally require at least four to six weeks of growth prior to hard frosts. It is suggested that
legumes be seeded before  August 15 in southeastern Pennsylvania (corn maturity zone 4).

8. No topsoil stockpile shall be removed from the site or used as spoil.

RECOMMENDED SEED MIXTURES FOR VARIOUS AREAS

2 Tall Fescue, or 75 lb./Ac. 4 Birdsfoot Trefoil, plus 10 lb./Ac.
Fine Fescue, or 40 lb./Ac.   Reed Canarygrass 15 lb./Ac.
Kentucky Bluegrass, 30 lb./Ac.  
plus Redtop, or  3 lb./Ac. 10 Tall Fescue, plus 60 lb./Ac.
Perennial Ryegrass 20 lb./Ac. Fine Fescue 15 lb./Ac.

3 Birdsfoot Trefoil, plus 10 lb./Ac.
Tall Fescue 35 lb./Ac.

MIX No.    SPECIES           SEEDING RATE   MIX No.    SPECIES    SEEDING RATE
PERMANENT SEEDING REQUIREMENTS

NOTES:
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FAX: (215) 576-7791 PHONE: (215) 887-2165

CHARLES E. SHOEMAKER, INC.
ENGINEERS AND SURVEYORS

110 KEYSTONE DRIVE
MONTGOMERYVILLE, PA 18936

VOLUME REDUCTION AND WATER QUALITY

Per Abington Township code, the goal of the design was to manage the recharge volume

and the water quality volume. The entire volume required is permanently removed through

recharge in the infiltration bed with additional water quality management taking place through

water quality devices in the inlets. Overflows from the large storms also outflow to a retentive

grading area with amended soil for additional water quality.

Required Volume:
Recharge Volume: 686 CF
Water Quality Volume: 655 CF

Total Required Volume: 1,341 CF

INFILTRATION BED:
Managed Volume: 1,957 CF

Managed volume: 1,957 CF (>> 1,341 Required)
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STORMWATER MANAGEMENT CALCULATIONS
Per the Township of Abington code section 142-405(2):
The Rev required shall be computed as:
Rev = (1/12) * (I) = cubic feet (cf)
Rev = (1/12) * 8,232

= 686 CF

Per the Township of Abington code section 142-407(B), the following formula is used to
determine water quality volume in acre-feet of storage required:
WQv = Water Quality Volume
WQv = [(P)*(Rv)*(A)] / 12

Where:
P = 1 inch
A = Area of project contributing to water quality BMP (acres)
Rv = 0.05 + 0.009 (I) where I is the percent of the area that is impervious

surface (impervious area/A)*100)
Rv = 0.05 + 0.009 (100%)

0.95

WQv = [(1)(0.95)(0.19)] / 12
= 0.015 acre-feet
= 655 CF

PLAN VIEW

12"

6" PVC SCH. 40 W/1/4" DIA.
HOLES DRILLED 6" O.C.

NON-WOVEN GEOTEXTILE
FABRIC WITH FLOW RATE OF

100 GM PER SF
(MIRAFI 140N OR EQUIVALENT)

80'

AASHTO NO 1 STONE
OR 4" BALLAST

PROFILE VIEW

SEE DETAIL
12" OF TOPSOIL

FINISH GRADE

24"
24"

22'

D

FROM INLET 3 CO CO

NON-WOVEN GEOTEXTILE
FABRIC WITH FLOW RATE OF
100 GM PER SF
(MIRAFI 140N OR EQUIVALENT)
ON ALL SIDES AND BETWEEN
STONE AND FILL (IF NEEDED)

6" AASHTO #57 OR 2B CLEAN
AROUND PIPE 1' OVER PIPE, 6"
UNDER PIPE

12"

DETAIL

6"
6"

CLEAN OUT

FRONT VIEW

90° ELBOW

6" NON-PERF.
PVC

12" PVC SCH. 40 W/ 3/8" DIA. HOLES
SPACED AS NOTED BELOW

90° ELBOW

NOTE:
INLETS SHOULD BE INSPECTED AT LEAST TWO TIMES PER YEAR AND AFTER RUNOFF EVENTS. REMOVE
ACCUMULATED SEDIMENT AS REQUIRED. IN AREAS WITH VEGETATED OVERLAY, VEGETATION SHOULD
BE MAINTAINED AND IN GOOD CONDITION.

CLEAN OUT

NOTES:
1. SEDIMENT PROTECTION SHALL REMAIN IN PLACE UNTIL ALL TRIBUTARY AREAS ARE STABILIZED

(INCLUDING OTHER LOTS).

INFILTRATION BED DETAIL
N.T.S.

FROM INLET 1

FROM INLET 2

OS-1

DRAIN BASIN
DRAIN BASIN
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640 CEDAR ROAD

INFILTRATION BED

REQUIRED VOLUME TO BE MANAGED

PER ABINGTON TOWNSHIP CODE 1341 CF

VOLUME CALCULATIONS FOR STONE

Basin Slope Footprint Elevation Stage Stage Media % Voids h S Voids

Invert ft/ft SF Volume Volume Volume

254.25 0.0000 1600 254.25 0.00 0 40% 0.0 0

254.25 0.0000 1600 254.50 0.25 400 40% 160.0 160

254.25 0.0000 1600 254.75 0.50 400 40% 160.0 320

254.25 0.0000 1600 255.00 0.75 400 40% 160.0 480

254.25 0.0000 1600 255.25 1.00 400 40% 160.0 640

254.25 0.0000 1600 255.50 1.25 400 40% 160.0 800

254.25 0.0000 1600 255.75 1.50 400 40% 160.0 960

254.25 0.0000 1600 256.11 1.86 576 40% 230.4 1190

254.25 0.0000 1600 256.36 2.11 400 40% 160.0 1350

254.25 0.0000 1600 256.61 2.36 400 40% 160.0 1510

254.25 0.0000 1600 256.86 2.61 400 40% 160.0 1670

254.25 0.0000 1600 257.11 2.86 400 40% 160.0 1830

Recharge Volume: 1190 CF

The volume below elevation 255.75 is considered to be managed because it will pass through the infiltration surface

on the bottom of the bed.

Active Infiltration

Surface Area: 1600 SF

Time Interval: 6.0 hr

Infiltration Rate: 2.88 in/hr

Factor of Safety: 3

Infiltration Rate w/FOS: 0.0799 ft/hr

Active Infiltration = Surface Area x Time Interval x Infiltration Rate w/FOS

= 767 CF

TOTAL INFILTRATION = 100% Infiltration + Active Infiltration

= 1,957 CF << POTENTIAL RECHARGE VOLUME
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FAX: (215) 576-7791 PHONE: (215) 887-2165

CHARLES E. SHOEMAKER, INC.
ENGINEERS AND SURVEYORS

110 KEYSTONE DRIVE
MONTGOMERYVILLE, PA 18936

APPENDIX A

INFILTRATION TESTING REPORT
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August 10, 2023 

 

 

Lisa Rutkowski, Practice Manager 

Hopewell Veterinary Hospital 

640 Cedar Road 

Jenkintown, PA  19046 

 

Via email to:  lisa@hopewellvet.com 

 

Re:  Stormwater Infiltration Testing 

Hopewell Veterinary Hospital 

640 Cedar Road 

Jenkintown, PA 19046 

T.M.P. No.: 30-00-06992-00-7  

Abington Township, Montgomery County, PA 

 

Dear Mrs. Rutkowski: 

 

VW Consultants, LLC (VW) completed an evaluation of the above referenced property on August 7, 

2023 for the feasibility of stormwater infiltration. Testing was conducted at the three locations 

marked on the attached Test Pit Location Plan, which is based on the Zoning Exhibit Plan for 640 

Cedar Road, prepared by Charles E. Shoemaker, Inc., last revised 6/14/2023. The results of the 

testing, including the soil test pit descriptions and infiltration rates at specified depths, expressed in 

inches below ground surface (B.G.S.), are summarized at the end of this report. The infiltration rates 

were established by the double-ring methodology, as described in the current PADEP Stormwater 

Best Management Practices Manual (2006). Our findings indicate that infiltration of stormwater 

runoff is feasible on the project site as listed in the summary table at the end of this report.  

 

Project Setting 

 

The project site is an existing veterinary hospital situate on 2.48 acres. The property is currently 

improved with one vet clinic building, bank barn and detached garage. The site is mostly open lawn 

with sparse trees around the building and perimeter. The site slopes downhill on all sides from a 

high point by the main building. VW performed soil testing at the rear of the property in support of 

proposed stormwater management facilities to be utilized for a building addition and parking lot 

expansion. 

 

Based on a review of a United States Geologic survey map of Pennsylvania, the project site is 

underlain by the Wissahickon Schist Formation. This formation is typically composed of a mica 

schist. This rock is characterized by its distinct foliation, which is caused by the preferential 

orientation of muscovite, feldspar and quartz. The foliation within this formation is typically well-

developed, fissile to thin.   

 

Based on a review of the Web Soil Survey, the project site has been mapped by the Natural Resource 

Conservation Service as containing the Urban Land - Udorthents, schist and gneiss complex soil 

series. While the soil profile characteristics and permeability rates of the urban land soil series have 
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not been quantified, the soils are variable and generally consist of deep profiles similar to the nearby 

undisturbed soils. However, based on the soils observed, VW classified the on-site soils as a 

taxadjunct to the Glenelg soil series. Glenelg silt loams are classified as very deep, well-drained soils 

formed in materials weathered from micaceous schist. Glenelg soils are classified as Hydrologic Soil 

Group B, while urban land soils are generally classified as Hydrologic Soil Group D.  

 

Site Soils 

 

The site was evaluated by a professional soil scientist and the soil profiles were described in 

accordance to the criteria of the USDA-SCS Soil Survey Manual Handbook No. 18 (3/2017) and the 

USDA-NRCS Field Book for Describing and Sampling Soils Version 3.0 (9/2012). A copy of the 

prepared soil profile descriptions is included with this report. 

 

Three test pits were performed on the project site as directed by the design engineer and as shown 

on the attached Test Pit Location Plan. In the test pits, VW generally observed dark brown loam 

topsoil that was over top of strong brown to yellowish red silt loams and loams. Beneath the surface 

soils, VW generally observed variegated channery loams that continued down to test pit completion. 

Bedrock, indicated by machine refusal, was not encountered in any of the test pits during the field 

investigation.  

 

A perched water table, indicated by redoximorphic features, was not observed in any of the test pits 

during the field investigation. Additionally, a regional groundwater table was not observed in any of 

the test pits during the field investigation. Please see the soil profile descriptions for a more detailed 

description of the soils observed. 

 

At completion, the test pits were backfilled and compacted with the excavated material, and leveled 

off with the surrounding grades. No additional compaction effort or site restoration was performed.  

 

Infiltration Testing 

 

To establish infiltration rates, two double-ring infiltrometer tests were conducted at each test pit 

location. All tests were conducted at the depth noted on the table below, depth expressed in inches 

below ground surface (B.G.S.). The test rates were averaged to obtain an average infiltration rate at 

that depth. The infiltration tests were conducted following the procedure of the current PADEP 

Stormwater Best Management Practices Manual (2006) for both test technique and calculation of the 

infiltration rate. Please be advised that this calculation, which is consistent with the methodology of 

the current PADEP Stormwater Manual, is not a soil hydraulic conductivity rate as determined by 

Darcy’s Law. 

 

The table below is a summary of the infiltration test depths and the infiltration rates obtained by 

VW during the field testing.  

 

 

 
Pit No. 

Pit Depth 
(in, BGS) 

Observed 
Redox Features 

(in, BGS) 

Depth to 
Rock 

(in, BGS) 

Depth to 
Ground Water 

(in, BGS) 

Infiltration 
Test Depth 
(in, BGS) 

 Average 
Infiltration 

Rate (in/hr.) 

SW-1 96 NE NE NE 60 2.875 

SW-2 100 NE NE NE 60 3.0 
SW-3 108 NE NE NE 66 0.75 
                                                             NE= not encountered 
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Conclusions and Recommendations 

 

VW observed the site soils and performed infiltration testing at three test pit locations on the subject 

property. Based on the observed soil conditions and infiltration rates obtained during the site 

testing, stormwater management facilities proposing infiltration can be designed at the locations and 

depths tested where suitable infiltration rates were obtained. The infiltration facilities should be 

designed by a professional engineer at the depth of the infiltration testing using appropriate 

engineering practices and with a safety factor reduction from the measured infiltration rate. Care 

should be taken to preserve the soil infiltrative surface during pre- and post-construction of the 

stormwater management facility. 

 

Our findings are the result of testing conducted in specific locations and conditions. Should 

conditions contrary to the findings in this report be discovered prior to, during, or after construction 

of the stormwater control devices, VW must be notified so our recommendations can be reviewed or 

revised, if necessary. Additionally, if the stormwater management facility location and/or size 

changes, a VW soil scientist and the project engineer should review the site testing to confirm 

additional soil testing is not warranted. 

 

Should you have any questions regarding the information included in this report, please contact me 

at 215-778-5284, or by email at mhostrander@vw-consultants.com. 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

 

 

 

VW Consultants, LLC 

Matthew C. Hostrander, CPSS 

Professional Soil Scientist 

 
Enclosures:  soil profile descriptions, infiltration data sheets, test pit location plan 

 

cc:  Chad Brensinger, P.E. of Charles E. Shoemaker, Inc. 
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Date: 8/7/23                  Pit # SW-1       
Project: Hopewell Veterinary Hospital  
Location: 640 Cedar Road 
 Abington Township,   Montgomery Co., PA 
Soil Series Mapped: Urban-Udorthents 
Soil Series Classified: Glenelg Taxadjunct 
 

 
     Limiting Zone   96+"  none Slope:  1-3%                 Conduct Double Ring Infiltrometer Test at 60" 

Horizon Depth 

(In.) 

Matrix 

Color 

Texture Structure Consistence Fe Redox 

Depletions 

Fe Redox 
Concentrations 

Boundary 

Ap 
      

0-10 10YR 
3/3 

gr l 
          

2  m  gr 
1  m  sbk 

friable 
  

none      
          

none      
          

abrupt 
wavy 

Bt 
      

10-20 7.5YR 
4/6 

    l 
          

1  m  sbk 
            

friable 
  

none      
          

none      
          

clear 
wavy 

CB 
      

20-44 7.5YR 
5/4 

    sil 
          

1  th  pl 
0      m 

very friable 
  

none      
          

none      
          

gradual 
wavy 

C 
      

44-96+ 10YR 
4/4 

vch l 
          

0      m 
            

very friable 
loose 

none      
          

none      
          

    
    

      
      

          
      

          
          

            
            

  
  

         
          

         
          

    
    

      
      

          
      

          
          

            
            

  
  

         
          

         
          

    
    

      
      

          
      

          
          

            
            

  
  

         
          

         
          

    
    

   Township Representative: None   Soil Scientist: Matthew C. Hostrander   
 

Notes: Site evaluation for stormwater infiltration. No groundwater or bedrock encountered. Residual soils observed throughout profile.  
Weather / Field Conditions: Overcast, 80s, soils moist. 
Others Present at Site: Geary Erney of Total Contracting – backhoe provider and operator.  
 

EPIPEDON 

Ochric 
 
SUBSURFACE HORIZON(S) 

Argillic 
    
 
SOIL ORDER 

Ultisol 
 
DRAINAGE CLASS 

Well Drained 
 
LANDFORM 

Upland 
    
 
POSITION 

Summit 
    
 
PARENT 

MATERIAL 

Residuum 
    
    
 
BEDROCK LITHOLOGY 

Schist 
    
 
 
 
 
 
 

COARSE FRAGMENTS (% of Vol.) 
15-35%             35-65%                      >65% 
(gr) gravelly      (vgr) very gravelly      (egr)extr. gravelly 
(ch) channery   (vch) very channery    (ech) extr.channery 
(cb) cobbly       (vcb) very cobbly        (ecb) extr. cobbly 
(fl) flaggy         (vfl) very flaggy          (efl) extr. flaggy 
(st) stony          (vst) very stony           (est) extr. stony 
(bd) bouldery   (vbd) very bouldery    (ebd) extr. bouldery 
 
TEXTURE 
cos - coarse sand 
s - sand 
fs - fine sand 
vfs - very fine sand 
lcos - loamy coarse sand 
ls -  loamy sand 
lfs - loamy fine sand 
lvfs - loamy very fine sand 
cosl - coarse sandy loam 
sl - sandy loam 
fsl - fine sandy loam 
vfsl - very fine sandy loam 
l - loam 
sil - silt loam 
si - silt 
scl - sandy clay loam 
cl - clay loam 
sicl - silty clay loam 
sc - sandy clay 
sic - silty clay 
c – clay 

STRUCTURE 
Grade 
Structureless - 0 
Weak - 1 

Moderate - 2 

Strong - 3 

Type 

pl - platy 
pr - prismatic 
cpr - columnar 
gr - granular 
abk - angular blocky 
sbk - subangular blocky 
m - massive 
s - single grain 
Size 
vf - very fine 
f - fine 
m - medium 
co - coarse 
vc - very coarse 
vt - very thin 
t - thin 
th - thick 
vth - very thick 

 

REDOX FEATURES 
Abundance 
f - Few             <2% 
c - Common     2-20% 
m - Many          >20% 
Contrast 
f - Faint 
d - Distinct  
p - Prominent  
 
BOUNDARY 
Distinctness 
Abrupt     <1” (thick) 
Clear       1-2.5” 
Gradual   2.5 -5” 
Diffuse     >5 
Topography 
Smooth - boundary is 
nearly level  
Wavy - pockets with 
width greater than depth 
Irregular - pockets with 
depth greater than width 
Broken   discontinuous 

 

 

Matthew C. Hostrander, CPSS 
Professional Soil Scientist 
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Date: 8/7/23                  Pit # SW-2       
Project: Hopewell Veterinary Hospital  
Location: 640 Cedar Road 
 Abington Township,   Montgomery Co., PA 
Soil Series Mapped: Urban-Udorthents 
Soil Series Classified: Glenelg Taxadjunct 
 

 
     Limiting Zone   100+"  none Slope:  3-5%                 Conduct Double Ring Infiltrometer Test at 60" 

Horizon Depth 

(In.) 

Matrix 

Color 

Texture Structure Consistence Fe Redox 

Depletions 

Fe Redox 
Concentrations 

Boundary 

Ap 
      

0-10 10YR 
3/3 

    l 
          

2  m  gr 
1  m  sbk 

friable 
  

none      
          

none      
          

abrupt 
wavy 

Bt 
      

10-22 5YR 
4/6 

    l 
          

2  m  sbk 
            

friable 
  

none      
          

none      
          

clear 
wavy 

BC 
      

22-38 7.5YR 
4/6 

    sil 
          

1  th  pl 
            

very friable 
  

none      
          

none      
          

gradual 
wavy 

C 
      

38-
100+ 

Variegated 
      

ch l 
          

0      m 
            

very friable 
  

none      
          

none      
          

    
    

      
      

          
      

          
          

            
            

  
  

         
          

         
          

    
    

      
      

          
      

          
          

            
            

  
  

         
          

         
          

    
    

      
      

          
      

          
          

            
            

  
  

         
          

         
          

    
    

   Township Representative: None   Soil Scientist: Matthew C. Hostrander   
 

Notes: Site evaluation for stormwater infiltration. No groundwater or bedrock encountered. Residual soils observed throughout profile.  
Weather / Field Conditions: Overcast, 80s, soils moist. 
Others Present at Site: Geary Erney of Total Contracting – backhoe provider and operator.  
 

EPIPEDON 

Ochric 
 
SUBSURFACE HORIZON(S) 

Argillic 
    
 
SOIL ORDER 

Ultisol 
 
DRAINAGE CLASS 

Well Drained 
 
LANDFORM 

Upland 
    
 
POSITION 

Shoulder 
    
 
PARENT 

MATERIAL 

Residuum 
    
    
 
BEDROCK LITHOLOGY 

Schist 
    
 
 
 
 
 
 

COARSE FRAGMENTS (% of Vol.) 
15-35%             35-65%                      >65% 
(gr) gravelly      (vgr) very gravelly      (egr)extr. gravelly 
(ch) channery   (vch) very channery    (ech) extr.channery 
(cb) cobbly       (vcb) very cobbly        (ecb) extr. cobbly 
(fl) flaggy         (vfl) very flaggy          (efl) extr. flaggy 
(st) stony          (vst) very stony           (est) extr. stony 
(bd) bouldery   (vbd) very bouldery    (ebd) extr. bouldery 
 
TEXTURE 
cos - coarse sand 
s - sand 
fs - fine sand 
vfs - very fine sand 
lcos - loamy coarse sand 
ls -  loamy sand 
lfs - loamy fine sand 
lvfs - loamy very fine sand 
cosl - coarse sandy loam 
sl - sandy loam 
fsl - fine sandy loam 
vfsl - very fine sandy loam 
l - loam 
sil - silt loam 
si - silt 
scl - sandy clay loam 
cl - clay loam 
sicl - silty clay loam 
sc - sandy clay 
sic - silty clay 
c – clay 

STRUCTURE 
Grade 
Structureless - 0 
Weak - 1 

Moderate - 2 

Strong - 3 

Type 

pl - platy 
pr - prismatic 
cpr - columnar 
gr - granular 
abk - angular blocky 
sbk - subangular blocky 
m - massive 
s - single grain 
Size 
vf - very fine 
f - fine 
m - medium 
co - coarse 
vc - very coarse 
vt - very thin 
t - thin 
th - thick 
vth - very thick 

 

REDOX FEATURES 
Abundance 
f - Few             <2% 
c - Common     2-20% 
m - Many          >20% 
Contrast 
f - Faint 
d - Distinct  
p - Prominent  
 
BOUNDARY 
Distinctness 
Abrupt     <1” (thick) 
Clear       1-2.5” 
Gradual   2.5 -5” 
Diffuse     >5 
Topography 
Smooth - boundary is 
nearly level  
Wavy - pockets with 
width greater than depth 
Irregular - pockets with 
depth greater than width 
Broken   discontinuous 

 

 

Matthew C. Hostrander, CPSS 
Professional Soil Scientist 
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Date: 8/7/23                  Pit # SW-3       
Project: Hopewell Veterinary Hospital  
Location: 640 Cedar Road 
 Abington Township,   Montgomery Co., PA 
Soil Series Mapped: Urban-Udorthents 
Soil Series Classified: Glenelg Taxadjunct 
 

 
     Limiting Zone   108+"  none Slope:  5-8%                 Conduct Double Ring Infiltrometer Test at 66" 

Horizon Depth 

(In.) 

Matrix 

Color 

Texture Structure Consistence Fe Redox 

Depletions 

Fe Redox 
Concentrations 

Boundary 

Ap 
      

0-10 10YR 
3/3 

    l 
          

2  m  gr 
1  f  sbk 

friable 
  

none      
          

none      
          

abrupt 
wavy 

Bt 
      

10-20 7.5YR 
4/6 

    l 
          

1  m  sbk 
            

friable 
  

none      
          

none      
          

clear 
wavy 

BC 
      

20-34 Variegated 
      

    sil 
    l 

1  th  pl 
            

friable 
  

none      
          

none      
          

gradual 
wavy 

CB 
      

34-72 Variegated 
      

    sil 
          

1  th  pl 
0      m 

very friable 
  

none      
          

none      
          

gradual 
wavy 

C 
      

72-
108+ 

Variegated 
      

ch l 
          

0      m 
            

very friable 
  

none      
          

none      
          

    
    

      
      

          
      

          
          

            
            

  
  

         
          

         
          

    
    

      
      

          
      

          
          

            
            

  
  

         
          

         
          

    
    

   Township Representative: None   Soil Scientist: Matthew C. Hostrander   
 

Notes: Site evaluation for stormwater infiltration. No groundwater or bedrock encountered. Residual soils observed throughout profile.  
Weather / Field Conditions: Overcast, 80s, soils moist. 
Others Present at Site: Geary Erney of Total Contracting – backhoe provider and operator.  
 

EPIPEDON 

Ochric 
 
SUBSURFACE HORIZON(S) 

Argillic 
    
 
SOIL ORDER 

Ultisol 
 
DRAINAGE CLASS 

Well Drained 
 
LANDFORM 

Upland 
    
 
POSITION 

Backslope 
    
 
PARENT 

MATERIAL 

Residuum 
    
    
 
BEDROCK LITHOLOGY 

Schist 
    
 
 

COARSE FRAGMENTS (% of Vol.) 
15-35%             35-65%                      >65% 
(gr) gravelly      (vgr) very gravelly      (egr)extr. gravelly 
(ch) channery   (vch) very channery    (ech) extr.channery 
(cb) cobbly       (vcb) very cobbly        (ecb) extr. cobbly 
(fl) flaggy         (vfl) very flaggy          (efl) extr. flaggy 
(st) stony          (vst) very stony           (est) extr. stony 
(bd) bouldery   (vbd) very bouldery    (ebd) extr. bouldery 
 
TEXTURE 
cos - coarse sand 
s - sand 
fs - fine sand 
vfs - very fine sand 
lcos - loamy coarse sand 
ls -  loamy sand 
lfs - loamy fine sand 
lvfs - loamy very fine sand 
cosl - coarse sandy loam 
sl - sandy loam 
fsl - fine sandy loam 
vfsl - very fine sandy loam 
l - loam 
sil - silt loam 
si - silt 
scl - sandy clay loam 
cl - clay loam 
sicl - silty clay loam 
sc - sandy clay 
sic - silty clay 
c – clay 

STRUCTURE 
Grade 
Structureless - 0 
Weak - 1 

Moderate - 2 

Strong - 3 

Type 

pl - platy 
pr - prismatic 
cpr - columnar 
gr - granular 
abk - angular blocky 
sbk - subangular blocky 
m - massive 
s - single grain 
Size 
vf - very fine 
f - fine 
m - medium 
co - coarse 
vc - very coarse 
vt - very thin 
t - thin 
th - thick 
vth - very thick 

 

REDOX FEATURES 
Abundance 
f - Few             <2% 
c - Common     2-20% 
m - Many          >20% 
Contrast 
f - Faint 
d - Distinct  
p - Prominent  
 
BOUNDARY 
Distinctness 
Abrupt     <1” (thick) 
Clear       1-2.5” 
Gradual   2.5 -5” 
Diffuse     >5 
Topography 
Smooth - boundary is 
nearly level  
Wavy - pockets with 
width greater than depth 
Irregular - pockets with 
depth greater than width 
Broken   discontinuous 

 

 

Matthew C. Hostrander, CPSS 
Professional Soil Scientist 
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Site: 640 Cedar Road - SW-1

Municipality: Abington Township

County: Montgomery

Date: 8/7/2023

Testing Depth: 60"

(Below Ground Surface)

Test #1 Test #2

Drop (in) Drop (in)

Presoak 1 (30 min) 2.5 3.25

Presoak 2 (30 min) 1.0 2.5

Test #1 Test #2

Interval 1 (min) 30 10

Drop (in) 1.0 0.75

Interval 2 (min) 30 10

Drop (in) 1.0 0.625

Interval 3 (min) 30 10

Drop (in) 1.0 0.625

Interval 4 (min) 30 10

Drop (in) 1.0 0.625

Interval 5 (min) 10

Drop (in) 0.625

Interval 6 (min) 10

Drop (in) 0.625

Final Drop in/hr 2.0 3.75

Infiltration Rate= 2.875 in/hr

Double Ring Infiltrometer Test Report

1590 Canary Road, Quakertown, PA 18951  |  215-536-7006  |  215-538-6136 
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Site: 640 Cedar Road - SW-2

Municipality: Abington Township

County: Montgomery

Date: 8/7/2023

Testing Depth: 60"

(Below Ground Surface)

Test #1 Test #2

Drop (in) Drop (in)

Presoak 1 (30 min) 0.75 Dry

Presoak 2 (30 min) 0.75 Dry

Test #1 Test #2

Interval 1 (min) 30 10

Drop (in) 0.75 0.75

Interval 2 (min) 30 10

Drop (in) 0.75 0.75

Interval 3 (min) 30 10

Drop (in) 0.75 0.75

Interval 4 (min) 30 10

Drop (in) 0.75 0.75

Interval 5 (min) 10

Drop (in) 0.75

Interval 6 (min) 10

Drop (in) 0.75

Final Drop in/hr 1.5 4.5

Infiltration Rate= 3.00 in/hr

Double Ring Infiltrometer Test Report

1590 Canary Road, Quakertown, PA 18951  |  215-536-7006  |  215-538-6136 
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Site: 640 Cedar Road - SW-3

Municipality: Abington Township

County: Montgomery

Date: 8/7/2023

Testing Depth: 66"

(Below Ground Surface)

Test #1 Test #2

Drop (in) Drop (in)

Presoak 1 (30 min) 0.75 0.25

Presoak 2 (30 min) 0.5 0.25

Test #1 Test #2

Interval 1 (min) 30 30

Drop (in) 0.5 0.25

Interval 2 (min) 30 30

Drop (in) 0.5 0.25

Interval 3 (min) 30 30

Drop (in) 0.5 0.25

Interval 4 (min) 30 30

Drop (in) 0.5 0.25

Final Drop in/hr 1.0 0.5

Infiltration Rate= 0.75 in/hr

Double Ring Infiltrometer Test Report

1590 Canary Road, Quakertown, PA 18951  |  215-536-7006  |  215-538-6136 
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EXISTING FEATURES

NOTES
1. BOUNDARY INFORMATION SHOWN TAKEN FROM DEEDS OF RECORD, PLANS AND FIELD

SURVEYS PERFORMED BY CHARLES E. SHOEMAKER, INC. DURING SEPTEMBER, 2022.

METES AND BOUNDS AS SHOWN ARE BASED ON DEED BEARINGS. ROTATION TO STATE
PLANE COORDINATE SYSTEM IS  10°21'52"  COUNTER CLOCKWISE.

2. TOPOGRAPHICAL SURVEY PERFORMED BY CHARLES E. SHOEMAKER, INC. DURING
OCTOBER, 2022.

3. HORIZONTAL DATUM BASED ON NAD1983, SPC83, PENNSYLVANIA (SOUTH) GEOID MODEL
92003U08 USING TOPCON TOPSERV VIRTUAL NETWORK SYSTEM.

SITE BENCH MARK IS CUT NAIL SET IN UTILITY POLE. ELEVATION = 260.66

4. EXISTING UNDERGROUND UTILITY LOCATIONS WERE PLOTTED FROM UTILITY COMPANY
PLANS SUPPLIED TO US IN ACCORDANCE WITH PA ACT 121 (2008) OR BY PHYSICAL SURVEY
LOCATIONS. ALL UNDERGROUND UTILITY LOCATIONS ARE APPROXIMATE ONLY.
CONTRACTORS ARE REQUIRED BY PA ACT 121 TO VERIFY THE EXACT LOCATIONS OF ALL
UNDERGROUND UTILITIES PRIOR TO COMMENCING EXCAVATION ACTIVITIES.
PENNSYLVANIA ONE CALL SYSTEMS, INC., PHONE NO. 1-800-242-1776 SERIAL NO.
20222580915 & 20222580916.

5. REFERENCE WAS MADE TO THE FOLLOWING:

a. PLAN OF FOX CHASE MANOR, PREPARED BY ALBRIGHT & MEBUS, CIVIL ENGINEERS,
DATED MARCH 25, 1926.

b. PLAN OF PROPERTIES ON PLAN OF FOX CHASE MANOR MADE FOR ALLEN S.
VANSANT PREPARED BY GEORGE B. MEBUS, INC., DATED JULY 1, 1958.

c. LOT LOCATION PLAN PART OF FOX CHASE MANOR, MADE FOR WILLIAM LAWRENCE
STROH PREPARED BY CHARLES E. MEBUS, 2ND, DATED MAY 7, 1973

6. FLOOD DESIGNATION IS ZONE X  AREAS DETERMINED TO BE OUTSIDE 500-YEAR FLOOD
PLAIN, AS DEPICTED IN FIRM OF MONTGOMERY COUNTY, MAP NO. 42091C0403G, EFFECTIVE
DATE: MARCH 2, 2016.

7. ALL LOCATION DIMENSIONS ARE SHOWN IN U.S. STANDARD.

R4 MEDIUM - HIGH - DENSITY
RESIDENTIAL

 REGULATIONS REQUIREMENT

LOT AREA (MIN.) 7,000 S.F.
LOT WIDTH (MIN.) 50'

FRONT YARD (MIN.) 40'
SIDE YARD (MIN.) 40'
REAR YARD (MIN.) 50'

BUILDING COVERAGE (MAX.) 40%
IMPERVIOUS COVERAGE (MAX.) 55%

GREEN AREA (MIN.) 45%
BUILDING HEIGHT (MAX.) 35'

AREA TO TITLE LINE
107,823  SF or  2.4753  ACRES

IRON PIPE FOUND
FENCE
OVERHEAD WIRE
GAS VALVE
WATER VALVE
SANITARY CLEANOUTS
UTILITY POLE
FIRE HYDRANT
SIGN
LIGHT STANDARD
MANHOLE
SANITARY SEWER

DECIDUOUS TREE

EVERGREEN TREE

WATER MAIN
WATER SERVICE
GAS MAIN
UNDERGROUND ELECTRIC
COMMUNICATIONS LINE
LATERAL
ROOF DRAIN
CONTOUR

LOCATION  MAP
SCALE:  1" = 800'
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CS - COMMUNITY  SERVICE (USE: C- 38 - VETERINARY  CLINIC) *

 REGULATIONS REQUIREMENTS EXISTING PROPOSED

LOT AREA (MIN.) 5 ACRES 2.4753 ACRES * 2.4753 ACRES
LOT WIDTH (MIN.) 400' 242.46' * 242.46' *
LOT DEPTH (MIN.) 400' 355' * 355' *

FRONT YARD (MIN.) 150' 78.4' 78.4'
SIDE YARD (MIN.) 100' 58.4'* 55.0'**
REAR YARD (MIN.) 100' 226.4' 217.6'

BUILDING COVERAGE (MAX.) 25% 5.3% (5,700SF) 6.0% (6,436 SF)
IMPERVIOUS COVERAGE (MAX.) 40% 17.7% (19,092 SF) 29.1% (31,343 SF)

GREEN AREA (MIN.) 60% 82.3% (88,731 SF) 70.9% (76,480 SF)
BUILDING HEIGHT (MAX.) 45' 29' 29'

PARKING  REQUIREMENTS

5 SPACES FOR EACH DOCTOR OPERATING ON PREMISES, OR
1 SPACE / 200 SF  GROSS LEASEABLE FLOOR AREA

EXISTING GROSS LEASEABLE FLOOR AREA = 2,804 SF   2,804 / 200 = 14 SPACES REQUIRED

PROPOSED GROSS LEASEABLE FLOOR AREA = 3,550 SF   3,550 /200 = 18 SPACES REQUIRED

PROVIDED PARKING  =  28  SPACES

*  -  EXISTING NON-CONFORMING CONDITION
** - VARIANCE REQUIRED
1 - SECTION 2103.C.-USE C-38.1  UNDER THE ORDINANCE, THE MINIMUM SETBACK
     REQUIREMENTS FOR THE VETERINARY CLINIC USE ARE DOUBLED.

VARIANCES  REQUESTED
· A variance from Section 905.G.4 to permit two parking spaces in the required front yard where the

Ordinance prohibits parking in the front yard.

· A variance from Section 2103.C.38.1 to permit the proposed expanded building to be setback 55 feet

from the side property line where the required setback is doubled for the C38 use to 100 feet.

· A special exception under Section 1906.A to permit the expansion of the nonconforming use's

impervious surface coverage.

· Section 1906.A. - to exceed the allowable expansion of the nonconforming use's impervious coverage

by 56% where the Ordinance allows expansion of no more than 25%.

· A variance from Section 1906.A.2 to allow the expansion of the nonconforming use to have a side yard

setback of 55 feet where the Ordinance requires the C38 use to have a side yard setback of 100 feet.

· A variance from Section 1907.A.1 to allow the expansion of a nonconforming nonresidential structure

where the Ordinance does not permit expansion of nonresidential structures.

· A variance from Section 1907.A.2 to allow expansion of a nonconforming structure closer to the side

property line. The current structure is 58.4 feet and the proposed expansion will be 55 feet from the side

property line.

· A variance from Section 2401.A.2.b to allow the removal of one tree to accommodate new impervious

surface without providing two replacement trees.

· A variance from Section 2402.A.5.a to allow the construction of a parking lot or area without providing

the required Medium-Intensity buffer around the proposed parking lots and areas.

· A variance from Section 2402.A.6 to allow the construction of a parking lot or area without providing the

required green area of 10% of the amount over 15,000 square feet gross of parking area.

· A variance from the requirement in Section 2402.B.1.a to plant street trees along the frontage of the

property.

· A variance from the requirement in Section 2403.B.4.a[3] to install a High-Intensity Buffer as required

based on adjoining land uses pursuant to Figure 24.5.

· A variance from the requirement in Section 2403.B.7.b to install a High-Intensity buffer along the yards

that adjoin a residential zoning district.

CHAD WILLIAM BRENSINGER
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CHARLES E. SHOEMAKER, INC.
ENGINEERS AND SURVEYORS

110 KEYSTONE DRIVE
MONTGOMERYVILLE, PA 18936
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640 CEDAR ROAD

Weighted C

EXISTING

DRAINAGE IMPERVIOUS FORREST LAWN IMPERVIOUS FORREST LAWN

AREA AREA AREA AREA AREA WEIGHTED INLET AREA AREA AREA WEIGHTED INLET

No. (Ac.) C=0.86 C=0.16 C=0.24 C CA C=0.96 C=0.20 C=0.29 C CA

Ex. Site 0.61 0.23 0.00 0.38 0.47 0.29 0.23 0.00 0.38 0.54 0.33

Total Managed 0.61 0.23 0.00 0.38 0.47 0.29 0.23 0.00 0.38 0.54 0.33

PROPOSED

DRAINAGE IMPERVIOUS FORREST LAWN IMPERVIOUS FORREST LAWN

AREA AREA AREA AREA AREA WEIGHTED INLET AREA AREA AREA WEIGHTED INLET

No. (Ac.) C=0.86 C=0.16 C=0.24 C CA C=0.96 C=0.20 C=0.29 C CA

Infiltration Bed

TD1 0.05 0.05 0.00 0.00 0.86 0.04 0.05 0.00 0.00 0.96 0.05

Inlet 1 0.05 0.05 0.00 0.00 0.86 0.04 0.05 0.00 0.00 0.96 0.05

Inlet 2 0.09 0.08 0.00 0.01 0.79 0.07 0.08 0.00 0.01 0.89 0.08

Inlet 3 0.05 0.05 0.00 0.00 0.86 0.04 0.05 0.00 0.00 0.96 0.05

Roof Drain to Bed 0.02 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.86 0.02 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.96 0.02

Offsite Roof Are a to Be d 0.06 0.06 0.00 0.00 0.86 0.05 0.06 0.00 0.00 0.96 0.06

Managed to Infiltration Bed 0.26 0.25 0.00 0.01 0.84 0.22 0.25 0.00 0.01 0.93 0.24

Offsite to In filtration Be d 0.06 0.06 0.00 0.00 0.86 0.05 0.06 0.00 0.00 0.96 0.06

Total to Infiltration Bed 0.32 0.31 0.00 0.01 0.84 0.27 0.31 0.00 0.01 0.94 0.30

Bypass 0.35 0.17 0.00 0.18 0.54 0.19 0.17 0.00 0.18 0.62 0.22

SITE TOTAL 0.61 0.42 0.00 0.19 0.67 0.28 0.42 0.00 0.19 0.75 0.46

Note:

Runoff coefficients were taken from Table E-2 on the following page assuming 2-6% site slopes and Type ‘D’ soils.

1-yr to 10-yr events 25-yr to 100-yr events

1-yr to 10-yr events 25-yr to 100-yr events
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SITE SUMMARY PER

WATERSHED REQUIREMENTS

SITE PEAK FLOWS

Pre-Developed Allowable Developed Unmanaged Max Allowable Design Post-Dev.

Freq. Managed Site Flow Managed Site Flow Flow* Design Flow Total Discharge

(yr) (cfs) (cfs) (cfs) (cfs) (cfs)

1 1.21 1.21 + 0.21 = 1.42 0.7 8

2 1.44 1.21 + 0.26 = 1.46 0.93

5 1.7 0 1.44 + 0.30 = 1.7 4 1.10

10 1.89 1.7 0 + 0.33 = 2.03 1.22

25 2.47 1.89 + 0.42 = 2.30 1.57

50 2.6 1 2.47 + 0.45 = 2.92 1.6 9

100 2.7 9 2.6 1 + 0.48 = 3.09 1.81

* " Un m an age d" flow isrun off from un disturb e d site are asoroffsite are asn otto b e con side re d for

rate re duction re quire m e n ts.

Note : Th isp roje ctissp litb e tw e e n Storm w ate rMan age m e n tDistrict'B' of th e Pe n n y p ack Cre e k W ate rsh e d an d District'B' of th e

Je n kin tow n Cre e k

WATERSHED REQUIREMENTS (DISTRICT B):

Pe n n y p ack Cre e k W ate rsh e d re quire sth atth e p ost-de ve lop e d 2 yrde sign storm run off sh allb e ,le ss

th an or e qualto e x istin g 1 yrde sign storm run off rate s,th e p ost-de ve lop e d 5 yrde sign storm run off sh allb e le ss

th an or e qualto e x istin g 2 yrde sign storm run off rate s,th e p ost-de ve lop e d 10 yrde sign storm run off sh allb e le ss

th an or e qualto e x istin g 5 yrde sign storm run off rate s,th e p ost-de ve lop e d 25 yrde sign storm sh allb e le ssth an

or e qualto th e e x istin g 10 yrde sign storm run off rate s, th e p ost-de ve lop e d 50 yrde sign storm sh allb e le ssth an

or e qualto th e e x istin g 25 yrde sign storm run off rate s, th e p ost-de ve lop e d 100 yrde sign storm sh allb e

le ssth an or e qualto th e e x istin g 50 yrde sign storm run off rate s.
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Hydrograph Return Period Recap

Hyd. Hydrograph Inflow Peak Outflow (cfs) Hydrograph

No. type Hyd(s) description

(origin) 1-Yr 2-Yr 3-Yr 5-Yr 10-Yr 25-Yr 50-Yr 100-Yr

1 Dekalb ------ 1.205 1.438 ------- 1.699 1.885 2.112 2.267 2.428 Existing (1yr-10yr)

2 Dekalb ------ 1.384 1.652 ------- 1.952 2.166 2.427 2.605 2.790 Existing (25yr-100yr)

4 Dekalb ------ 0.903 1.078 ------- 1.273 1.413 1.583 1.699 1.820 Managed to Bed (1yr-10yr)

5 Dekalb ------ 1.038 1.239 ------- 1.464 1.624 1.820 1.954 2.092 Managed to Bed (25yr-100yr)

6 Dekalb ------ 0.213 0.255 ------- 0.301 0.334 0.374 0.401 0.430 Offsite to Bed (1yr-10yr)

7 Dekalb ------ 0.238 0.284 ------- 0.336 0.373 0.417 0.448 0.480 Offsite to Bed (25yr-100yr)

8 Combine 4, 6, 1.116 1.332 ------- 1.574 1.747 1.957 2.101 2.250 Total to Bed (1yr-10yr)

9 Combine 5, 7, 1.276 1.523 ------- 1.800 1.997 2.237 2.402 2.572 Total to Bed (25yr-100yr)

10 Reservoir 8 0.000 0.000 ------- 0.160 0.268 0.388 0.468 0.547 Inf. Bed (1yr-10yr)

11 Reservoir 9 0.000 0.122 ------- 0.299 0.411 0.541 0.620 0.685 Inf. Bed (25yr-100yr)

13 Dekalb ------ 0.781 0.932 ------- 1.102 1.223 1.370 1.470 1.575 Bypass (1yr-10yr)

14 Dekalb ------ 0.897 1.071 ------- 1.265 1.404 1.573 1.688 1.808 Bypass (25yr-100yr)

16 Combine 10, 13, 0.781 0.932 ------- 1.102 1.223 1.370 1.470 1.575 Proposed (1yr-10yr)

17 Combine 11, 14, 0.897 1.071 ------- 1.265 1.404 1.573 1.688 1.812 Proposed (25yr-100yr)

Proj. file: 27023.gpw Thursday, Oct 12, 2023

Hydraflow Hydrographs Extension for AutoCAD® Civil 3D® 2009 by Autodesk, Inc. v6.066

433

mgreenberg
Line


mgreenberg
Line


mgreenberg
Line


mgreenberg
Line


mgreenberg
Line


mgreenberg
Line


mgreenberg
Line


mgreenberg
Line


mgreenberg
Line


mgreenberg
Line


mgreenberg
Line


mgreenberg
Line


mgreenberg
Line


mgreenberg
Line




Hydrograph Report

Hydraflow Hydrographs Extension for AutoCAD® Civil 3D® 2009 by Autodesk, Inc. v6.066 Wednesday, Oct 11, 2023

Hyd. No. 1

Existing (1yr-10yr)

Hydrograph type = Dekalb Peak discharge = 1.205 cfs
Storm frequency = 1 yrs Time to peak = 25 min
Time interval = 1 min Hyd. volume = 1,080 cuft
Drainage area = 0.620 ac Runoff coeff. = 0.47
Intensity = 4.134 in/hr Tc by User = 5.00 min
IDF Curve = Region5.IDF Asc/Rec limb fact = n/a

0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 18 20 22 24 26 28 30 32 34 36 38 40 42 44 46 48 50

Q (cfs)

0.00 0.00

1.00 1.00

2.00 2.00

Q (cfs)

Time (min)

Existing (1yr-10yr)

Hyd. No. 1 -- 1 Year

Hyd No. 1
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Hydrograph Report

Hydraflow Hydrographs Extension for AutoCAD® Civil 3D® 2009 by Autodesk, Inc. v6.066 Wednesday, Oct 11, 2023

Hyd. No. 1

Existing (1yr-10yr)

Hydrograph type = Dekalb Peak discharge = 1.438 cfs
Storm frequency = 2 yrs Time to peak = 25 min
Time interval = 1 min Hyd. volume = 1,290 cuft
Drainage area = 0.620 ac Runoff coeff. = 0.47
Intensity = 4.934 in/hr Tc by User = 5.00 min
IDF Curve = Region5.IDF Asc/Rec limb fact = n/a

0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 18 20 22 24 26 28 30 32 34 36 38 40 42 44 46 48 50

Q (cfs)

0.00 0.00

1.00 1.00

2.00 2.00

Q (cfs)

Time (min)

Existing (1yr-10yr)

Hyd. No. 1 -- 2 Year

Hyd No. 1
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Hydrograph Report

Hydraflow Hydrographs Extension for AutoCAD® Civil 3D® 2009 by Autodesk, Inc. v6.066 Wednesday, Oct 11, 2023

Hyd. No. 1

Existing (1yr-10yr)

Hydrograph type = Dekalb Peak discharge = 1.699 cfs
Storm frequency = 5 yrs Time to peak = 25 min
Time interval = 1 min Hyd. volume = 1,524 cuft
Drainage area = 0.620 ac Runoff coeff. = 0.47
Intensity = 5.830 in/hr Tc by User = 5.00 min
IDF Curve = Region5.IDF Asc/Rec limb fact = n/a

0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 18 20 22 24 26 28 30 32 34 36 38 40 42 44 46 48 50

Q (cfs)

0.00 0.00

1.00 1.00

2.00 2.00

Q (cfs)

Time (min)

Existing (1yr-10yr)

Hyd. No. 1 -- 5 Year

Hyd No. 1
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Hydrograph Report

Hydraflow Hydrographs Extension for AutoCAD® Civil 3D® 2009 by Autodesk, Inc. v6.066 Wednesday, Oct 11, 2023

Hyd. No. 1

Existing (1yr-10yr)

Hydrograph type = Dekalb Peak discharge = 1.885 cfs
Storm frequency = 10 yrs Time to peak = 25 min
Time interval = 1 min Hyd. volume = 1,691 cuft
Drainage area = 0.620 ac Runoff coeff. = 0.47
Intensity = 6.469 in/hr Tc by User = 5.00 min
IDF Curve = Region5.IDF Asc/Rec limb fact = n/a

0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 18 20 22 24 26 28 30 32 34 36 38 40 42 44 46 48 50

Q (cfs)

0.00 0.00

1.00 1.00

2.00 2.00

Q (cfs)

Time (min)

Existing (1yr-10yr)

Hyd. No. 1 -- 10 Year

Hyd No. 1
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Hydrograph Report

Hydraflow Hydrographs Extension for AutoCAD® Civil 3D® 2009 by Autodesk, Inc. v6.066 Wednesday, Oct 11, 2023

Hyd. No. 2

Existing (25yr-100yr)

Hydrograph type = Dekalb Peak discharge = 2.427 cfs
Storm frequency = 25 yrs Time to peak = 25 min
Time interval = 1 min Hyd. volume = 2,177 cuft
Drainage area = 0.620 ac Runoff coeff. = 0.54
Intensity = 7.248 in/hr Tc by User = 5.00 min
IDF Curve = Region5.IDF Asc/Rec limb fact = n/a

0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 18 20 22 24 26 28 30 32 34 36 38 40 42 44 46 48 50

Q (cfs)

0.00 0.00

1.00 1.00

2.00 2.00

3.00 3.00

Q (cfs)

Time (min)

Existing (25yr-100yr)

Hyd. No. 2 -- 25 Year

Hyd No. 2

438



Hydrograph Report

Hydraflow Hydrographs Extension for AutoCAD® Civil 3D® 2009 by Autodesk, Inc. v6.066 Wednesday, Oct 11, 2023

Hyd. No. 2

Existing (25yr-100yr)

Hydrograph type = Dekalb Peak discharge = 2.605 cfs
Storm frequency = 50 yrs Time to peak = 25 min
Time interval = 1 min Hyd. volume = 2,336 cuft
Drainage area = 0.620 ac Runoff coeff. = 0.54
Intensity = 7.780 in/hr Tc by User = 5.00 min
IDF Curve = Region5.IDF Asc/Rec limb fact = n/a

0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 18 20 22 24 26 28 30 32 34 36 38 40 42 44 46 48 50

Q (cfs)

0.00 0.00

1.00 1.00

2.00 2.00

3.00 3.00

Q (cfs)

Time (min)

Existing (25yr-100yr)

Hyd. No. 2 -- 50 Year

Hyd No. 2
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Hydrograph Report

Hydraflow Hydrographs Extension for AutoCAD® Civil 3D® 2009 by Autodesk, Inc. v6.066 Wednesday, Oct 11, 2023

Hyd. No. 2

Existing (25yr-100yr)

Hydrograph type = Dekalb Peak discharge = 2.790 cfs
Storm frequency = 100 yrs Time to peak = 25 min
Time interval = 1 min Hyd. volume = 2,502 cuft
Drainage area = 0.620 ac Runoff coeff. = 0.54
Intensity = 8.332 in/hr Tc by User = 5.00 min
IDF Curve = Region5.IDF Asc/Rec limb fact = n/a

0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 18 20 22 24 26 28 30 32 34 36 38 40 42 44 46 48 50

Q (cfs)

0.00 0.00

1.00 1.00

2.00 2.00

3.00 3.00

Q (cfs)

Time (min)

Existing (25yr-100yr)

Hyd. No. 2 -- 100 Year

Hyd No. 2
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Hydrograph Report

Hydraflow Hydrographs Extension for AutoCAD® Civil 3D® 2009 by Autodesk, Inc. v6.066 Thursday, Oct 12, 2023

Hyd. No. 4

Managed to Bed (1yr-10yr)

Hydrograph type = Dekalb Peak discharge = 0.903 cfs
Storm frequency = 1 yrs Time to peak = 25 min
Time interval = 1 min Hyd. volume = 810 cuft
Drainage area = 0.260 ac Runoff coeff. = 0.84
Intensity = 4.134 in/hr Tc by User = 5.00 min
IDF Curve = Region5.IDF Asc/Rec limb fact = n/a

0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 18 20 22 24 26 28 30 32 34 36 38 40 42 44 46 48 50

Q (cfs)

0.00 0.00

0.10 0.10

0.20 0.20

0.30 0.30

0.40 0.40

0.50 0.50

0.60 0.60

0.70 0.70

0.80 0.80

0.90 0.90

1.00 1.00

Q (cfs)

Time (min)

Managed to Bed (1yr-10yr)

Hyd. No. 4 -- 1 Year

Hyd No. 4
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Hydrograph Report

Hydraflow Hydrographs Extension for AutoCAD® Civil 3D® 2009 by Autodesk, Inc. v6.066 Thursday, Oct 12, 2023

Hyd. No. 4

Managed to Bed (1yr-10yr)

Hydrograph type = Dekalb Peak discharge = 1.078 cfs
Storm frequency = 2 yrs Time to peak = 25 min
Time interval = 1 min Hyd. volume = 967 cuft
Drainage area = 0.260 ac Runoff coeff. = 0.84
Intensity = 4.934 in/hr Tc by User = 5.00 min
IDF Curve = Region5.IDF Asc/Rec limb fact = n/a

0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 18 20 22 24 26 28 30 32 34 36 38 40 42 44 46 48 50

Q (cfs)

0.00 0.00

1.00 1.00

2.00 2.00

Q (cfs)

Time (min)

Managed to Bed (1yr-10yr)

Hyd. No. 4 -- 2 Year

Hyd No. 4
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Hydrograph Report

Hydraflow Hydrographs Extension for AutoCAD® Civil 3D® 2009 by Autodesk, Inc. v6.066 Thursday, Oct 12, 2023

Hyd. No. 4

Managed to Bed (1yr-10yr)

Hydrograph type = Dekalb Peak discharge = 1.273 cfs
Storm frequency = 5 yrs Time to peak = 25 min
Time interval = 1 min Hyd. volume = 1,142 cuft
Drainage area = 0.260 ac Runoff coeff. = 0.84
Intensity = 5.830 in/hr Tc by User = 5.00 min
IDF Curve = Region5.IDF Asc/Rec limb fact = n/a

0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 18 20 22 24 26 28 30 32 34 36 38 40 42 44 46 48 50

Q (cfs)

0.00 0.00

1.00 1.00

2.00 2.00

Q (cfs)

Time (min)

Managed to Bed (1yr-10yr)

Hyd. No. 4 -- 5 Year

Hyd No. 4
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Hydrograph Report

Hydraflow Hydrographs Extension for AutoCAD® Civil 3D® 2009 by Autodesk, Inc. v6.066 Thursday, Oct 12, 2023

Hyd. No. 4

Managed to Bed (1yr-10yr)

Hydrograph type = Dekalb Peak discharge = 1.413 cfs
Storm frequency = 10 yrs Time to peak = 25 min
Time interval = 1 min Hyd. volume = 1,267 cuft
Drainage area = 0.260 ac Runoff coeff. = 0.84
Intensity = 6.469 in/hr Tc by User = 5.00 min
IDF Curve = Region5.IDF Asc/Rec limb fact = n/a

0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 18 20 22 24 26 28 30 32 34 36 38 40 42 44 46 48 50

Q (cfs)

0.00 0.00

1.00 1.00

2.00 2.00

Q (cfs)

Time (min)

Managed to Bed (1yr-10yr)

Hyd. No. 4 -- 10 Year

Hyd No. 4
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Hydrograph Report

Hydraflow Hydrographs Extension for AutoCAD® Civil 3D® 2009 by Autodesk, Inc. v6.066 Thursday, Oct 12, 2023

Hyd. No. 5

Managed to Bed (25yr-100yr)

Hydrograph type = Dekalb Peak discharge = 1.820 cfs
Storm frequency = 25 yrs Time to peak = 25 min
Time interval = 1 min Hyd. volume = 1,633 cuft
Drainage area = 0.270 ac Runoff coeff. = 0.93
Intensity = 7.248 in/hr Tc by User = 5.00 min
IDF Curve = Region5.IDF Asc/Rec limb fact = n/a

0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 18 20 22 24 26 28 30 32 34 36 38 40 42 44 46 48 50

Q (cfs)

0.00 0.00

1.00 1.00

2.00 2.00

Q (cfs)

Time (min)

Managed to Bed (25yr-100yr)

Hyd. No. 5 -- 25 Year

Hyd No. 5
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Hydrograph Report

Hydraflow Hydrographs Extension for AutoCAD® Civil 3D® 2009 by Autodesk, Inc. v6.066 Thursday, Oct 12, 2023

Hyd. No. 5

Managed to Bed (25yr-100yr)

Hydrograph type = Dekalb Peak discharge = 1.954 cfs
Storm frequency = 50 yrs Time to peak = 25 min
Time interval = 1 min Hyd. volume = 1,752 cuft
Drainage area = 0.270 ac Runoff coeff. = 0.93
Intensity = 7.780 in/hr Tc by User = 5.00 min
IDF Curve = Region5.IDF Asc/Rec limb fact = n/a

0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 18 20 22 24 26 28 30 32 34 36 38 40 42 44 46 48 50

Q (cfs)

0.00 0.00

1.00 1.00

2.00 2.00

Q (cfs)

Time (min)

Managed to Bed (25yr-100yr)

Hyd. No. 5 -- 50 Year

Hyd No. 5
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Hydrograph Report

Hydraflow Hydrographs Extension for AutoCAD® Civil 3D® 2009 by Autodesk, Inc. v6.066 Thursday, Oct 12, 2023

Hyd. No. 5

Managed to Bed (25yr-100yr)

Hydrograph type = Dekalb Peak discharge = 2.092 cfs
Storm frequency = 100 yrs Time to peak = 25 min
Time interval = 1 min Hyd. volume = 1,877 cuft
Drainage area = 0.270 ac Runoff coeff. = 0.93
Intensity = 8.332 in/hr Tc by User = 5.00 min
IDF Curve = Region5.IDF Asc/Rec limb fact = n/a

0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 18 20 22 24 26 28 30 32 34 36 38 40 42 44 46 48 50

Q (cfs)

0.00 0.00

1.00 1.00

2.00 2.00

3.00 3.00

Q (cfs)

Time (min)

Managed to Bed (25yr-100yr)

Hyd. No. 5 -- 100 Year

Hyd No. 5
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Hydrograph Report

Hydraflow Hydrographs Extension for AutoCAD® Civil 3D® 2009 by Autodesk, Inc. v6.066 Thursday, Oct 12, 2023

Hyd. No. 6

Offsite to Bed (1yr-10yr)

Hydrograph type = Dekalb Peak discharge = 0.213 cfs
Storm frequency = 1 yrs Time to peak = 25 min
Time interval = 1 min Hyd. volume = 191 cuft
Drainage area = 0.060 ac Runoff coeff. = 0.86
Intensity = 4.134 in/hr Tc by User = 5.00 min
IDF Curve = Region5.IDF Asc/Rec limb fact = n/a

0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 18 20 22 24 26 28 30 32 34 36 38 40 42 44 46 48 50

Q (cfs)

0.00 0.00

0.05 0.05

0.10 0.10

0.15 0.15

0.20 0.20

0.25 0.25

0.30 0.30

0.35 0.35

0.40 0.40

0.45 0.45

0.50 0.50

Q (cfs)

Time (min)

Offsite to Bed (1yr-10yr)

Hyd. No. 6 -- 1 Year

Hyd No. 6
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Hydrograph Report

Hydraflow Hydrographs Extension for AutoCAD® Civil 3D® 2009 by Autodesk, Inc. v6.066 Thursday, Oct 12, 2023

Hyd. No. 6

Offsite to Bed (1yr-10yr)

Hydrograph type = Dekalb Peak discharge = 0.255 cfs
Storm frequency = 2 yrs Time to peak = 25 min
Time interval = 1 min Hyd. volume = 228 cuft
Drainage area = 0.060 ac Runoff coeff. = 0.86
Intensity = 4.934 in/hr Tc by User = 5.00 min
IDF Curve = Region5.IDF Asc/Rec limb fact = n/a

0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 18 20 22 24 26 28 30 32 34 36 38 40 42 44 46 48 50

Q (cfs)

0.00 0.00

0.05 0.05

0.10 0.10

0.15 0.15

0.20 0.20

0.25 0.25

0.30 0.30

0.35 0.35

0.40 0.40

0.45 0.45

0.50 0.50

Q (cfs)

Time (min)

Offsite to Bed (1yr-10yr)

Hyd. No. 6 -- 2 Year

Hyd No. 6
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Hydrograph Report

Hydraflow Hydrographs Extension for AutoCAD® Civil 3D® 2009 by Autodesk, Inc. v6.066 Thursday, Oct 12, 2023

Hyd. No. 6

Offsite to Bed (1yr-10yr)

Hydrograph type = Dekalb Peak discharge = 0.301 cfs
Storm frequency = 5 yrs Time to peak = 25 min
Time interval = 1 min Hyd. volume = 270 cuft
Drainage area = 0.060 ac Runoff coeff. = 0.86
Intensity = 5.830 in/hr Tc by User = 5.00 min
IDF Curve = Region5.IDF Asc/Rec limb fact = n/a
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Hyd. No. 6

Offsite to Bed (1yr-10yr)

Hydrograph type = Dekalb Peak discharge = 0.334 cfs
Storm frequency = 10 yrs Time to peak = 25 min
Time interval = 1 min Hyd. volume = 299 cuft
Drainage area = 0.060 ac Runoff coeff. = 0.86
Intensity = 6.469 in/hr Tc by User = 5.00 min
IDF Curve = Region5.IDF Asc/Rec limb fact = n/a

0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 18 20 22 24 26 28 30 32 34 36 38 40 42 44 46 48 50

Q (cfs)

0.00 0.00

0.05 0.05

0.10 0.10

0.15 0.15

0.20 0.20

0.25 0.25

0.30 0.30

0.35 0.35

0.40 0.40

0.45 0.45

0.50 0.50

Q (cfs)

Time (min)

Offsite to Bed (1yr-10yr)

Hyd. No. 6 -- 10 Year

Hyd No. 6
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Hyd. No. 7

Offsite to Bed (25yr-100yr)

Hydrograph type = Dekalb Peak discharge = 0.417 cfs
Storm frequency = 25 yrs Time to peak = 25 min
Time interval = 1 min Hyd. volume = 374 cuft
Drainage area = 0.060 ac Runoff coeff. = 0.96
Intensity = 7.248 in/hr Tc by User = 5.00 min
IDF Curve = Region5.IDF Asc/Rec limb fact = n/a
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Hyd No. 7
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Hyd. No. 7

Offsite to Bed (25yr-100yr)

Hydrograph type = Dekalb Peak discharge = 0.448 cfs
Storm frequency = 50 yrs Time to peak = 25 min
Time interval = 1 min Hyd. volume = 402 cuft
Drainage area = 0.060 ac Runoff coeff. = 0.96
Intensity = 7.780 in/hr Tc by User = 5.00 min
IDF Curve = Region5.IDF Asc/Rec limb fact = n/a
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Hyd. No. 7

Offsite to Bed (25yr-100yr)

Hydrograph type = Dekalb Peak discharge = 0.480 cfs
Storm frequency = 100 yrs Time to peak = 25 min
Time interval = 1 min Hyd. volume = 430 cuft
Drainage area = 0.060 ac Runoff coeff. = 0.96
Intensity = 8.332 in/hr Tc by User = 5.00 min
IDF Curve = Region5.IDF Asc/Rec limb fact = n/a
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Hyd. No. 8

Total to Bed (1yr-10yr)

Hydrograph type = Combine Peak discharge = 1.116 cfs
Storm frequency = 1 yrs Time to peak = 25 min
Time interval = 1 min Hyd. volume = 1,001 cuft
Inflow hyds. = 4, 6 Contrib. drain. area = 0.320 ac
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Hyd. No. 8

Total to Bed (1yr-10yr)

Hydrograph type = Combine Peak discharge = 1.332 cfs
Storm frequency = 2 yrs Time to peak = 25 min
Time interval = 1 min Hyd. volume = 1,195 cuft
Inflow hyds. = 4, 6 Contrib. drain. area = 0.320 ac
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Hyd. No. 8

Total to Bed (1yr-10yr)

Hydrograph type = Combine Peak discharge = 1.574 cfs
Storm frequency = 5 yrs Time to peak = 25 min
Time interval = 1 min Hyd. volume = 1,412 cuft
Inflow hyds. = 4, 6 Contrib. drain. area = 0.320 ac
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Hyd. No. 8

Total to Bed (1yr-10yr)

Hydrograph type = Combine Peak discharge = 1.747 cfs
Storm frequency = 10 yrs Time to peak = 25 min
Time interval = 1 min Hyd. volume = 1,567 cuft
Inflow hyds. = 4, 6 Contrib. drain. area = 0.320 ac
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Hyd. No. 9

Total to Bed (25yr-100yr)

Hydrograph type = Combine Peak discharge = 2.237 cfs
Storm frequency = 25 yrs Time to peak = 25 min
Time interval = 1 min Hyd. volume = 2,007 cuft
Inflow hyds. = 5, 7 Contrib. drain. area = 0.330 ac
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Hyd. No. 9

Total to Bed (25yr-100yr)

Hydrograph type = Combine Peak discharge = 2.402 cfs
Storm frequency = 50 yrs Time to peak = 25 min
Time interval = 1 min Hyd. volume = 2,154 cuft
Inflow hyds. = 5, 7 Contrib. drain. area = 0.330 ac
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Hyd. No. 9

Total to Bed (25yr-100yr)

Hydrograph type = Combine Peak discharge = 2.572 cfs
Storm frequency = 100 yrs Time to peak = 25 min
Time interval = 1 min Hyd. volume = 2,307 cuft
Inflow hyds. = 5, 7 Contrib. drain. area = 0.330 ac
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Pond No. 1 - Infiltration Bed

Pond Data

Contours - User-defined contour areas. Conic method used for volume calculation. Begining Elevation = 254.25 ft. Voids = 40.00%

Stage / Storage Table

Stage (ft) Elevation (ft) Contour area (sqft) Incr. Storage (cuft) Total storage (cuft)

0.00 254.25 1,600 0 0
0.25 254.50 1,600 160 160
0.50 254.75 1,600 160 320
0.75 255.00 1,600 160 480
1.00 255.25 1,600 160 640
1.25 255.50 1,600 160 800
1.50 255.75 1,600 160 960
1.75 256.00 1,600 160 1,120
2.00 256.25 1,600 160 1,280
2.25 256.50 1,600 160 1,440
2.50 256.75 1,600 160 1,600
2.75 257.00 1,600 160 1,760

Culvert / Orifice Structures Weir Structures

[A] [B] [C] [PrfRsr] [A] [B] [C] [D]

Rise (in) = 8.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Span (in) = 8.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

No. Barrels = 1 0 0 0

Invert El. (ft) = 256.11 0.00 0.00 0.00

Length (ft) = 32.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Slope (%) = 0.50 0.00 0.00 n/a

N-Value = .013 .013 .013 n/a

Orifice Coeff. = 0.60 0.60 0.60 0.60

Multi-Stage = n/a No No No

Crest Len (ft) = 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Crest El. (ft) = 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Weir Coeff. = 3.33 3.33 3.33 3.33

Weir Type = --- --- --- ---

Multi-Stage = No No No No

Exfil.(in/hr) = 0.000 (by Contour)

TW Elev. (ft) = 0.00

Note: Culvert/Orifice outflows are analyzed under inlet (ic) and outlet (oc) control. Weir risers checked for orifice conditions (ic) and submergence (s).

Stage / Storage / Discharge Table

Stage Storage Elevation Clv A Clv B Clv C PrfRsr Wr A Wr B Wr C Wr D Exfil User Total
ft cuft ft cfs cfs cfs cfs cfs cfs cfs cfs cfs cfs cfs

0.00 0 254.25 0.00 --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- 0.000
0.25 160 254.50 0.00 --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- 0.000
0.50 320 254.75 0.00 --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- 0.000
0.75 480 255.00 0.00 --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- 0.000
1.00 640 255.25 0.00 --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- 0.000
1.25 800 255.50 0.00 --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- 0.000
1.50 960 255.75 0.00 --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- 0.000
1.75 1,120 256.00 0.00 --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- 0.000
2.00 1,280 256.25 0.07 ic --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- 0.068
2.25 1,440 256.50 0.39 oc --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- 0.393
2.50 1,600 256.75 0.64 oc --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- 0.645
2.75 1,760 257.00 0.97 oc --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- 0.969
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640 CEDAR ROAD

INFILTRATION BED

REQUIRED VOLUME TO BE MANAGED

PER ABINGTON TOWNSHIP CODE 1341 CF

VOLUME CALCULATIONS FOR STONE

Basin Slope Footprint Elevation Stage Stage Media % Voids h S Voids

Invert ft/ft SF Volume Volume Volume

254.25 0.0000 1600 254.25 0.00 0 40% 0.0 0

254.25 0.0000 1600 254.50 0.25 400 40% 160.0 160

254.25 0.0000 1600 254.75 0.50 400 40% 160.0 320

254.25 0.0000 1600 255.00 0.75 400 40% 160.0 480

254.25 0.0000 1600 255.25 1.00 400 40% 160.0 640

254.25 0.0000 1600 255.50 1.25 400 40% 160.0 800

254.25 0.0000 1600 255.75 1.50 400 40% 160.0 960

254.25 0.0000 1600 256.11 1.86 576 40% 230.4 1190

254.25 0.0000 1600 256.36 2.11 400 40% 160.0 1350

254.25 0.0000 1600 256.61 2.36 400 40% 160.0 1510

254.25 0.0000 1600 256.86 2.61 400 40% 160.0 1670

254.25 0.0000 1600 257.11 2.86 400 40% 160.0 1830

Recharge Volume: 1190 CF

The volume below elevation 255.75 is considered to be managed because it will pass through the infiltration surface

on the bottom of the bed.

Active Infiltration

Surface Area: 1600 SF

Time Interval: 6.0 hr

Infiltration Rate: 2.88 in/hr

Factor of Safety: 3

Infiltration Rate w/FOS: 0.0799 ft/hr

Active Infiltration = Surface Area x Time Interval x Infiltration Rate w/FOS

= 767 CF

TOTAL INFILTRATION = 100% Infiltration + Active Infiltration

= 1,957 CF << POTENTIAL RECHARGE VOLUME
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Hyd. No. 10

Inf. Bed (1yr-10yr)

Hydrograph type = Reservoir Peak discharge = 0.000 cfs
Storm frequency = 1 yrs Time to peak = n/a
Time interval = 1 min Hyd. volume = 0 cuft
Inflow hyd. No. = 8 - Total to Bed (1yr-10yr) Max. Elevation = 255.81 ft
Reservoir name = Infiltration Bed Max. Storage = 1,001 cuft

Storage Indication method used.
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Inf. Bed (1yr-10yr)

Hyd. No. 10 -- 1 Year

Hyd No. 10 Hyd No. 8 Total storage used = 1,001 cuft
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Hyd. No. 10

Inf. Bed (1yr-10yr)

Hydrograph type = Reservoir Peak discharge = 0.000 cfs
Storm frequency = 2 yrs Time to peak = n/a
Time interval = 1 min Hyd. volume = 0 cuft
Inflow hyd. No. = 8 - Total to Bed (1yr-10yr) Max. Elevation = 256.12 ft
Reservoir name = Infiltration Bed Max. Storage = 1,195 cuft

Storage Indication method used.
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Hyd. No. 10 -- 2 Year

Hyd No. 10 Hyd No. 8 Total storage used = 1,195 cuft
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Hyd. No. 10

Inf. Bed (1yr-10yr)

Hydrograph type = Reservoir Peak discharge = 0.160 cfs
Storm frequency = 5 yrs Time to peak = 46 min
Time interval = 1 min Hyd. volume = 211 cuft
Inflow hyd. No. = 8 - Total to Bed (1yr-10yr) Max. Elevation = 256.33 ft
Reservoir name = Infiltration Bed Max. Storage = 1,331 cuft

Storage Indication method used.
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Hyd. No. 10 -- 5 Year

Hyd No. 10 Hyd No. 8 Total storage used = 1,331 cuft
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Hyd. No. 10

Inf. Bed (1yr-10yr)

Hydrograph type = Reservoir Peak discharge = 0.268 cfs
Storm frequency = 10 yrs Time to peak = 43 min
Time interval = 1 min Hyd. volume = 366 cuft
Inflow hyd. No. = 8 - Total to Bed (1yr-10yr) Max. Elevation = 256.41 ft
Reservoir name = Infiltration Bed Max. Storage = 1,383 cuft

Storage Indication method used.
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Hyd. No. 10 -- 10 Year

Hyd No. 10 Hyd No. 8 Total storage used = 1,383 cuft
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Hyd. No. 11

Inf. Bed (25yr-100yr)

Hydrograph type = Reservoir Peak discharge = 0.541 cfs
Storm frequency = 25 yrs Time to peak = 37 min
Time interval = 1 min Hyd. volume = 806 cuft
Inflow hyd. No. = 9 - Total to Bed (25yr-100yr) Max. Elevation = 256.61 ft
Reservoir name = Infiltration Bed Max. Storage = 1,513 cuft

Storage Indication method used.
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Inf. Bed (25yr-100yr)

Hyd. No. 11 -- 25 Year

Hyd No. 11 Hyd No. 9 Total storage used = 1,513 cuft
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Hyd. No. 11

Inf. Bed (25yr-100yr)

Hydrograph type = Reservoir Peak discharge = 0.620 cfs
Storm frequency = 50 yrs Time to peak = 36 min
Time interval = 1 min Hyd. volume = 954 cuft
Inflow hyd. No. = 9 - Total to Bed (25yr-100yr) Max. Elevation = 256.70 ft
Reservoir name = Infiltration Bed Max. Storage = 1,565 cuft

Storage Indication method used.
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Hyd No. 11 Hyd No. 9 Total storage used = 1,565 cuft
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Hyd. No. 11

Inf. Bed (25yr-100yr)

Hydrograph type = Reservoir Peak discharge = 0.685 cfs
Storm frequency = 100 yrs Time to peak = 35 min
Time interval = 1 min Hyd. volume = 1,106 cuft
Inflow hyd. No. = 9 - Total to Bed (25yr-100yr) Max. Elevation = 256.81 ft
Reservoir name = Infiltration Bed Max. Storage = 1,637 cuft

Storage Indication method used.
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Hyd. No. 11 -- 100 Year

Hyd No. 11 Hyd No. 9 Total storage used = 1,637 cuft
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Hyd. No. 13

Bypass (1yr-10yr)

Hydrograph type = Dekalb Peak discharge = 0.781 cfs
Storm frequency = 1 yrs Time to peak = 25 min
Time interval = 1 min Hyd. volume = 701 cuft
Drainage area = 0.350 ac Runoff coeff. = 0.54
Intensity = 4.134 in/hr Tc by User = 5.00 min
IDF Curve = Region5.IDF Asc/Rec limb fact = n/a
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Hyd. No. 13 -- 1 Year

Hyd No. 13
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Hyd. No. 13

Bypass (1yr-10yr)

Hydrograph type = Dekalb Peak discharge = 0.932 cfs
Storm frequency = 2 yrs Time to peak = 25 min
Time interval = 1 min Hyd. volume = 836 cuft
Drainage area = 0.350 ac Runoff coeff. = 0.54
Intensity = 4.934 in/hr Tc by User = 5.00 min
IDF Curve = Region5.IDF Asc/Rec limb fact = n/a
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Hyd No. 13
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Hyd. No. 13

Bypass (1yr-10yr)

Hydrograph type = Dekalb Peak discharge = 1.102 cfs
Storm frequency = 5 yrs Time to peak = 25 min
Time interval = 1 min Hyd. volume = 988 cuft
Drainage area = 0.350 ac Runoff coeff. = 0.54
Intensity = 5.830 in/hr Tc by User = 5.00 min
IDF Curve = Region5.IDF Asc/Rec limb fact = n/a
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Hyd. No. 13 -- 5 Year

Hyd No. 13
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Hyd. No. 13

Bypass (1yr-10yr)

Hydrograph type = Dekalb Peak discharge = 1.223 cfs
Storm frequency = 10 yrs Time to peak = 25 min
Time interval = 1 min Hyd. volume = 1,097 cuft
Drainage area = 0.350 ac Runoff coeff. = 0.54
Intensity = 6.469 in/hr Tc by User = 5.00 min
IDF Curve = Region5.IDF Asc/Rec limb fact = n/a
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Hyd. No. 14

Bypass (25yr-100yr)
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Hyd. No. 14

Bypass (25yr-100yr)
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Hyd. No. 14

Bypass (25yr-100yr)

Hydrograph type = Dekalb Peak discharge = 1.808 cfs
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Hyd. No. 16

Proposed (1yr-10yr)

Hydrograph type = Combine Peak discharge = 0.781 cfs
Storm frequency = 1 yrs Time to peak = 25 min
Time interval = 1 min Hyd. volume = 701 cuft
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Hyd. No. 16

Proposed (1yr-10yr)
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Hyd. No. 16

Proposed (1yr-10yr)

Hydrograph type = Combine Peak discharge = 1.102 cfs
Storm frequency = 5 yrs Time to peak = 25 min
Time interval = 1 min Hyd. volume = 1,200 cuft
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Hyd. No. 17

Proposed (25yr-100yr)

Hydrograph type = Combine Peak discharge = 1.573 cfs
Storm frequency = 25 yrs Time to peak = 25 min
Time interval = 1 min Hyd. volume = 2,217 cuft
Inflow hyds. = 11, 14 Contrib. drain. area = 0.350 ac
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Hyd. No. 17

Proposed (25yr-100yr)

Hydrograph type = Combine Peak discharge = 1.688 cfs
Storm frequency = 50 yrs Time to peak = 25 min
Time interval = 1 min Hyd. volume = 2,468 cuft
Inflow hyds. = 11, 14 Contrib. drain. area = 0.350 ac
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Hyd. No. 17

Proposed (25yr-100yr)

Hydrograph type = Combine Peak discharge = 1.812 cfs
Storm frequency = 100 yrs Time to peak = 25 min
Time interval = 1 min Hyd. volume = 2,728 cuft
Inflow hyds. = 11, 14 Contrib. drain. area = 0.350 ac
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November 13, 2023 
 
Mr. Rich Manfredi, Manager 
Abington Township 
1176 Old York Road 
Abington, Pennsylvania  19001-3713 
 
Re: MCPC #23-0202-001 
Plan Name: 640 Cedar Rd (Hopewell Veterinary Hospital)  
1,048 square feet on 2.48 acres  
Situate: 640 Cedar Road 
Cross Street: Gibson Avenue 
Abington Township  
 
 
Dear Mr. Manfredi: 

We have reviewed the above-referenced land development plan in accordance with Section 502 of Act 247, 
"The Pennsylvania Municipalities Planning Code," as you requested on October 19, 2023. We forward this letter 
as a report of our review. 

BACKGROUND  

Rutkowski, LP, the applicant, has submitted a preliminary land development plan for a 1,048 square foot 
expansion to an existing veterinary hospital. The proposal also includes a parking lot expansion. The site is the 
location of a two-story masonry and frame veterinary hospital and a two-story frame garage/barn.  The site is 
located partly in the R4 High Density Residential district and partly in the CS Community Service District (the 
existing and proposed buildings and parking are located in the CS District).  

On July 18, 2023, the applicant received variances from the Zoning Hearing Board for requirements related to 
buffers, location of parking, and expansion of a nonconforming structure. There is currently a bus route with 
stops near the applicant’s property (Route 28).SEPTA’s current Bus Revolution service change proposal would 
eliminate the Cedar Road portion of the route. The site is served by public water and sewer. The main plan set is 
dated October 3, 2023; the landscaping plan is dated March 23, 2023. 

CONSISTENCY WITH COMPREHENSIVE AND OTHER PLANS 

The proposed improvements are generally consistent with MONTCO 2040: A Shared Vision, The Montgomery 
County Comprehensive Plan. The plan’s future land use map shows the site located in the Suburban Residential 
future land use area. Limited, small-scale commercial land uses are considered appropriate secondary uses in 
this future land use area. 

490

https://nam11.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.montgomerycountypa.gov%2F&data=05%7C01%7CAnnMarie.Meehan%40montgomerycountypa.gov%7C48cd4dc4cdae4e6e8df508db55422378%7Cabb624ec6a274c8195ceb75e7c96ad9c%7C0%7C0%7C638197514784792982%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=LX%2BxRadsNCjBfc%2F1y9iGjkxuE22IH5cpcsbw0S6maW8%3D&reserved=0


- 2 - 

 

Rich Manfredi, Manager 

 

November 13, 2023 

 

 The proposed land development is shown located in the “Institutional-School, Churches” future land use area on 
the future land use map of the Abington Comprehensive Plan of 2007. The plan’s “Goal 9, Ensure compatible 
development in residential neighborhoods,” includes subsection 9.b., which says it is recommended that the 
township, “direct retail space…to locations that have minimal impact on neighborhoods and that can be 
properly buffered.” The proposal makes use of substantial existing and proposed vegetation for buffering and is 
consistent with that plan. 

RECOMMENDATION 

The Montgomery County Planning Commission (MCPC) generally supports the applicant‘s proposal, however, in 
the course of our review we have identified the following issues that the applicant and township may wish to 
consider prior to final plan approval. Our comments are as follows:  

REVIEW COMMENTS  

COMMUNITY SERVICE ZONING DISTRICT  

A. Expansion of Facilities – This must be related to an increase of existing services or to allow for the 
addition of a use, ancillary or accessory to the established use [§905.F]. Is the applicant expanding 
services?  

LANDSCAPING  

A. Landscaping Plan – The parking lot configuration on the landscaping plan differs from the one  shown on 
the other plan sheets, including the number of spaces (38), the size of planting islands (smaller), and 
removal of trees. It would appear that the landscaping plan proposes removal of a 21 inch caliper tree in 
the upper left portion of the proposed new parking area, while other plan sheets appear to propose its 
preservation.  

B. Street Trees – The applicant proposes to meet the street tree requirement using existing trees. One tree 
is required for every 40 linear feet of frontage. Trees shall be distributed along the entire frontage of the 
property, although they need not be evenly spaced [§2402]. There are existing trees along the street, 
although there is a fifty foot gap at the southwestern end of the street frontage where a new tree could 
be planted (see photo).  

C. Planting Islands – Are required to be a minimum of 10 by 18 feet in area. The islands shown on the plan 
sheets from September comply, but those shown on the landscaping plan from March do not [§2402.A].  

D. Other Tree/Shrub Planting Requirements – One evergreen tree or three evergreen shrubs are required 
for every 1,000 square feet of ground cover area (green areas). The applicant is requesting a waiver 
from the requirement to plant 32 trees (or the required equivalent number of shrubs). A waiver is not 
applicable because this is a zoning requirement [§2402.E], but existing trees and shrubs may be utilized 
in meeting this requirement if the Township Engineer feels they meet the intent of this section. 
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 TRANSPORTATION 

A. Parking – The applicant would be required to provide 18 parking spaces for the land use after expansion, 
but is expanding the parking area from 14 to 28 spaces. Can the applicant hold part of the parking in 
reserve to reduce the amount of paved area unless it is absolutely necessary? [§2309] 

B. Sidewalk – How wide is the existing sidewalk along the street? It is required to be four feet wide [§146-
27]. 

C. Bicycle Route – The site is located on bicycle route 23B, proposed by the Abington Master Bicycle Plan. 
Improvements recommended by the plan for this bike route segment include pavement markings (“use 
full lane”) and signage, including wayfinding confirmation, “use full lane,” and others (see p.96 of plan)1.   

 

CONCLUSION 

We wish to reiterate that MCPC generally supports the applicant’s proposal but we believe that our suggested 
revisions will better achieve the township’s planning objectives for commercial development. 

Please note that the review comments and recommendations contained in this report are advisory to the 
township and final disposition for the approval of any proposal will be made by the township. 

Should the governing body approve a final plat of this proposal, the applicant must present the plan to our office 
for seal and signature prior to recording with the Recorder of Deeds office. A paper copy bearing the municipal 
seal and signature of approval must be supplied for our files. Please print the assigned MCPC number (#23-0202-
001) on any plans submitted for final recording.  

Sincerely, 

 

Mike Narcowich, AICP 
Community Planning Assistant Manager II 
610.278.5238 - mnarcowi@montcopa.org 

c: Rutkowski, LP, Applicant 
Chad Brensinger, PE, Charles E. Shoemaker, Inc., Applicant’s Representative 
Khaled R.  Hassan, P.E., Pennoni, Township Engineer 
Michael P. Clarke, Esq., Rudolph Clarke, LLC, Township Solicitor 
Scott Burton, PennDOT 
Fran Hanney, PennDOT 

                                                           

1 Abington Master Bicycle Plan: https://www.abingtonpa.gov/departments/fire-and-emergency-management-
services/forms-and-permit-applications/planning-documents 
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 Michael McGahee, SEPTA 
Jennifer Dougherty, AICP, SEPTA 

 
 

Attachments: APPENDIX 1: Aerial Image, Project Site 
APPENDIX 2: Applicant’s Plan  
APPENDIX 3: MCPC Review Letter #23-0064-002 (May 19, 2023) 
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APPENDIX 2: APPLICANT’S PLAN 
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November 14, 2023 
 
Mr. Rich Manfredi, Manager 
Abington Township 
1176 Old York Road 
Abington, Pennsylvania  19001-3713 
 
Re: MCPC #23-0202-001 
Plan Name: 640 Cedar Rd (Hopewell Veterinary Hospital)  
1,048 square feet on 2.48 acres  
Situate: 640 Cedar Road 
Cross Street: Gibson Avenue 
Abington Township  
 
 
Dear Mr. Manfredi: 

We have reviewed the above-referenced land development plan in accordance with Section 502 of Act 247, 
"The Pennsylvania Municipalities Planning Code," as you requested on October 19, 2023. We forward this letter 
as a report of our review. 

BACKGROUND  

Rutkowski, LP, the applicant, has submitted a preliminary land development plan for a 1,048 square foot 
expansion to an existing veterinary hospital. The proposal also includes a parking lot expansion. The site is the 
location of a two-story masonry and frame veterinary hospital and a two-story frame garage/barn.  The site is 
located partly in the R4 High Density Residential district and partly in the CS Community Service District (the 
existing and proposed buildings and parking are located in the CS District).  

On July 18, 2023, the applicant received variances from the Zoning Hearing Board for requirements related to 
buffers, location of parking, and expansion of a nonconforming structure. There is currently a bus route with 
stops near the applicant’s property (Route 28), but SEPTA proposes to eliminate the Cedar Road portion of the 
route. The site is served by public water and sewer. The main plan set is dated October 3, 2023; the landscaping 
plan is dated March 23, 2023. 

CONSISTENCY WITH COMPREHENSIVE AND OTHER PLANS 

The proposed improvements are generally consistent with MONTCO 2040: A Shared Vision, The Montgomery 
County Comprehensive Plan. The plan’s future land use map shows the site located in the Suburban Residential 
future land use area. Limited, small-scale commercial land uses are considered appropriate secondary uses in 
this future land use area. 
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 The proposed land development is shown located in the “Institutional-School, Churches” future land use area on 
the future land use map of the Abington Comprehensive Plan of 2007. The plan’s “Goal 9, Ensure compatible 
development in residential neighborhoods,” includes subsection 9.b., which says it is recommended that the 
township, “direct retail space…to locations that have minimal impact on neighborhoods and that can be 
properly buffered.” The proposal makes use of substantial existing and proposed vegetation for buffering and is 
consistent with that plan. 

RECOMMENDATION 

The Montgomery County Planning Commission (MCPC) generally supports the applicant‘s proposal, however, in 
the course of our review we have identified the following issues that the applicant and township may wish to 
consider prior to final plan approval. Our comments are as follows:  

REVIEW COMMENTS  

COMMUNITY SERVICE ZONING DISTRICT  

A. Expansion of Facilities – This must be related to an increase of existing services or to allow for the 
addition of a use, ancillary or accessory to the established use [§905.F]. Is the applicant expanding 
services?  

LANDSCAPING  

Green Area Planting Requirements – One evergreen tree or three evergreen shrubs are required for every 1,000 
square feet of ground cover area (green areas). The applicant is requesting a waiver from planting 29 trees 
(or the required equivalent number of shrubs). A waiver is not applicable because this is a zoning 
requirement [§2402.E], but existing trees and shrubs may be utilized in meeting this requirement if the 
Township Engineer feels they meet the intent of this section.  

TRANSPORTATION 

A. Parking – The applicant would be required to provide 18 parking spaces for the land use after expansion, 
but is expanding the parking area from 14 to 28 spaces. Can the applicant hold part of the parking in 
reserve to reduce the amount of paved area unless it is absolutely necessary? [§2309] 

A. Sidewalk – How wide is the existing sidewalk along the street? It is required to be four feet wide [§146-
27]. 
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 B. Bicycle Route – The site is located on bicycle route 23B, proposed by the Abington Master Bicycle Plan. 
Improvements recommended by the plan for this bike route segment include pavement markings (“use 
full lane”) and signage, including wayfinding confirmation, “use full lane,” and others (see p.96 of plan)1.   

 

CONCLUSION 

We wish to reiterate that MCPC generally supports the applicant’s proposal but we believe that our suggested 
revisions will better achieve the township’s planning objectives for commercial development. 

Please note that the review comments and recommendations contained in this report are advisory to the 
township and final disposition for the approval of any proposal will be made by the township. 

Should the governing body approve a final plat of this proposal, the applicant must present the plan to our office 
for seal and signature prior to recording with the Recorder of Deeds office. A paper copy bearing the municipal 
seal and signature of approval must be supplied for our files. Please print the assigned MCPC number (#23-0202-
001) on any plans submitted for final recording.  

Sincerely, 

 

Mike Narcowich, AICP 
Community Planning Assistant Manager II 
610.278.5238 - mnarcowi@montcopa.org 

c: Rutkowski, LP, Applicant 
Chad Brensinger, PE, Charles E. Shoemaker, Inc., Applicant’s Representative 
Khaled R.  Hassan, P.E., Pennoni, Township Engineer 
Michael P. Clarke, Esq., Rudolph Clarke, LLC, Township Solicitor 
Scott Burton, PennDOT 
Fran Hanney, PennDOT 
 

Attachments: APPENDIX 1: Aerial Image, Project Site 
APPENDIX 2: Applicant’s Plan  
APPENDIX 3: MCPC Review Letter #23-0064-002 (May 19, 2023) 

 

                                                           

1 Abington Master Bicycle Plan: https://www.abingtonpa.gov/departments/fire-and-emergency-management-
services/forms-and-permit-applications/planning-documents 
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APPENDIX 2: APPLICANT’S PLAN 
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3100 Horizon Drive, Suite 200 T: 610-277-2402 www.pennoni.com 

King of Prussia, PA 19406  Page 1 of 12 

 
November 16, 2023 
 
ABINT130035 
 
Mr. Richard Manfredi, Township Manager 
Abington Township 
1176 Old York Road 
Abington, PA 19001 
 
RE: LD-23-04 – 640 Cedar Road (Hopewell Vet) 
 PARID: 30-00-06992-00-7/ TMID: 30049 004 

Preliminary/Final Major Land Development Plans Review (1st Submission) 
 
Dear Mr. Manfredi: 

 
We have received a copy of the “Preliminary/Final Land Development Plans” consisting of eleven (11) sheets 
dated October 3, 2023, as well as a Stormwater Management & Erosion and Sediment Control Plan Narrative, 
dated October 3, 2023, and both received on October 18, 2023; as prepared by Charles E. Shoemaker, Inc., 
located at 110 Keystone Drive, Montgomeryville, PA, for the above referenced project on behalf of the 
Applicant, Rutkowski LP, c/o Dr. Timothy Rutkowski, DVM.  
 
Under this Preliminary/Final Land Development application, the Applicant is proposing to maintain the existing 
features on the site with the exception of the following: 

• Construct a 1,048 SF building expansion to the rear of the existing 2-story masonry and frame 
veterinary hospital building. 

• Remove the existing detached frame garage located directly to the rear of the veterinary hospital 
building, adjacent pavement area, and 4’ high chain link fencing and gate for parking lot expansion to 
include 10 additional off-street parking spaces. Portions of the existing parking lot adjacent the 2-
story frame garage/barn building and the driveway entrance area adjacent to 700 Cedar Road will be 
milled and slightly widened as part of this work. The entire existing bituminous parking lot will be 
resurfaced. 

• Remove the existing landscape tie wall and AC ducts along the northern side of the veterinary hospital 
building to extend the existing concrete walk from the front of the building with a new concrete 
walkway along the northern side of the building, side entrance, and new concrete ramp along the 
western side of the building addition to the new rear entrance. 

• Remove the existing stone wall and walkway adjacent the existing 2-story frame garage/barn and 
reconstruct a new 1’ high stone wall along the parking lot edge in front of the 2-story frame 
garage/barn and new concrete walkway with steps leading from the parking lot to the 2-story frame 
garage/barn. 

• Install new stormwater bmp facilities; e.g., an underground 80’ long x 20’ wide underground infiltration 
bed; stormwater basin; trench and yard drains; and stormwater inlets and piping for stormwater 
management of the site.  

• Install a new 4’ high chain link fence and gate attached to the existing 4’ high chain link fence located 
in the yard area of the site behind the 626 Cedar Road and 639 Roseland Avenue properties. 

• A designated loading area is provided on the parking lot to the rear and western corner of the veterinary 
hospital building. 

• Provide additional landscape plantings adjacent the building addition, along portions of the parking 
lot perimeter, and along the lot lines for increased buffering. 

501



ABINT130035  Prelim/Final Major LD Plans Review (1st Submission)  

Mr. Richard Manfredi November 16, 2023 Page 2 of 12 

 
In accordance with the Montgomery County property records, the site is comprised of two (2) consolidated 
parcels with a total irregular shaped tract size of 2.4753 acres. The site, with the veterinary hospital building 
and accessory buildings and structures, is primarily located within the CS – Community Service Zoning 
District, with the northern and western vacant land extensions located within the R-4 Residential Zoning 
District. The site is fronted by Cedar Road to the east; commercial properties zoned within the CS – 
Community Service Zoning District to the north; and residential properties zoned within the R-4 Residential 
Zoning District in all other directions. 
 
In accordance with the FEMA, Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) Panel No. 42091C0403G, effective March 2, 
2016, the tract is identified to be located within Zone X which is identified as an area outside the 0.2% chance 
flood and minimal flood hazard. Therefore, based on the FEMA FIRM determination, this site is not located 
within the Floodplain Conservation District, and is therefore not subject to the floodplain regulations of the 
Floodplain Conservation District. In addition, per the Abington Township Riparian Corridor Analysis Map, 
Figure 15.2, this parcel is not located within and intersecting the Riparian Corridor; and is not subject to the 
regulations of the Riparian Corridor Conservation District. 
 
There are existing precautionary (slopes of 15% to 25%) and prohibited (slopes of 25% and up) steep slopes 
on the site based on our calculations of the topographic contours on the Existing Features Plan (Sheet 3). 
However,  these existing steep slopes on the site do not span five contiguous 10-foot contour intervals; and 
therefore, the site is not located within the steep slope conservation overlay district, and the site is not subject 
to the Steep Slope Conservation Overlay District requirements. 
 

VARIANCES RECEIVED 
 

The Applicant was granted the following variances by the Abington Township Zoning Hearing Board under 
Zoning Application No. 23-15, based on the Zoning Decision dated July 19, 2023: 
 

1. §905.G.4 – Special Development Regulations – A variance to permit two (2) parking spaces in the 
required front yard; 
 

2. §2103.C.38.1 – Veterinary Clinic – A variance to permit the proposed expanded building to be 
setback 55 feet from the side yard property line; 

 
3. §1907.A.1 – Expansion of a Nonconforming Structure – A variance to allow the expansion of a 

nonconforming nonresidential structure; 
 

4. §1907.A.2 – Expansion of a Nonconforming Structure – A variance to allow expansion of a 
nonconforming structure from 58.4 feet to 55 feet from the side property line; 

 

5. §2403.B.4.a.[1] – Buffers and Screens – A variance to install a low-intensity buffer as required by 
adjoining land uses pursuant to Ordinance Figure 24.5; and 

 
6. §2403.B.4.a.[2] – Buffers and Screens –  A variance to install a medium-intensity buffer as required 

by adjoining land uses pursuant to Figure 24.5. 
 

The variances were granted subject to the conditions:  
 

1) That all development and use of the subject property be in substantial conformance with the 
testimony, exhibits, and other evidence presented at the Public Hearing on this matter, including 
(without limitation) the Plan Exhibit attached hereto (the “Plan); and 
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2) That a stockade fence or similar fence be installed along the northwest side of the expanded parking 
area, to assist in blocking automobile headlamps from lighting abutting residential uses. 

 
The conditions of approval for the above variances shall be provided on the plans. 

 
WAIVERS REQUESTED 

 
Under this SALDO application, the Applicant is requesting the following waivers from the Abington Township 
Subdivision and Land Development Code as indicated on the land development plans: 
 

1. §146.9.A.(1) and (2) – Preliminary and Final Plan Stages – A waiver to permit preliminary and final 
stages to run concurrently. 
 
The Applicant is proposing concurrent preliminary/final land development. This waiver request 
section is shown as “§146.19.A.(1) and (2)” on the Land Development Plan (Sheet 2) and should be 
corrected accordingly to reflect the correct section as “§146.9.A.(1) and (2)”. 

 
2. §146-11.B.(3) – Existing Features Plan – A partial waiver from the requirement that existing features 

plan shall include property lines and names of landowners within 400 feet of the site.  
The Applicant has provided the only the property lines and landowner information of the immediately 
adjoining lots on the Land Development Plan (Sheet 2) and not within the required 400 feet of the 
site. The Applicant has provided an Aerial Plan (Sheet 4) showing the area up to 569.46 feet north, 
556.34 feet south, 319.07 feet west, and 358.84 feet east of the site. 
 

3. §146-11.B.(7) – Utilities – A partial waiver from the requirement to provide all utility information 
within 400 feet of the subject property. 

 
The Applicant is only showing the underground and above ground utilities servicing the site and 
partially the immediately adjacent site and not all the utility information within the required 400 feet 
of the subject property. The Applicant has provided an Aerial Plan (Sheet 4) showing the area up to 
569.46 feet north, 556.34 feet south, 319.07 feet west, and 358.84 feet east of the site. 

 
4. §146-11.J – Recreational Facilities Plan – A waiver from the requirement to provide recreational 

facilities. 
 
The Applicant is not proposing any recreational facilities as part of this land development project; 
therefore, a waiver is required not to provide a recreational facilities plan. 

 
5. §146-33.C – Drainage Location – A waiver to permit storm drainage pipes on-site to have a protected 

cover less than 24 inches. 
 
The Applicant is proposing a cover of less than 24 inches for the drainage pipes at proposed storm 
inlets 2 and 3 which will have 21-inches of coverage and less coverage at the mitered pipe end 
section of the proposed stormwater basin, which is less than the minimum 24-inches coverage 
requirement of this Code Section.  

 
6. §146-33.D – Drainage Size, Grade, and Type – A waiver to permit high density polyethylene (HDPE) 

and PVC storm drainage pipes and with less than 15 inches in diameter with grades less than 0.5%. 
 
The Applicant is proposing 8-inch diameter PVC stormwater piping from proposed yard drain YD-3 
to proposed storm inlet 4 and from proposed storm inlet 4 to the mitered end section at the proposed 
stormwater basin. The Applicant is proposing 15-inch diameter HPDE distribution piping with 0% 
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slope in the underground stormwater basin, which is less than the minimum 0.5% grade slope 
requirement of this Code Section.  

 
7. §146-43.C.(3).(a) – Cut and Fill Slopes – A waiver from the requirement that cut and fill slopes shall 

not be 15% or steeper. 
 
Based on our measurements of the Grading & Utility Plan (Sheet 5), the proposed regrading at the 
proposed stormwater basin within the western land extension of the tract located to the rear and 
north of the 620 and 626 Cedar Road properties will have proposed slopes of 19% and 20%, which is 
steeper than the permitted maximum 15% slope requirement of this Code Section.  

 
The following documents have been reviewed: 
 

Title Sheet Dated Revised 

Land Development Plans    
Cover Sheet 1 of 9 10/3/23 ----- 

Land Development Plan 2 of 9 10/3/23 ----- 
Existing Features Plan 3 of 9 10/3/23 ----- 
Aerial Plan 4 of 9 10/3/23 ----- 
Grading and Utility Plan 5 of 9 10/3/23 ----- 
Erosion & Sediment Control Plan 6 of 9 10/3/23 ----- 
Erosion & Sediment Control Plan Details 7 of 9 10/3/23 ----- 

Construction Details & Storm Profiles 8 of 9 10/3/23 ----- 
Construction Details 9 of 9 10/3/23 ----- 
Landscape & Lighting Plans    
Landscape Plan LP-1 9/28/23 ----- 
Landscape Details LP-2 9/28/23 ----- 

Lighting Plan & Details LP-3 9/28/23 ----- 
Stormwater Management    
Stormwater Management & Erosion and Sediment 
Control Plan Narrative 

91 pages 10/3/23 ----- 

 
We have performed a review of the above referenced plans for compliance with the Zoning Ordinance (Chapter 
162); Subdivision and Land Development Ordinance (Chapter 146); and Stormwater Management Ordinance 
(Chapter 142). We offer the following comments for your consideration: 
 

ZONING COMMENTS 
 

1. Per §901 – Permitted Uses – In accordance with the Abington Township Comprehensive Use Matrix, 
the following uses applies: 
 
• Existing and Proposed Use C-38 – Veterinary Clinic – A Use C-38 is a not a permitted use within the 

CS - Community Service Zoning District. However, the Use C-38 - Veterinary Clinic existed prior to 
the adoption date of the current 2017 Abington Township Zoning Ordinance or any amendment 
thereto, and is authorized by a building permit issued prior thereto; therefore, the Use C-38 – 
Veterinary Clinic is permitted to continue on the site in accordance with Section 1902 of the 
current 2017 Abington Township Zoning Ordinance as an existing non-conforming use. The 
Applicant is not proposing a change in use as part of this land development; therefore, it can be 
classified as a continuation of an existing nonconforming use. 
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2. Per §905 Figure 9.4 – CS Community Service District Dimensional Requirements – The minimum lot 
width shall be 400 feet. 
 
The existing lot width for this site is 242.46 feet which is considered an existing nonconforming 
condition. 
 

3. Per §602 Figure 6.1 – R-4 - Medium-High-Density Residential District Dimensional Requirements – 
The minimum front yard setback shall be 20 feet. 
 
The existing building has a front yard setback of 16.65 feet which is less than the minimum required 
20 feet. Since the Applicant is not reconstructing a new building nor is proposing alterations to the 
front of the building; therefore, the existing building at the current front yard setback is considered an 
existing non-conforming condition. 
 

4. Per §602 Figure 6.1 R-4 Medium-High-Density Residential District Dimensional Requirements – The 
maximum building height shall be 35 feet. 
 
The zoning data table on the Land Development Plan (Sheet 2), indicates the maximum building height 
as less than 35 feet. There is no building height shown on the architectural elevation plan rendering. 
The Applicant shall clarify and confirm the actual building height and include this information in the 
zoning data table. 

 
5. Per §2304.C.37 – Use C-38 Veterinary Clinic – 5 parking spaces for each doctor operating on the 

premises, plus parking as required for Use B-4: Riding Academy/Stable, if applicable, or 1 parking space 
for every 200 SF of gross leasable floor area, whichever is greater. 

 
Based on the parking requirements calculation provided on the Land Development Plan (Sheet 2), the 
proposed gross leasable floor area would be 3,550 SF which would require 18 parking spaces (= 3,550 
SF/200 SF) for the site. The Applicant is proposing 28 parking spaces for the site. The Applicant shall 
clarify and indicate the total number of doctor(s) that will be operating on the premises to ensure that 
the greater total number of required off-street parking spaces will adequately be provided on the site. 

 
6. Per §2401.A.2.d.(1).(c) – Tree Replacement – Each mature tree with a 10-inch caliper or greater on the 

site shall be designated either “TO REMAIN” or “TO BE REMOVED”. 
 

On the Existing Features Plan (Sheet 3), the existing trees are not labeled “TO REMAIN” or “TO BE 
REMOVED”. Based on the plans, it does not appear that any existing trees on the site will be removed; 
however, the Applicant shall clarify and confirm by labeling the existing trees accordingly as required 
per the above Code Section. Any tree to be removed shall comply with the tree replacement 
requirements as indicated in §2401.A.2.d.(1).(a). 

 
7. Per §2401.A.2.d.(2) – Requirements for Tree Protection Zones – Existing vegetation designated “TO 

REMAIN,” in accordance with the landscaping plan of a subdivision or land development shall be 
identified in the field prior to any clearing and shall be physically protected throughout the construction 
process. A temporary tree protection zone, constructed according to the standards expressed below, 
shall be erected a minimum of one foot outside the drip line on all sides of individual trees or tree 
masses prior to major clearing or construction. The barrier shall be placed to prevent disturbance to or 
compaction of soil inside the barrier and shall remain until construction is complete. The barrier shall be 
shown on the landscape plan.  
 
The Applicant shall provide tree protection fencing from the construction activities for all existing 
vegetation “To Remain” as required per the above Code Section. 
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8. Per §2402.A.2.a.(3) – Parking Lot Landscaping - Planting islands shall be a minimum of 10 feet X 18 
feet in area; underlain by soil (not base course material) mounded at no more than a 4:1 slope nor less 
than a 12:1 slope; and shall be protected by curbing, wheel stops, or bollards. Unless designed to 
function as part of the stormwater management system, planting islands shall be underlain by soil 
mounded up to 6 inches minimum above the paved parking or drive area and shall be protected by curbs 
(continuous concrete or Belgian block) or wheel stops. 
 
The proposed planting island to the west of the underground infiltration bed is not protected by 
curbing, wheel stops, or bollards. This planting island shall be protected as indicated above unless the 
planting island is designed to function as part of the stormwater management system. The Applicant 
shall confirm and revise the planting island accordingly. 
 

9. Per §2402.A.2.a.(4) – Planting Islands – Each planting island shall contain one (1) shade tree plus 
shrubs and/or groundcover to cover the entire area at maturity. Parking lot trees shall be a minimum of 
three (3) inches in caliper, branching at 6 feet to 8 feet in height. 
 
On the Landscaping Details (Sheet LP-2), the planting schedule indicated the minimum caliper size of 
2.5 inches for the Acer Rubrum shade trees. Per the above Code Section, the shade trees shall be a 
minimum caliper of 3 inches, branching at 6 feet to 8 feet in height. The planting schedule shall be 
revised accordingly to reflect the minimum caliper size of 3 inches. 
 

10. Per §2402.B.2.b – Street Trees - Large canopy trees shall be planted at least fifteen (15) feet from 
overhead utilities, including streetlights, and six (6) feet from underground utilities. However, ornamental 
trees may be planted under overhead utility wires. Street trees shall not be placed within the clear site 
triangle of street intersections. 
 
Although the proposed street trees along Cedar Road are planted in conformance with the July 19, 
2023 Zoning Decision, we recommend the trees be moved to be planted a minimum of 15 feet from the 
overhead utility wires to meet the requirements of the above Code Section. The left most proposed 
street tree between the two overhead utility wires is located approximately 12 feet and 13 from either 
side of the wires and will be required to be moved elsewhere along the site frontage. The right most 
proposed street tree can be moved slightly to be located a minimum of 15 feet from the overhead 
utility wires. 

 
11. Per §2403.B.7.b – Buffers for Specific Zoning Districts and Uses – CS - Community Service Zoning 

District. Along the side or rear property line of any yard adjoining a residential zoning district, a screening 
buffer of not less than 30 feet in width shall be provided. 

 
Per the conditions of approval no. 1 of the July 19, 2023 Zoning Decision, all development of the 
property shall be in substantial conformance with the testimony, exhibits, and other evidence 
presented in the Public Hearing including the Plan exhibit attached to the zoning decision. The updated 
landscaping plans provide the required landscaping as indicated in the July 19, 2023 Zoning Decision 
and is therefore in compliance with the conditions of approval. 
 
In addition, per the conditions of approval no. 2 of the July 19, 2023 Zoning Decision, a stockade or 
similar fence should be installed along the northwest side of the expanded parking lot to block the 
automobile headlamp from lighting the abutting residential uses. On the Land Development Plan 
(Sheet 2), the stockade fence is not provided; however, on the updated landscaping plans provided, the 
fence is shown on the plans. The proposed stockade privacy fence shall be shown on all plans. In 
addition, a detail of the proposed fence shall also be provided on the plans.  

 

506



ABINT130035  Prelim/Final Major LD Plans Review (1st Submission)  

Mr. Richard Manfredi November 16, 2023 Page 7 of 12 

12. Per §2601.J. - Mechanical Equipment Standards – The Applicant shall clarify if any new mechanical 
equipment will be provided to service the veterinary hospital addition since the existing A/C ducts were 
removed from the northern side of the building for the walkway extension. Any new mechanical 
equipment shall be in compliance with the above Code Section. 
 

13. Per §2601.N.2 – Trash Containment Standards – When stored external to the principal building, trash 
containers must utilize self-closing lids, or be placed in self-confining containers in order to provide odor 
control. 
 
The Applicant shall confirm that the proposed trash dumpsters will comply with the above Code 
Section. 
 

14. Per §2601.P.4 – Streets and Driveways – No driveway shall be more than 20’ wide. 
 
Based on our measurements of the existing driveway closest to 700 Cedar Road shown on the Existing 
Features Plan (Sheet 3), the width of the existing driveway is approximately 20’-9” adjacent the 
driveway apron and the proposed approximately driveway width is approximately 21’-1”. The existing 
approximately 20’-9” wide driveway width is greater than the permitted 20’ wide driveway width, and is 
considered an existing nonconforming condition. The Applicant shall clarify and dimension the 
driveway widths. Expansion of the driveway width to create a more nonconforming condition is not 
permitted. The Applicant will need to revise the proposed driveway widening to comply with the 20’ 
maximum driveway width requirement and not more than the existing nonconforming width of 
approximately 20’-9” adjacent the driveway apron. 

 
CHAPTER 146 

SUBDIVISION & LAND DEVELOPMENT COMMENTS 
 
15. Per §146-9.A.(1) & (2) – Type of Application, Stage – A preliminary plan is a first-stage plan in a two-

stage approval process. The preliminary plan is required for all subdivision, land development or  
combination subdivision and land development plans within the township, wherein public improvements 
are proposed. 
The Applicant is proposing a concurrent preliminary/final plan submission, and a waiver has been 
requested from this Code Section to allow for a one-stage preliminary/final plan submission. This waiver 
request section is shown as “§146.19.A.(1) and (2)” on the Land Development Plan (Sheet 2) and should 
be corrected accordingly to reflect the correct section as “§146.9.A.(1) and (2)”. 

 
16. Per §146-10.B.(5) – General Requirements – The submission type a set forth in §146-9.D shall be 

indicated on all the plan sheets as “Preliminary/Final Major Land Development.” 
 

The submission type  as well as the land development application number “LD-23-04” shall be shown on 
all plan sheets.  

 
17. Per §146-11.A.(4) – Property Identification Plans – The property identification plans shall contain tract 

boundaries with tax parcel numbers, owner’s names, and approximate acreage of lots surrounding any 
portion of the site for a distance of 400 feet. 

 
On the Aerial Plan (Sheet 4), no information regarding the parcels surrounding any portion of the site for 
a distance of 400 feet is provided. On the Existing Features Plan (Sheet 3), the tract boundaries with tax 
parcel numbers and owner’s names are provided for the immediately adjoining lots. The Applicant is 
required to also provide the approximate acreage of the lots within a distance of 400 feet of the site. The 
Applicant shall show the required property identification of all the properties for a distance of 400 feet 
of the site; or otherwise, be required to request a waiver from this Code Section to not provide the parcel 

507



ABINT130035  Prelim/Final Major LD Plans Review (1st Submission)  

Mr. Richard Manfredi November 16, 2023 Page 8 of 12 

information within 400 feet surrounding the site. 
 
18. Per §146-11.A.(8) – Property Identification Plans – Existing cartways of streets on and adjoining the site, 

with existing and ultimate rights-of-way and legislative and traffic route numbers. 
 

The Applicant has dimensioned the existing right-of-way for Cedar Road. The Applicant shall dimension 
the existing roadway cartway width of Cedar Road and label the right-of-way lines along Cedar Road. In 
addition, the ultimate right-of-way line of Cedar Road, if any, shall also be provided and labeled on the 
plans.  
 

19. Per §146-11.A.(10) – Property Identification Plans – The zoning classification applicable to the tract 
along with all zoning boundaries that traverse or are within 400 feet of the tract, together with a citation 
of any variances or special exceptions which may have been granted for or affecting the site. 
 
The zoning boundaries and districts within 400 feet of the tract shall be shown on the Aerial Plan (Sheet 
4).  

 
20. Per §146-11.A.(12) – Property Identification Plans – A description of the available and proposed water 

supply and sewage disposal facilities. 
 

A note indicating the available and proposed water supply and sewage disposal facilities shall be added 
to the plans.  

 
21. Per §146-11.B.(2) – Existing Features Plan – The location , names and widths of all streets, whether 

including right-of-way, cartway or centerline. 
 

The Applicant has dimensioned the existing right-of-way for Cedar Road. The Applicant shall dimension 
the existing roadway cartway width of Cedar Road and label the right-of-way lines along Cedar Road. In 
addition, the ultimate right-of-way line of Cedar Road, if any, shall also be provided and labeled on the 
Existing Features Plan (Sheet 3).  

 
22. Per §146-11.B.(8).(d).[1] & [2] – Existing Features Plan – The existing features plan shall contain the 

steep slope delineation by shading and notation of all areas of 15% to 25% or greater than 25%. 
 

The steep slopes shall be delineated as noted in the above Code Section. Based on our measurements 
of the topographic contours, there appear to be steep slopes located around the two-story frame 
garage/barn building as well as surrounding the Springhouse ruins. The Applicant shall confirm and label 
the steep slopes accordingly. 

 
23. Per §146-11.B.(9)– Existing Features Plan – The existing features plan shall contain the soil types within 

the site. 
 

The soil types and soil resolution notes shall be provided on the Existing Features Plan (Sheet 3). 
 
24. Per §146-11.C.(1)– Proposed Layout Plan – The layout, width, length, centerline elevation and names of 

all proposed cartways, streets and alleys, together with locations of all associated curbs, sidewalks and 
gutters. 

 
The Applicant has dimensioned the existing right-of-way for Cedar Road. The Applicant shall dimension 
the existing sidewalk, roadway cartway width, and centerline elevations along Cedar Road, as well as 
label the right-of-way lines along Cedar Road. In addition, the ultimate right-of-way line of Cedar Road, 
if any, and any improvements within the right-of-way of Cedar Road shall also be provided and labeled 
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on the Land Development Plan (Sheet 2).  
 
25. Per §146-11.F.(1).(a) thru (i) – Stormwater Management Plans – The Applicant has not included a Post 

Construction Stormwater Management plan as part of the plan set. A PCSM Plan shall be provided which 
includes the information indicated in the above Code Sections. 

 
26. Per §146-11.L.(1).(a) – Architectural Plans – The architectural plans shall show the front, side, and rear 

elevations of proposed buildings. 
 
The architectural plans provided showed only the floor plan layout and does not provide building 
elevations on the plans. The Applicant shall provide the building elevations on the architectural plans 
and indicate the building height in the zoning data table on the land development plans. 

 
27. Per §146-12.B.(5) – Record Plan Seals – The impressed seal of the Township Engineer shall be provided 

on the Land Development Plan (Sheet 2). 
 

Sufficient room for the signature and seal of the Township Engineer shall be provided on the Record plan 
to ensure no text overwrites. 

 
28. Per §146-12.E – Recording notations – The plans shall provide the recording notations as indicated in 

this Code Section on the Land Development Plan (Sheet 2). 
 
29. Per §146-32.B – Survey Monuments, Benchmarks, Deed Correction – The township elevations are based 

on the Township Sanitary Sewer Datum. Location and elevation is available to all engineers and surveyors 
upon request to the office of the Township Engineer. All contours and elevations shown on the plans must 
be based on this system. 

 

The Applicant shall provide a note and calculation on the plans indicating the conversion from the datum 
used to reference the Abington Township Sanitary Sewer Datum. 

 

30. Per §146-33.I – Drainage, stormwater roof drain – stormwater roof drains and pipes shall not discharge 
water over a sidewalk but shall extend under the sidewalk to the gutter. Where storm drains are accessible, 
the roof drain shall be connected thereto.  

 
The location of the downspouts and roof leaders shall be shown on the Grading & Utility Plan (Sheet 5) 
and the stormwater management plans to be provided. Additional comments may follow once the roof 
leader lines have been provided. 

 
31. Per §146-43.A.(1) – Erosion and Sediment Control – No change shall be made in the contour of the land 

nor shall grading, excavating, removal, or destruction of the topsoil, trees, or other vegetative cover of the 
land can be commenced until such time that a grading permit is applied for and approved. 

 
32. Per §146-43.C.(3).(b) – Erosion and Sediment Control – Adequate provisions shall be made to prevent 

surface water from damaging the cut face excavation of the sloping surfaces of fills. 
 

Erosion control matting shall be provided on the E&S plan for the cut/fill slopes greater than 15% to help 
prevent surface water from eroding the surfaces of the cut/fill. In  addition, the cut/fill slopes steeper 
than 15% shall be shown on the E&S plan. 
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CHAPTER 142 
STORMWATER MANAGEMENT COMMENTS 

 
33. Per §142-Attachment 1 – Watershed Map Figure 1.03 – Based on Figure 1.03, the proposed site in the 

Pennypack Creek, Area P watershed. 
 
Based on Figure 409.1P, Area P Management District Watershed Map, the site is located within District 
B of the Pennypack Creek Watershed. Based on §142-409.A.(1).(b) the following reductions are 
required in the subareas: 

Proposed Condition  Existing Condition 
2-year Reduce to 1-year 
5-year  2-year 
10-year  5-year 
25-year  10-year 
50-year  25-year 
100-year  50-year 

 
A table showing the pre-development flows and the post development flows has been provided in 
Appendix B of the PCSM Report. Based on this table, the proposed stormwater flows meet the reduction 
requirements as indicated in the above Code Section.  

 
34. Per §142-106.C.(1) – Exemptions – As part of this project, the Applicant is proposing 8,176 SF of new 

impervious area. Per Table 106.1P, the Applicant will be required to follow Article III SWM Site Plan 
requirements, §142-404 Nonstructural Project Design, §142-405 Groundwater Recharge, §142-406 Water 
Volume Control Requirements, §142-408 Stream bank erosion requirements, and §142-409 Stormwater 
Pear Rate Control and Management Districts. 
 
Per the PCSM report, the Applicant is proposing an 80’ long x 20’ wide x 2.75’ deep underground 
infiltration bed as part of this project to capture and infiltrate the stormwater runoff for the site. There 
is a discrepancy on the Construction Details Plan (Sheet 9) which shows a 22’ wide and a 2.85’ deep 
underground infiltration bed. The Grading & Utility Plan shows a proposed 80’ long x 20’ wide 
underground infiltration bed. The discrepancies between the plans and the PCSM report shall be 
corrected accordingly. 
 

35. Per §142-302.B.(1) thru (4) – SWM Site Plan Contents – The Applicant shall provide a PCSM plan as 
part of this plan submission. The PCSM Plan shall include the information provided in the above 
referenced Code Sections. Additional comments may follow once a PCSM plan has been provided. 

 
36. Per §142-401.H – General Requirements – No regulated activities shall commence until the Township 

issues written approval of an SWM site plan, which demonstrates compliance with the requirements of 
this chapter. 

 
37. Per §142-405.A.(1).(a) – Groundwater Recharge Requirements –  Infiltration BMPs shall have a 

minimum soil depth of 24 inches between the bottoms of the infiltration BMPs and bedrock or other 
limiting zones such as clay layers. 
 
No limiting layer depth has been provided on the infiltration bed detail on the Construction Details Plan 
(Sheet 9). The depth of the limiting layer shall be provided to ensure a minimum 24 inches is provided 
between the bottom of the infiltration BMPs and the limiting layer. 

 
38. Per §142-704.A – Operation and Maintenance Agreement for Privately Owned Stormwater Controls 

and BMPs – Prior to final approval of the PCSM site plan, the owner shall sign and record an operation 

510



ABINT130035  Prelim/Final Major LD Plans Review (1st Submission)  

Mr. Richard Manfredi November 16, 2023 Page 11 of 12 

and maintenance (O&M) agreement covering all stormwater control facilities which are to be privately 
owned. 

 
GENERAL STORMWATER MANAGEMENT COMMENTS 

 
39. There are two discrepancies between the elevations provided on the Grading & Utility Plan (Sheet 5), the 

elevations provided on the storm profiles (Sheet 8), and the elevations provided in the PCSM Report 
(Pages 21-23). The discrepancies are as follows: 
 

• The Gnd/Rim El Up and Gnd/Rim El Dn for Line ID I3 to Bed. The elevations 258.50 and 
259.70 as provided in the PCSM Report do not match the elevations 258.60 and 259.20 as 
shown on the plan and profile. Please confirm and revise accordingly. 

• The Gnd/Rim El Up for Line ID YD1 to Il. No Elevation is provided on the profile for proposed 
yard drain YD-1 which is attached to proposed trench drain 1. The proposed trench drain 
grate is shown with a grate elevation 260.50 and the attached proposed yard drain YD-1 has 
a grate elevation of 260.15.  The grate elevations shall be confirmed and revised accordingly 
to prevent any potential tripping hazard.  

 
40. The proposed underground infiltration bed detail on the Construction Details Plan (Sheet 9) shall 

indicate the 100-year storm elevation to ensure that the runoff volume from the storm event will be 
adequately captured by the proposed underground infiltration bed. 

 
41. Per the PCSM Report and the drainage area plans, approximately 15,246 SF of bypass area is not being 

captured by any stormwater management. We recommend an additional inlet be placed in the northwest 
corner of the proposed parking lot extension at or near spot elevation 258.60 which will connect to the 
underground infiltration bed to capture more of the stormwater runoff from site and reduce the bypass 
flows leaving the site. The PCSM report and drainage area plans shall be updated accordingly to reflect 
the additional inlet and piping. 

 

42. A stormwater basin is proposed at the discharge end of the pipe run from proposed Inlet 4. The 
proposed stormwater basin will be located in the yard area between the residential properties of 620 and 
626 Cedar Rd and 633 and 639 Roseland Avenue. The Applicant should consider the possibility of 
another underground infiltration bed and level spreader options for management of the bypass and 
overflows to minimize any mosquito issues from the operations and maintenance of the basin facility. 

 

43. Pipe convenance calcs from proposed yard drain YD-3 to the mitered end pipe at the stormwater basin 
shall be provided in the PCSM Report. 

 

44. A rip rap apron shall be provided at the proposed mitered end pipe discharge at the stormwater basin for 
erosion and sediment control. 

 
GENERAL COMMENTS 

 
45. A waiver from §146-11.B.(3) of ordinance requiring the existing features plan to include property lines 

and names of landowners within 400 feet of the site is included on the requested waiver list on the Land 
Development Plan (Sheet 2 of 9) but is not included in the Application under the waivers requested 
section. The Applicant shall provide a waiver request letter which includes all waivers requested for this 
project.  

 

46. The legend on the plans shall include and match all existing and proposed linetypes, symbols, 
characters, etc. for clarity between line types on the plans.  
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47. The Applicant shall clarify the ownership of the existing 4’ high chain link fence along the northern 
property line separating the site from 700 Cedar Road since this fencing appears to be encroaching on 
both sides of the property line. Similarly, the existing fencing of the adjacent 626 Cedar Road property is 
encroaching onto the site to tie into the existing 4’ high chain link fence along the western side of the 
veterinary hospital building. Encroachments onto adjacent properties are not permitted and any fence 
encroachments will need to be reset to remain within the site; or a written agreement between both 
property owners permitting the encroachment shall be provided to the Township. 

 
We have received the following documents/permits/reviews: 

• Zoning Hearing Board Decision (July 19, 2023) 

• MCPC Request for Review (September 26, 2023) 

• PCSM and E&S Narrative (October 3, 2023) 

• Application for SALDO Review (Completed October 19, 2023) 
• Safety Review (September 7, 2023 via email) 

• Fire Marshal Review (November 10, 2023 via email) 

• Sanitary Sewer Review (via e-mail November 7, 2023) 
• TPD Traffic Review (November 10, 2023) 
• MCPC Review (November 13, 2023) 

 
We have not received the following documents/permits/reviews: 

• STC Review 
• EAC Review 

• Financial Escrow  

• LD Agreements 
• Stormwater BMP O&M Agreement 

• Legal Descriptions & Exhibits of all lots/easements 
 

SUMMARY 
 

Since the above referenced comments can be addressed without going before the Zoning Hearing Board, 
we recommend Preliminary/Final Major Land Development Plans approval contingent the Applicant 
adequately addresses the outstanding review comments and provides the required documents prior to 
recording plans review.  
 
If you have any questions or comments with this submittal, please do not hesitate to contact me. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
PENNONI ASSOCIATES INC. 

 
Khaled R. Hassan, PE 
Township Engineer 
 
cc: Terry Castorina, Assistant to the Township Manager 
 Ashley McIlvaine, Assistant Township Manager & Assistant CAO 
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2500 East High Street, Suite 650 
Pottstown, PA 19464 
 
 

610.326.3100 
TrafficPD@TrafficPD.com 
 
 

 

 

 

   

 
 

     
 

 

WWW.TRAFFICPD.COM 

 

Memorandum 
 

To:  Richard Manfredi, Manager - Abington Township 

 

From:  Greg Richardson, P.E. 

 

Date:  November 10, 2023 

 

Re:  640 Cedar Road (Hopewell Veterinary Hospital) 

  Traffic Review #1 

  Abington Township, Montgomery County, PA 

  TPD No. ABTO.00043 

 

cc:  Board of Commissioners 

  Planning Commission 

  Tim Clark 

  Ashley McIlvaine 

  Terry Castorina 

  Khalid Hassan, P.E. 

  Allison A. Lee, P.E. 

____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

  

Per your request and on behalf of Abington Township, Traffic Planning and Design, Inc. (TPD) has completed 

a traffic review of the above-referenced application.  TPD reviewed the following document: 

 

• 640 Cedar Road (Proposed Building Addition) – Preliminary/Final Land Development Plan 

prepared by Charles E. Shoemaker, Inc. – Dated October 3, 2023. 

 

The following are our comments: 

 

Plan Review 

1. Based on our discussion with the Applicant’s site engineer, it is our understanding that the expansion 

is proposed to address space (building/parking) limitations and modernization of the existing business 

practices.  In addition, there are no current plans to increase staffing levels at this time.  Therefore, it is 

our opinion that this expansion will not result in any significant increase in vehicular traffic. 

2. The plans indicate a proposed widening of the main access drive from 16 feet to 20 feet.  While we 

support this widening, the area should be clearly delineated on the plans via dimensioning and 

pavement area to be installed. 

3. Install a stop sign at the main driveway. 
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2500 East High Street, Suite 650 
Pottstown, PA 19464 
 
 

610.326.3100 
TrafficPD@TrafficPD.com 
 
 

 

October 20, 2023 / Page 2 

 

4. The existing site has an additional driveway to the south that is gated within the interior of the site.  To 

ensure that no vehicles mistakenly enter this driveway from Cedar Road, we recommend that DO NOT 

ENTER signs be installed. 

5. The Township Fire Chief should review the plan and approve the proposed circulation patterns. 

General 

1. A response letter must be provided with the resubmission detailing how each comment above has 

been addressed, and where each can be found in the resubmission materials (i.e., plan sheet 

number(s), page number(s), etc.) to assist in the re-review process.   

 

TPD reserves the right to make additional comments upon receipt of additional documents or changes to the 

plan and studies 
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